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Tuesday, 15 October 2002
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. A. Chamberlain) took the
chair at 2.03 p.m. and read the prayer.

BALI: TERRORIST ATTACK
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — I move:
That the Legislative Council agree to the following
resolution:
We, the Legislative Council of Victoria, offer our
deepest and sincere condolences to the families of the
victims of the Bali bombings and the survivors of this
brutal atrocity and join the people of Victoria in
expressing shock and outrage at this senseless waste of
life.

On behalf of all Victorians I would like to express my
sympathies to the families of those killed, to the
hundreds of Australians injured, and also to the
Balinese, Indonesians and victims from other countries.
It is a tragedy that a place of such beauty and liveliness
should become a place of such carnage. Our thoughts
and prayers are with the parents around Australia
whose sons and daughters are still missing. While we
will never know the profound sense of loss experienced
by many families, friends and colleagues, we do share
the grief of those affected by this tragedy.
We have lost many precious young lives. Many others
will bear the physical scars of horrific burns and the
emotional scars of witnessing a terrorist attack.
What makes this act so horrific is that it struck the most
innocent people at their most vulnerable. These were
people relaxed and happy, on holiday, having fun. They
bore no grudge in any political or religious argument.
They were innocent bystanders. This bomb aimed to
cause maximum pain to people who least expected it. It
shows the evil of terrorism.
It is designed to make us all frightened when going
about our everyday affairs and dreams, like a Bali
holiday. The Bali bombing, just one year and one
month after 11 September, has destroyed a basic right
that we should all enjoy: the right to feel safe as we go
about our lives. That is why at this time, when we feel
overwhelmed and angry, we must rally together. We
must get behind those families who have lost family
members and friends and help those who do not know
the whereabouts of family members. It is at this point
that the strength of Victoria as a state and Australia as a
nation will be tested, and I am sure we will not fail.
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Not since World War II have we seen such a loss of
innocent Australian lives, and now we see all members
of Parliament and the Victorian community uniting to
demonstrate both in words and deeds support for the
victims and their families.
The Premier has pledged resources and help to those
victims still in Indonesia and also to those returning
home. The Victorian government stands ready to do
everything in its power to assist those affected. A
memorial service will be held for the victims to allow
family, friends and all Victorians to express their grief
and to comfort one another in this time of great sorrow.
The Victorian government will provide every assistance
possible to the international effort to bring the
perpetrators to justice. It will do everything in its power
to support the victims. On behalf of all Victorians I
express the government’s horror at this terrible event
and its shared sympathy for those personally affected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — On
Sunday Australians awoke to the sickening news that
terrorism had arrived on their doorstep. The terror
attack in Bali brings home to us all that Australians are
as vulnerable to those atrocities as anyone anywhere in
the world.
Our first thoughts reach out to those Victorians who
have been directly affected by this terrible tragedy,
those who have lost loved ones, those who have been
injured and to the friends affected. We think in
particular of those families who are suffering the
terrible uncertainty of not yet knowing the whereabouts
of family members and friends who were in Bali when
this atrocity occurred.
I understand that at the last count 184 bodies had been
recovered and between 14 and 20 Australians are dead.
Between 113 and 115 Australians have been injured
and as many as 220 people are still unaccounted for.
This morning eight injured victims arrived in
Melbourne and were taken to burns units throughout
the state.
The prayers, thoughts and sympathies of this
Parliament and the Victorian community go to all those
suffering at this most tragic time. Not just to people
from Australia, certainly to the people of Bali and
Indonesia but also to at least a dozen other countries
which have lost members of their communities.
Bali has a special place in the memories of many
Australians. Over 200 000 of us visited Bali last year. It
is a place that has always been a safe destination.
Young Australians took their first overseas trips there.
Many people go back frequently.
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The great Australian tradition of the sporting trip has
seen many sporting groups go each year to Bali.
Just two years ago my colleague Cameron Boardman
visited Bali and he told me that the Sari Club was
always the place to go. For any reveller who had been
to Bali the chance was that they spent time — one or
more nights — in the club. It was a happy place. People
went there fundamentally for the same reasons: to have
a good time, meet girls and have a drink. It was a place
where the thought of personal security was never a
factor, and that is what makes this event so much more
tragic. No-one in the club that night would have
stopped for one moment and thought about their
personal circumstances. They were all on holidays and
doing what people do on holidays.
Like all acts of terrorism this act of barbarism was an
attack on many nations, and we extend our sympathies
for those other nationals. It was an attack on values that
we all hold dear. As Victorians, as Australians, we must
not be cowed by these cowardly attacks. We must stand
united in our condemnation of those who hold the lives
of innocent humans in such contempt. Those
responsible must be pursued and brought to justice. No
effort should be spared, and I am sure that none will be.
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This is perhaps the most difficult speech that one could
be required to give in this Parliament. What can you say
in such horrific circumstances that simply defy
comprehension for us all? The overwhelming emotions
this incident has aroused in me are enormous feelings
of sadness, compassion and sympathy for those who
lost their lives and those who were injured in this
incident and for their families and loved ones and the
grief they are experiencing.
I can hardly bring myself to watch the television or read
of the grief victims, relatives and their friends are
suffering. Their pain, and consequently the pain we
share on their behalf, is almost unbearable. We only
have to imagine what it would be like if one of our
family or one of our friends was a victim to at least
understand in part what the emotions of those families
are at this time. The fact that many of those who were
killed or injured were young people simply magnifies
and extends that pain.
It also makes one think about the minor tiffs we all
have in our personal lives. They just pale into
insignificance when one considers the magnitude of the
impact that this event has had upon those who were
unfortunately in some part a victim of this incident.

But we must not let this act of terror override our sense
of community. It must not divide us on religious or
ethnic grounds. As Victorians and Australians we are
one, and our acceptance that our society’s diversity is
one of its strengths is part of the fabric of our
community. We must not let an attack of terror undo
our society, our tolerance or our compassion.

I simply cannot understand what motivates people to
commit such acts of atrocity. But I admit also that at
this point of time I can simply not turn my mind to even
considering that in any real detail at all. In time my
mind will turn to that issue, and it must. The
perpetrators of such crimes must be brought to justice,
and the Leader of the Opposition made mention of that.

In concluding, I would like to extend on behalf of the
Liberal Party our thanks to those Victorians who, as we
speak, are standing by to assist the families directly
affected. Our prayers and our sympathy reach out to the
stricken families who have at first-hand suffered from
this barbarous act. We join with other Victorians in
expressing our outrage at those who perpetrated this
murderous attack. The Liberal Party supports the day of
mourning on Sunday for all Victorians, and I encourage
as many Victorians as possible to participate.

The editorial in today’s Age also expresses the feelings
and emotions that I share at this point in time.

Finally, we join in expressing our condolences to all
those whose families have lost loved ones, to those who
have suffered injuries and to those who are still
awaiting news.

Today my thoughts are not turned to revenge; they are
not turned to retaliation; and they are not turned even to
the issue of accusation about who may have committed
these atrocities. My thoughts are totally with the
victims, their families and their friends. Today on
behalf of all my colleagues in the National Party I
extend sincere sympathy. Our thoughts and our prayers
are with all those people in their efforts to strive to
overcome their current adversities.

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — The National
Party joins today with the government and the
opposition in its total support for the motion before the
house.

Action must now be taken on many fronts. Police and
anti-terrorism experts will try to find out who is
responsible for the explosion and many countries,
including Australia, must decide how to position
themselves in the light of those findings, but for
Australia for now the most pressing issue is how best to
help the victims and their families.
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Tuesday, 15 October 2002

COUNCIL

Motion agreed to in silence, honourable members
showing unanimous agreement by standing in their places
for 1 minute.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent to:
Agricultural Industry Development (Further
Amendment) Act
Juries (Amendment) Act

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Schools: maintenance
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I address
my question to the Minister for Education Services. I
refer to answers the minister gave to questions in this
house last week regarding outstanding maintenance
works in schools. The minister indicated to members
asking those questions that school maintenance figures
that were being used by the opposition were, in fact,
outdated. Will the minister now table the current figures
for the house?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — The honourable member should be aware,
but he may not be, that with respect to maintenance
figures, the physical resources management system
(PRMS) process is done every three years. The figures
that were released to the opposition under freedom of
information were for the last three-year cycle. The next
assessment done by independent engineers is not due
for a while yet, and I am sure we will hear from the
opposition when that analysis is done in the normal
three-year cycle — the opposition will be seeking them.
Supplementary question
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I thank the
minister for edifying the opposition’s position, because
clearly they are the latest figures. The minister has been
quite vigorous in her discussion of those figures as they
have appeared in questions or as they have been
pursued by members in questions. I take it the minister
therefore has had an update on the current position of
those figures. Is the minister prepared to inform the
house or indeed table any update she has received on
the figures to show what the current position is since
she suggests the opposition is so far wide of the mark?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — As I have indicated, the PRMS process is
done every three years by independent engineers. The
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opposition sought and received that report through
freedom of information. In the couple of years since the
last one was done the government has invested
substantially in addressing the concern and the state of
the schools that were left as a result of the opposition in
not putting in money for capital works and upgrades.
We have put in over $800 million in capital works and
improvements compared with the last three budgets of
the opposition, which when in government only put in
just over $300 million. We have ensured that there is
investment in our schools, that the schools are
maintained and that the appropriate work that needs to
be done has been done.
The PRESIDENT — Time!

Small business: home based
Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — Earlier
today the honourable member for Seymour in another
place, the Honourable Ben Hardman, announced on
behalf of the Bracks government a grant to fund a
database to help Mitchell Shire Council target its
assistance to home-based businesses. Will the Minister
for Small Business inform the house of the progress
made by the Bracks government to fulfil its election
commitment to assist home-based businesses across the
whole state?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I thank the honourable member for her
question and, as she mentioned, the Bracks government
is committed to helping Victoria’s home-based
businesses. When we came into government, we said
we would offer practical assistance to this sector by
using state and local government to provide information
on markets, advice and support in information
technology (IT) needs, and to assist entrepreneurs in
building networks. The $15 000 grant we provided to
the Shire of Mitchell is one example of how we are
supporting Victorian home-based businesses. The
Bracks government has taken action to directly assist
home-based businesses by targeting delivery of support
services and programs.
Home-based businesses have special needs. They are
isolated, do not have ready access to support services or
the benefit of being able to access high-quality advice
or even being able to discuss day-to-day management
issues with others. The Bracks government has listened
to and recognises the difficulties faced by home-based
businesses, in particular their need to access mentors
and networks. The Bracks government has acted and is
providing direct support and assistance for home-based
businesses through a range of programs.
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In total the Bracks government has provided over
$380 000 in grants to organisations to provide
assistance to home-based businesses — this is in
addition to the information and practical assistance
provided by government services. Whilst many of these
businesses are taking advantage of government support
there are still some home-based businesses that are not
aware of the support services that are available from the
government. In this context, a Guide for Home-based
Businesses has been developed to more effectively
target existing Victorian government business
assistance to home-based businesses.
The development of the guide is helping to ensure that
the government’s commitment to home-based
businesses is delivered as effectively as possible and is
available to them to look at how they can utilise the
services the government provides. The guide can be
found at www.business.vic.gov.au, and it will provide
home-based businesses with an overview of all the
Victorian government resources that have been tailored
to help them with getting on and running their
businesses.

Rural and regional Victoria: youth employment
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I refer the
Minister for Youth Affairs to recent Australian Bureau
of Statistics data which reveal that youth
unemployment in rural and regional Victoria has
skyrocketed in the last two months by 4 per cent, from
10.8 per cent to 14.8 per cent, representing a loss of
nearly 4000 youth jobs in rural and regional Victoria. I
ask the Minister for Youth Affairs why Bracks
government employment and labour market programs
are failing young men and women in country Victoria.
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Youth
Affairs) — The Bracks government takes a
whole-of-government approach to this important issue,
and this area falls largely within the Department of
Innovation, Industry and Regional Development, but
obviously, as the Minister for Youth Affairs, I am
keenly aware of the initiatives being implemented.
Since the commencement of the youth employment
scheme (YES) in July 2000, over 1200 trainees and
apprentices have been employed in the public sector
under the program. More than 41 per cent of the YES
placements to date have been made in regional Victoria.
In August 2002, 317 000-odd young people were
employed, which is over 16 000 more than in October
1999. At the same time more than 39 000 young people
were unemployed, but that is fewer than in October
1999. While this rise could in part be due to change in
seasonal patterns and the timing of the survey, it is
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consistent with the upward trend in Victorian
employment.
I am advised that youth employment remains — and I
know it remains — as a priority of the Bracks
government, and we will continue to work across all
areas of government to make sure young people have as
many employment opportunities as possible.
Supplementary question
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I thank the
minister for her answer and her somewhat grudging
acknowledgment that there is a problem related to
youth jobs in Victoria. In the Central Highlands and
Wimmera region 200 jobs have been lost; in Loddon,
Mallee and Campaspe about 1300 youth jobs are gone;
in Goulburn, Ovens and Murray about 100 are gone;
and in Gippsland we have lost about 2500 youth jobs.
Given the minister’s acknowledgment that this is a
disturbing trend, what action will she and the Bracks
government take to amend their labour market
programs to reverse this alarming trend?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Youth
Affairs) — As I said to the honourable member, the
responsibility falls to my ministerial colleague in the
other place. However, I did say that more than 317 000
young people were employed in August 2002, and that
is over 16 000 more than in October 1999. That shows
that this government is more concerned about young
people than is the opposition. We have put more
trainees and apprentices in the public service than the
opposition ever did. We are committed and have a
whole-of-government approach to the issue of youth.
We have established the youth employment scheme.
The opposition when in government did not care about
young people. It did not care what happened to them,
whereas this government does.

World Masters Games
Hon. E. C. CARBINES (Geelong) — Now that the
World Masters Games have concluded will the Minister
for Sport and Recreation advise the house of the
success of this event and its impact on the sporting and
economic landscape?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Many honourable members would be
aware of the huge success of the recently concluded
2002 World Masters Games held in Melbourne
between 5 and 13 October. The most impressive aspect
of those games was the number of people in attendance,
which was above and beyond the expectations of
organisers. There were just below 25 000 competitors
from 95 countries, just under 450 officials and just
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under 3000 registered accompanying persons. As well,
there were in the order of 3000 volunteers, who did a
tremendous job throughout the course of the games. I
understand more than 17 000 people travelled to
Victoria for the games, with many other visitors from
overseas.
The opening ceremony was very much appreciated not
only by the competitors but also by the others in
attendance. It was a free, community-focused event at
the Melbourne Cricket Ground on the opening Sunday
night. I know a number of members of Parliament
made themselves available and looked very attractive in
their ponchos on that night. The event was concluded
with a Masters of Rock music finale, paying tribute to
music from around the world over the last 25 years,
which honourable members would appreciate is
probably relevant to many of the people at the masters
games.
The estimated economic impact is believed to be in the
order of between $30 million to upward of at
least $50 million. That is very much based on the huge
numbers of overnight stays in relation to the games.
What should be appreciated about the contribution of
those overnight stays is that whereas for many events
people stay for only a few nights, these people settled in
for an average of 11 nights. A number of the events
were located throughout regional Victoria, which meant
that the games were not only focused in Melbourne but
also were held across the regions, with Ballarat very
successfully hosting the rowing, Bendigo hosting the
orienteering and the full-bore shooting — and I
recommend the full-bore shooting to members of the
house — Geelong hosting baseball and triathlon, and
Nagambie hosting the canoeing.
It was extremely successful. I had the good fortune of
being a participant myself. Not that that reflected well
on the games, but it brought home to me the huge
degree of excitement of the old-timers — for want of
better parlance! — involved in the events and seeing
their eyes light up at the prospect of, I suppose, being
competitive once again on the sporting field.
I would like to congratulate the regional communities
that supported this event, the local governments, the
organisers, and the volunteers. I would certainly very
much like to congratulate the chairman of Melbourne
2002 World Masters Games, Graham Duff, and the
excellent leadership shown in relation to the event,
which was headed also by the chief executive officer,
Leeanne Grantham, and the substantial amount of hard
work done by the group. I look forward to many
participants engaging in masters games well and truly
into the future.

253

Drought: government assistance
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — Will the
Minister for Small Business advise the house what
assistance her department is providing to small
businesses in drought-affected areas in country
Victoria?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I thank the honourable member for her
question. It is an important issue, as we know those in
country towns and small businesses also are affected by
the drought as much as the farming community is. The
government is developing a package of assistance to
look at ways in which the programs we have available
can be targeted to those regional areas affected by
drought, including small business. That is being headed
by the Honourable John Brumby as Minister for State
and Regional Development, and we are looking to
develop a package of initiatives to assist those small
businesses in helping them through what is a very
difficult time in some of our smaller country towns.
Supplementary question
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — Given that
the minister has acknowledged that there is no
particular assistance at the moment, will she establish a
special unit to deal with the particular problems
confronting small business in country towns in those
regions that have been hardest hit by the drought?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I understand our officers from the
Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional
Development are working with country communities
and municipalities to provide the kinds of packages that
will assist those small country towns to work towards
seeing themselves through these issues. I will be happy
to provide the honourable member with information in
relation to that.

Best Start program
Hon. R. F. SMITH (Chelsea) — Will the Minister
for Education Services advise how the Bracks
government is working to maximise development
opportunities for children through the Best Start pilot
projects?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — With my ministerial colleague the
Minister for Community Services in another place, the
Honourable Bronwyn Pike, I had the pleasure of
announcing that the Bracks government has invested
$7.6 million in the Best Start initiative. Best Start is a
pilot project and a joint initiative between the
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Department of Education and Training and the
Department of Human Services.
The Bracks government understands the importance of
the early years of schooling and has invested
significantly in this area, which is unlike what the
opposition did when it was in government when it
closed schools and sacked teachers. In contrast, this
government is taking an inclusive approach to young
people and their welfare. Through our investment we
are recognising the importance of supporting children
in their early years of schooling. The Best Start pilot
projects are focusing on families that are disadvantaged
and are tackling social isolation.
The Best Start initiative is connecting early childhood,
social, health and education services to maximise
development opportunities for children aged 0 to 8.
Community groups, schools, maternity groups, parent
support groups and local and state governments are
joining forces to find creative and locally relevant ways
to tailor the services.
The initiative is about partnership. In Maribyrnong, for
example, a number of community groups have focused
on five high-need zones that are locally relevant. They
have begun thinking about the need for culturally
specific parent groups and are considering ideas like the
walking bus to help parents get their children to school
on time. The walking bus is very successful in ensuring
that parents get their young children to school in a safe
manner and on time.
Hon. B. C. Boardman interjected.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — The opposition may not
care about these young people, but we do. The cities of
Greater Shepparton, Frankston and Hume and the Shire
of Yarra Ranges have also been selected to demonstrate
this program. A further five sites will be allocated and
selected in the coming months.
The Best Start initiative is about achieving measurable
improvements to the life chances of young children in
the short and longer terms. The Bracks government is
proud of working together in partnership with our
communities.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — I know that is strange to
the opposition, but that is what we do. We want to
ensure we get the best outcome for our children. We
have listened to the views of the community and we
have acted on them. The Bracks government is turning
things around for our young children in this state.
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Snowy River: environmental flows
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Last
Thursday, 10 October, in response to my question on
the government’s requisition of water for
environmental flows for the Snowy River, the Minister
for Energy and Resources advised that the government
had ruled out entering the water market. Given that the
Victorian government on 3 June of this year executed
the Snowy Water Inquiry Outcomes Implementation
Deed, which provides explicitly at 10.4(3) that the
functions of the joint government entity are to purchase
water entitlements, I ask: has the minister misled the
house?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I am willing to speak in this house as
often as the opposition would like about the great
achievement by the Bracks government of securing the
return of environmental flows to the Snowy River,
something which would never have been achieved by
the opposition and which the opposition seems still
incapable of accepting.
What I referred to in the house previously were
statements which are on the public record by the
Premier and myself going back to the negotiations
around the many Snowy agreements which contribute
to this achievement of the return of environmental
flows to the Snowy River where, whatever the
provisions, the Bracks government ruled out the
purchasing of water entitlements in order to deliver the
water savings necessary to return the committed
environmental flows to the Snowy River.
Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I regret to say
that I am a little confused. In her response to a question
on 26 October 2000 in this house the minister explicitly
set out that the entity which was being established
would indeed have the capacity to purchase water
entitlements. Then the government committed itself to
this deed of agreement, which explicitly sets out the
entitlement to purchase water entitlements. What I am
seeking to establish here absolutely conclusively, given
that we have had four different versions in responses
from the minister at this stage, is: what is the
government’s position on buying any water on the
water market for Snowy River environmental flows?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I believe I have been very clear on every
occasion in this place in relation to this matter, as has
the Premier. I reiterate that the government has ruled
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out the purchase of water entitlements in order to
deliver environmental flows to the Snowy River.

Minerals and petroleum: native title claim
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) —
Will the Minister for Energy and Resources inform the
house of recent progress made by the Bracks
government to address the issue of native title involving
the minerals and petroleum industries?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I thank the honourable member for her
question. Native title is an important issue which needs
to be addressed in the context of reconciliation with
indigenous Australians, and one which the Bracks
government is very active in addressing. It also needs to
be addressed in the context of providing certainty for
business in Victoria and growth in the resources sector,
which is so important to our state’s development.
The Bracks government is making significant progress
in delivering these outcomes in line with its approach of
balancing its social, environmental and economic
objectives. Under the commonwealth Native Title Act
all Crown land must be considered as potentially being
subject to native title. Accordingly, various tenement
applications under the Mineral Resources Development
Act 1990 and the Petroleum Act 1998, which I
administer, are potentially affected by native title.
The Bracks government, the Mirimbiak Nations
Aboriginal Corporation, which is the native title
claimant representative body in this state, and the
Victorian Minerals and Energy Council have negotiated
a standard pro-forma agreement which came into use
earlier this year to streamline native title clearance
processes in Victoria.
I am very pleased to be able to advise the house that I
have signed agreements in relation to eight mining and
petroleum tenements in the last few months since that
standard pro-forma agreement was put in place. This is
a great outcome and evidence that the pro-forma
agreement is working when we consider that in the
previous eight years only nine agreements for mining
tenements were signed in Victoria.
The Bracks government recognises that building strong
relationships with representative bodies and native title
claimants is imperative to facilitating sound native title
outcomes and a secure investment environment for the
minerals and petroleum sector in this state.
I can also inform the house that the Bracks government,
building on the success of this initiative, is now
working on a pro-forma project consent deed which is a
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complementary native title mining agreement setting
out additional arrangements between proponents and
native title claimants. Together these documents will
form a package which the Bracks government expects
will greatly assist the minerals and petroleum industry
as well as native title claimants in Victoria.
It demonstrates again that cooperation in these matters
can address everyone’s concerns. The Bracks
government will always support outcomes which
address the important issues of reconciliation and the
future of the resources sector in Victoria.

Teachers: registration fee
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I refer
the Minister for Education Services to the Victorian
Institute of Teaching’s requirement that a registration
fee, or a teacher tax, be paid by each teacher before they
are able to teach. I point out that the minister told the
house last Thursday that the registration would become
effective in February 2003 and I ask: what is the total
amount budgeted to be received from the registration
fee in the year 2002–03?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — The honourable member will recall that in
response to his question last week about the registration
fee required for teachers next year I advised him that as
the responsible minister I would be setting that fee. I
also informed the honourable member that I would set
that fee upon receiving advice from the council of the
Victorian Institute of Teaching. It has not sent that
advice. When it has I will make an assessment.
Supplementary question
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I know
a little about budget processes and I suggest that there is
no way in the world that the education department,
knowing that there would be receipts in the year
2002–03 because of the passing of an act in this place
in November or December last year, would not have
done calculations for inclusion in that department’s
budget for the year. I suggest that the minister
reconsider her answer and I will ask again: do you have
a ballpark figure for how much is in the budget column
for receipts for this tax for the year 2002–03?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — The Victorian Institute of Teaching is a
statutory authority. A number of the department’s
responsibilities have been transferred into VIT,
including the transfer of funds for the professional
development of principals. The funding arrangements
for VIT have been approved and are in place.
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Liquor: industry trust fund
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — I refer my
question to the Minister for Small Business. During the
last sitting of Parliament the Liquor Control Reform
(Packaged Liquor Licences) Act was passed as part of a
package of reforms developed for the packaged liquor
industry and I ask: can the minister outline to the house
what progress has been made with these reforms?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I thank the honourable member for her
question. As part of the reforms for the packaged liquor
industry an agreement was reached between the Liquor
Stores Association of Victoria, the Master Grocers
Association of Victoria Ltd, Coles Myer Ltd and
Safeway–Woolworths to establish an industry trust
fund.
The government listened to small liquor retailers who
indicated that as part of the reforms they would need
support and advice to ensure that they continued to be a
vibrant force in the packaged liquor industry. We
listened and we have acted. We have established a
$3 million trust fund to ensure that small liquor retailers
have access to the right skills, support and advice. What
the Bracks government has delivered is a more
competitive but fair packaged liquor industry, which is
a win–win for small business and consumers.
The $3 million fund will provide business advice and
training to independent liquor stores on matters that are
critical to business success, such as buying and pricing
strategies, marketing and merchandising, customer
service delivery and the update of e-commerce and
information technology; accreditation program
development to promote best business practice by
independent liquor stores; and financial support to
programs that promote the responsible sale of alcohol.
The fund has been established under a trust structure to
ensure the funds are dedicated to assisting small liquor
retailers. Funding will be sourced from Coles Myer and
Safeway–Woolworths, which are required to contribute
$1.5 million each over the next three years.
The fund will be managed by five trustees: Mr Erik
Hopkinson, a liquor and hospitality industry expert who
has been actively involved in the industry for over three
decades and who will chair the trust; Mr Peter
Wilkinson, president of the Liquor Stores Association
of Victoria; Mr Geoff Gledhill, president of the Master
Grocers Association of Victoria; Ms Judy Hartcher,
who has extensive expertise in owning and running a
small business; and the director of small business in the
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Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional
Development.
I am confident that the managing trustees will design
and run programs that are innovative, effective and
meet the needs of small liquor retailers. We will see
small liquor stores that are more skilled and capable of
facing the challenges ahead. What we will see develop
are better businesses in a fair but competitive
environment.

MOTIONS TO TAKE NOTE OF ANSWERS
Rural and regional Victoria: youth employment
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I move:
That the Council take note of the answer given by the
Minister for Youth Affairs to a question without notice asked
by the Honourable A. P. Olexander relating to youth
unemployment.

It is very disappointing to note that the minister does
not see fit to be here to discuss this extremely important
issue facing young men and women in country
Victoria. It is a fact that unemployment rates for young
people have increased significantly, particularly in rural
and regional Victoria since the Bracks government was
elected in September 1999.
At this time unemployment rates for the 15 to 19 and
20 to 24-year-old age groups were 17.3 and 9.9 per cent
respectively. Prior to this time I emphasise that youth
unemployment under the period of the Kennett
government had been decreasing. Contrary to what the
minister told the chamber today youth unemployment
under the Kennett government had been falling, with
the rate for 15 to 19-year-olds falling from 23.7 per cent
and the 20 to 24-year-old age group falling from
12.9 per cent in January 1998.
Since September 1999 and the advent of the Bracks
government there has also been an increase in the
number of young people defined as being at risk — that
is, neither in full-time education nor full-time
employment. That increase has been contributed to by
recent trends of youth entering part-time and
low-skilled jobs.
Young people in rural and regional areas are more
disadvantaged in their search for work than those from
metropolitan areas. Consistently under this government
youth unemployment rates in rural areas have been
higher than in metropolitan areas. However, this
represents only part of the problem for those young
people. The main concern is that a lack of employment
opportunities in those communities has resulted in great
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decreases in the regional youth population in many
parts of Victoria. It is called the drift, and the drift
continues apace under the policies of the Bracks
government.
Despite significant moneys being poured into
employment programs by the government, youth
unemployment is increasing and employment prospects
are not improving. A decreasing trend in the
unemployment rate was evident for Victorians aged 15
to 19 years between January 1998 and January 1999,
the period of the Kennett government when jobs were
created and not lost for young Victorians. A similar
trend was evident in the age group from 20 to 24 years.
Jobs were created and not lost during that period of the
Kennett government. During the period of the Bracks
government a net loss has been seen in youth jobs. This
has huge social consequences for young men and
women in the state.
At a time when rural communities, particularly young
people, have come under increasing pressure due to the
drought and declining opportunities, the Bracks
government is unwilling to act to protect jobs. The
figures I quoted in my question to the minister today
starkly reveal how serious this problem is becoming.
Just in the last three months around 4000 youth jobs
have been lost in rural and regional Victoria alone. This
is an epidemic. I pay special attention to the Gippsland
region where nearly 2500 youth jobs have been lost
under the Bracks government. It is a terrible record; one
that the young people of Victoria will not forget at the
coming election.
It is not surprising, however, because Labor has refused
to act while 228 jobs were lost at the Vectus call centre
in Bendigo, 225 jobs went at Solectron in Wangaratta,
and Nestlé shed about 140 jobs in Maryborough.
Obviously many of those jobs were held by young
Victorians under the age of 25 years. If this trend
continues, the Bracks government can hold itself
responsible for exacerbating enormous social problems
facing young people in the state. It should stand
condemned. At the next election young Victorians will
reward the government!
The PRESIDENT — Order! I call Mr Cover.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — Thank you,
Mr President. I was preparing my contribution, clearly
under the misapprehension that the government was
going to respond to Mr Olexander’s motion taking note
of the answer of the Minister for Youth Affairs to his
question on youth unemployment, particularly in
country Victoria. It was astounding enough that the
minister did not stay to listen and perhaps respond at
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some stage to Mr Olexander, but the government made
it even more astounding by not responding, given that it
had an opportunity to do so today.
Hon. C. A. Strong interjected.
Hon. I. J. COVER — As Mr Strong puts it, it is
amazing arrogance.
The government pretends to care about the youth of
Victoria and it pretends to care about employment for
young people in Victoria, particularly in country
Victoria. As evidenced by the government’s lack of
response to this take-note motion today, the truth is that
it does not care at all. That is a very sad indictment of
this minister, the government and the way they view
young Victorians.
Some 900 000 young people fit into the youth category
and, as Mr Olexander pointed out, not only in his
question today but in his take-note motion, many of
them are not in active employment. That is a disturbing
and alarming trend and one the government was made
well aware of when the house debated the
government’s performance in the youth area two years
ago. On that occasion a number of youth
unemployment figures were raised, particularly for
country Victoria, and the government was challenged to
pay more attention to the situation, to focus on the
needs of young people in country Victoria and to assist
them with employment programs and being actively
employed.
Clearly the challenge was not responded to on that
occasion and the situation has worsened in Victoria
since then. The government has not responded to the
challenge in the chamber today. The best that the
minister could do in responding to Mr Olexander when
he asked the question in the first place, was to reach
into a folder and find a prepared sheet which was
obviously headed ‘Youth’ or ‘Unemployment’. It was
the prepared answer in which the minister might seek
refuge should she be questioned about this subject and
be put under pressure to trot out some lines about what
the government is doing in a broad sense. But it did not
specifically respond to the issue.
In previous debates the opposition has referred to the
government’s performance in the youth area when the
previous youth affairs minister was in the chair. We
know what happened to him — he had to be replaced in
that area by the current minister.
An Honourable Member — Sacked!
Hon. I. J. COVER — ‘Sacked’ might be an unkind
expression.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. I. J. COVER — But, as my colleagues point
out, perhaps that is the short and blunt way to put it.
I think it is evident in the way many things are tackled
by this government that it thinks things are going all
right in the state of Victoria — youth are employed and
the financial affairs are all in order. It gets complacent
and arrogant about the way it is going in all areas of
government administration, and it lets things drift. It is
typical of this government.
Then it has a quick look at something — like the
budget, for example. One day the government thinks
the budget surplus is $765 million, and then all of a
sudden we discover that the budget surplus is actually
now projected to be only $250 million. Some
$515 million just disappeared from the budget surplus
because this government has its hands off the wheel, its
eyes off the ball and any other cliché you can think of
to describe its pathetic performance! The government is
arrogant and complacent and it is not serving the needs
of the Victorian people. Most particularly it is not
serving the young people of Victoria, especially in the
area of employment.
I know from travelling around Victoria and talking to
colleagues who represent country Victoria that this is an
issue that needs urgent attention. Under this minister
and under this government there is not much hope of
that happening. Perhaps if the government decides to go
to an election we can see a change of government in
Victoria so these needs can be addressed with a sense
of urgency.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Jika Jika) — It is
quite extraordinary for the opposition to come into this
house and seek to debate with the government issues
surrounding youth unemployment.
Hon. A. P. Olexander — Why?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Because you in
your time left the youth of this state for absolute dead.
That is what you did. You left the youth for dead in
educational terms, you left them for dead in the schools.
Only as a result of programs which this government has
put in place are those issues slowly being redressed.
I am quite pleased to be on a committee that is chaired
by the Honourable Neil Lucas — —
Hon. J. M. McQuilten interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Yes, I am the
deputy chair, and Mr McQuilten is on that committee as
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well. We have spent a considerable amount of time
going around looking at youth unemployment in
regional Victoria. We have done a range of — —
Hon. W. I. Smith interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The committee is
preparing a report. If you want to start criticising the
chairman of the committee, Mr Lucas, for not having
done the report yet, I am happy for you to do that,
Ms Smith, but he has been a bit preoccupied by stupid
things being given to him by the Leader of the
Opposition like going around trying to find things in the
Reeves committee when there was nothing there and
coming up with absolute zero at the end of the day.
Looking at youth unemployment, let me mention a
number of important initiatives. While I certainly
would not want to pre-empt the committee report, let
me identify a number of things that have been done
already.
First of all in our schools there is the introduction of the
new Victorian Certificate of Applied Learning, or
VCAL, which is a program which is particularly useful
in regional Victoria to assist young people to get the
kind of vocational education that is relevant to their
particular circumstances in their area.
I cannot remember the exact amount, but about
$16 million has been allocated to the introduction of
VET — vocational education and training —
throughout our schools. The local learning and
employment network programs, known as LLENs, that
have been created throughout Victoria are a fantastic
initiative to try to bring together the business
community, the educational institutions and our young
people to provide real opportunities for those young
people into the future. The mentoring scheme —
Managed Individual Pathways or MIPs — has also
been introduced to try to help young people to find a
future in this state. Let me tell you what the outcome
has been, just to quote a couple of figures very quickly.
An Honourable Member — What about some
statistics!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Let me give you
some of the statistics. Some 317 900 young people aged
between 15 and 24 were employed in August 2002,
which is 16 800 or 5.6 per cent more than in October
1999, if you want to make comparisons relevant to each
government. At the same time 39 500 young people
were unemployed, or 8.6 per cent fewer than in October
1999.
The PRESIDENT — Time!
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Motion agreed to.

Drought: government assistance
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — During the
minister’s answer she informed the house in response to
my question about what has the government done for
small business in country Victoria — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The honourable
member has to start off by moving the motion that the
house take note of the answer given by the minister.
Hon. E. J. POWELL — I move:
That the Council take note of the answer given by the
Minister for Small Business to a question without notice
asked by the Honourable E. J. Powell relating to small
business in drought-affected Victoria.

During the minister’s answer to my question about
what the government has done to support small
business in drought-affected areas in country Victoria
the minister made sure that we were aware that the
Bracks government has done nothing.
The minister said the Bracks government is developing
a package. Small business in country Victoria is really
hurting at the moment. The drought is taking its toll,
and the people believe as most of us do that things will
just become tougher for them. We need things in place
at the moment.
I also asked the minister if she would establish a special
unit to look at all the issues and problems that could
arise for small business in country Victoria. The
minister refused to answer about whether she would
establish a special unit. I ask and urge the minister to
establish that special unit and, more importantly, to
personally take responsibility for it. In her answer the
minister was alluding to the fact that the Minister for
State and Regional Development in the other house
would be taking some sort of responsibility for those
decisions regarding small business. It is incumbent on
the Minister for Small Business to take responsibility
and make sure small businesses in country Victoria,
particularly in drought-affected areas, are not affected
worse than they are at the moment.
The National Party appreciates the drought package that
was given by the government for primary producers
even though it could have gone further. Some of our
primary producers will not be able to comply with the
conditions set out in the application forms; the drought
package is purely for primary producers.
As I said earlier, there is no assistance at the moment
for small business; yet there is a very strong flow-on
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effect from the drought to small businesses in country
towns. People in businesses that provide goods and
services are now finding that farmers particularly are
not able to pay their accounts, so small businesses will
have to carry those debts for quite a long time. It is also
now affecting their viability, particularly in country
areas where there are small and close communities.
I am also told that some fertiliser and chemical orders
have been cancelled. This has a flow-on effect to those
businesses that supply the goods to the farmers and on
the garages that supply the services. A number of
farmers are either not getting their vehicles serviced or
cannot pay for the services that are being done. A
number of farmers I have spoken to say it causes them
some concern when they are not able to pay their bills.
As you can imagine, in country communities everyone
knows each other and it is a concern for farmers who go
to the football or go out shopping with their wives that
they might meet up with or bump into people to whom
they owe money. Our farming communities are very
proud. They are affected if they cannot pay their bills,
and small business is hurting very much.
I have spoken to a number of restaurants and cafeterias
in my local area and they tell me their takings are down
about 25 per cent to 30 per cent, and it could get worse.
Farmers particularly are not buying new clothes, new
headers or new cars. They are not buying all the goods
you would think they would need. They are putting
purchases on hold because they are holding their money
for a rainy day. I am not saying that as a pun; they are
literally holding off buying goods.
I had experience in a small business in the floods of
1993. Our family business found that farmers were
having just the barest essentials done to their vehicles.
They did not get their tractors or utes repaired
completely. If they wanted a starter repaired, for
example, they would get the minimum job done. We
had to wait for quite a while before we were paid.
While we understood the position they were in, in small
business you cannot afford to have that sort of money
outstanding because you also are in a small community.
I have also spoken to rural counsellors who are
absolutely run off their feet dealing with farmers’ issues
and cannot provide assistance to small business. If we
were able to get a special unit established it could
increase the number of counsellors to offer counselling
and financial assistance to small business, which is
feeling the brunt.
The PRESIDENT — Time!
Motion agreed to.

MOTIONS TO TAKE NOTE OF ANSWERS
260

COUNCIL

Teachers: registration fee
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I move:
That the Council take note of the answer given by the
Minister for Education Services to a question without notice
asked by the Honourable Bill Forwood relating to teacher
registration fees.

I was totally bemused by the minister’s response, which
effectively, as I understand it, suggested that this was
somehow an issue that should be referred to the
Victorian Institute of Teaching. I note from the budget
documents that the Victorian Institute of Teaching was
established in 2001–02 and it is held out to be some sort
of major breakthrough by the government in policy
direction.
The Leader of the Opposition was well entitled to ask
his question and to expect an answer much better than
the one offered by the Leader of the Government
which, in my view, was absolutely pathetic. What we
know and what we can glean from the budget
documents is that the registration fee was established by
legislation passed by this place almost 12 months ago.
We know it is to apply from the start of the 2003
teaching year. What we also know or at least can glean
from what we have been offered by the minister is that
no teacher will be able to start in the teaching
profession at the commencement of the next teaching
year without having paid the registration fee.
We know the Leader of the Government claims to be
the minister responsible for education services. We
know the expenditure review committee of the Bracks
government would have considered this in the context
of striking a budget — or at least I hope we can assume
that was the case because on my quick calculations
there are about 40 000 teachers across the Victorian
community.
We are told to expect a registration fee of $300 per
head, and I have not heard that refuted by anybody in
government. By a quick rule of thumb that represents in
my view a revenue stream of $12 million a year; yet we
are told by the government that we have to refer to the
Victorian Institute of Teaching to find out the impact on
the state budget.
I want to know whether there has been an impact on the
revenue of the state or if, as we are now being invited to
conclude, the totality of that $300 per head is to be
consumed by the administration of the Victorian
Institute of Teaching. If that is the case I would love to
have that on the record as well, because that may come
as something of a shock to my colleagues in the
teaching profession. They thought they were going to
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get something more than an elephant stamp by this new
organisation for their $300 per head.
Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — I take up the interjection.
They will get something of a shock that the fee turned
out to be $300. Isn’t it amazing to see this government
running for cover on the issue of timing? I would love
to have the proposed registration fee out there in the
marketplace before the end of this month. Why is it that
the government is so reticent in talking about the
dimensions of the fee? Why is it that the minister who
claims to be responsible is unable to say whether the fee
was taken into account in the structure of the budget?
I put on the record that this is the same minister who
blithely turns up in that expenditure review process and
puts up her hand for the grand sum of $5.861 billion
from the public purse. She admits being responsible for
almost $6000 million, yet she says, ‘I cannot tell you
what the revenue was from this brand-new fee’. That is
an absolute insult to the teachers of the state, and I think
it also should be taken as an absolute insult to this
Parliament.
We have gone through a very formal process of ticking
off the budget for the state. We simply ask that the
minister come clean. We want to know how much the
budget has been affected by the new registration fee. It
is an absolute insult to the entire process for the
minister to dodge that issue.
Hon. E. C. CARBINES (Geelong) — I am pleased
to rise in the house yet again to talk about state
education because that is the government’s no. 1
priority. It is steadily turning around and repairing the
damage that was done by the Kennett government, and
rebuilding the profession of teaching in Victoria.
It is interesting this afternoon to listen to the wild
speculation of both the Liberal Party and the National
Party about the Victorian Institute of Teaching and to
hear it discussed in terms of its being an absolute insult,
because there was no greater insult to teachers and the
children of Victoria than the Liberal–National party
coalition government and the way in which they
wrecked state education for seven years and
undermined the education of our most vulnerable
people, the children in our state schools. They should
hang their heads in shame when they seek to hold up
their record because Victorians will not forget their
legacy.
The Kennett government with its National Party
colleagues removed 9000 teachers from the state
education system. Removing 9000 teachers cast our
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students adrift. It gagged the teachers; it was very
vengeful in making sure that no teacher was allowed to
speak out in regard to Liberal policies. Morale was at
an all-time low. Morale was very low, and I know that
because I taught in state schools when the Kennett
government was in power.
Hon. R. M. Hallam interjected.
Hon. E. C. CARBINES — When Mr Hallam was
at the helm morale was at the bottom. The people who
are seeking to condemn the Victorian government this
afternoon are the very same people who spent
$300 million in removing teachers from our state
education system so I say, therefore, that their legacy
will not be forgotten.
The Bracks government is committed to making sure
that the teaching profession is accorded very high status
as other professions in this state. The Bracks
government is about rebuilding the profession and is
committed to education of the highest quality and it has
entered into a new partnership with the teaching
profession. It wants to hear from and work with the
profession. Victorian teachers deserve their own voice.
The Victorian Institute of Teaching has been set up to
improve the quality of teaching in all our schools. It is a
representative, professional body, having a strong focus
on professional standards, qualifications and
professional development.
Unlike the previous government, the Bracks
government has lifted the gag on teachers. We have
encouraged educational debate and have consulted
teachers widely on the Victorian Institute of Teaching.
Prior to the legislation being passed in this place we
consulted widely with the educational community and
principals’ associations across the state, with the
Australian Education Union, and with teachers in all
schools, and that consultation sent a resounding ‘yes’
back to the government that teachers wanted a
representative, professional organisation such as the
Victorian Institute of Teaching.
The teachers were very clear that they supported the
establishment of the institute as did all their
representative bodies, such as the Australian Education
Union. The consultation was wide. I know that many of
my teacher colleagues talked to me about it last year
and they were very pleased that our government was
interested in lifting morale, focusing back on the
professional development of teachers and supporting
them in their profession. They very much supported the
establishment of the Victorian Institute of Teaching.
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The bill that went through this place last year had the
support of all parties and it was clear that it had
bipartisan support, so it is quite disturbing now to see
the opposition parties, in a spurious attempt to cast
doubt on the Victorian Institute of Teaching, raising
this matter today. We have an interim council in place
which is already considering the matter of the fee and
one of our Geelong principals, Lauren Woolnough,
who is the principal of Moolap Primary School, is on
that interim council. Not only that, elections are taking
place at the moment. All state teachers are in the
process of electing their representatives to this body.
The Victorian Institute of Teaching is going to be a
very important body.
The PRESIDENT — Time!
Motion agreed to.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — I have answers to the following questions
on notice: 3002, 3014, 3015, 3017, 3098, 3156–9,
3172, 3300, 3302, 3483–6.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — In
seeking answers to questions on notice in April I lodged
39 questions, 2842–80, asking about contracts between
the government and Shannon’s Way. At the time, in the
autumn sitting, the government refused to answer the
questions and when I moved a motion ordering
ministers to table the answers, that failed. When the
house resumed in October no answers appeared, and
after it was flagged and raised that indeed the ministers
could be in serious breach of house rules, all but six
answers arrived.
However, the answers to the questions were inadequate
and incomplete and I have written to you, Mr President,
asking for you to reinstate them on the notice paper.
The unanswered questions are 2873 via the Minister for
Small Business for the Minister for Community
Services, 2867 via the Minister for Sport and
Recreation for the Minister for Planning; 2874 via the
Minister for Small Business for the Minister for
Consumer Affairs; 2875 via the Minister for Small
Business for the Minister for Health; 2876 via the
Minister for Small Business for the Minister for
Housing; and 2879 via the Minister for Small Business
for the Minister for Senior Victorians. I ask: when can
these questions be answered properly and when can I
expect a reply?

PETITION
262

COUNCIL

The PRESIDENT — Order! To make it clear, these
are questions that have not been answered?
Hon. E. G. STONEY — Yes.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Will the honourable
member again give those numbers to the minister?
Hon. E. G. STONEY — I can hand them to the
minister.
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — I will take note of those particular
questions. I thought we had answered them all;
obviously we have not. I am happy to give those
numbers to the respective ministers in the other place,
and to get the responses to those questions to the
honourable member as soon as possible.

PETITION
Bunyip State Park
Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) presented a petition
from certain citizens of Victoria requesting that the
Minister for Environment and Conservation:
(a)

(b)

urgently review forestry operations in the
350 Upper Bunyip forestry block and order
an immediate cessation of logging operations
until a comprehensive scientific study is
undertaken throughout the block to establish
fully the extent of threatened flora and fauna
species and other natural and social values;
and
initiate a review of the Bunyip State Park
management plan (259 signatures).

Laid on table.
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Ballaarat General Cemeteries Trust — Report, 2001.
Bendigo Cemeteries Trust — Report, 2001.
Cheltenham and Regional Cemeteries Trust — Report, 2001.
Falls Creek Alpine Resort Management Board — Report,
year ended 31 October 2001.
Keilor Cemetery Trust — Report, 2001.
Lilydale Memorial Park and Cemetery Trust — Report, 2001.
Melbourne City Link Act 1995 — Order in Council of
8 October 2002, decreasing the Project area, pursuant to
section 8(4) of the Act.
Mildura Cemetery Trust — Report, 2001.
Mount Baw Baw Alpine Resort Management Board —
Report, year ended 31 October 2001.
Mount Buller Alpine Resort Management Board — Report,
year ended 31 October 2001.
Mount Hotham Alpine Resort Management Board — Report,
year ended 31 October 2001.
Preston Cemetery Trust — Report, 2001.
Recreational Fishing Licence — Report on Disbursement of
revenue from Trust Account, 2001–02.
Templestowe Cemetery Trust — Report, 2001.
Trustees of the Necropolis Springvale — Report, 2001.
Wyndham Cemeteries Trust — Report, 2001.

Proclamation of His Excellency the Governor in
Council fixing an operative date in respect of the
following Act:
Environment Protection (Resource Efficiency) Act 2002 —
Sections 34, 35, 36 and 37 — 15 October 2002 (Gazette
No. G41, 10 October 2002).

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

COMMISSIONER FOR ECOLOGICALLY
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT BILL

Sessional orders

Second reading

Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — By leave, I move:
That so much of the sessional orders be suspended as would
prevent new business being taken after 9.00 p.m. during the
sitting of the Council this day.

Motion agreed to.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Anderson’s Creek Cemetery Trust — Report, 2001.

Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

This bill to establish the Commissioner for Ecologically
Sustainable Development, whom I will refer to as the
commissioner, fulfils a major environmental policy
commitment by this government.
The government’s vision for Victoria, as outlined in
Growing Victoria Together, includes a transparent
commitment to ecologically sustainable development
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and identifies the need to ensure that protecting the
environment for future generations is built into
everything we do.

their environment and whether through the combined
actions of government, industry and the community
environmental gains are being made.

This commitment to balance environmental, social and
economic outcomes for all Victorians will achieve a
number of goals including the protection of the
environment; thriving, innovative industries; and safe,
healthy communities.

This government is committed to improving the
environmental performance of public sector work sites
by tackling energy efficiency, water use, paper use and
transport. Through annual strategic auditing of agency
environment management systems the commissioner
will keep the community informed about the rate of the
government’s progress in improving the environmental
performance of its work sites, and how the
environmental management systems compare with
international best practice approaches and targets.

The establishment of a Commissioner for Ecologically
Sustainable Development supports this strong
sustainability agenda. It is a clear demonstration of the
government’s commitment to promoting and
implementing ecologically sustainable development to
ensure that the total quality of life can be improved for
current and future Victorians. Importantly, through this
bill, the government will enshrine in legislation the
nationally agreed definition of ecologically sustainable
development as set out in the 1992 national strategy for
ecologically sustainable development.
The government believes that it is important to lead by
example in the adoption and promotion of decision
making that facilitates ecologically sustainable
development. In this respect the government has built
environmental, economic and social considerations into
its cabinet processes. The government is also
committed to reducing its own environmental footprint
and will implement environmental management
systems throughout its departments.
Establishment of the Commissioner for Ecologically
Sustainable Development further builds on the
government’s commitment to promoting ecologically
sustainable development, as the office will be a
valuable source of advice to both state and local
government, industry and the community on these
matters.
A key role of the commissioner will be to undertake
public education programs. The objective of this role is
to enhance the knowledge and understanding of the
Victorian community about ecologically sustainable
development and to encourage decision making that
promotes the adoption of international best practice in
ecologically sustainable development. Through this role
the commissioner will also support state and local
government in implementing measures which promote
the adoption by industry and the community of
practices that facilitate ecologically sustainable
development.
Through state-of-environment reporting, another
important role to be undertaken by the commissioner,
Victorians will be kept informed about the health of

The state-of-environment and environmental
performance reporting roles are further examples of the
government implementing its commitment to being
open and transparent and keeping the community
informed.
I will now turn to the particulars of the bill.
Part 1 of the bill is where the definition of ecologically
sustainable development has been enshrined. Until this
time, no other Victorian legislation has incorporated the
principles of ecologically sustainable development that
were agreed by the commonwealth and all state and
territory governments in 1992 under the National
Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable Development.
Part 2 of the bill establishes the Commissioner for
Ecologically Sustainable Development and the office of
the commissioner. The objectives, functions, powers
and accountabilities of the commissioner are also set
out in this part.
The Governor in Council will appoint the
commissioner for a term of up to five years. The
commissioner will also be eligible for reappointment,
as set out in clause 6. The commissioner may only be
removed from office if there is a failure to carry out the
duties of the office or if the commissioner demonstrates
inefficiency or misbehaviour in carrying out those
duties. If the commissioner is removed from office, the
responsible minister must lay a statement of the
grounds for the removal in both houses of Parliament.
Clause 7 highlights the four objectives of the
commissioner. These are to report on matters relating to
the condition of the natural environment in Victoria; to
encourage decision making that facilitates ecologically
sustainable development; to enhance knowledge and
understanding of issues relating to ecologically
sustainable development; and to encourage sound
environmental practices to be adopted by state and local
government.
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The commissioner has three key functions to undertake
in delivering on its objectives. As set out in clause 8,
the commissioner is to prepare a report on the state of
the Victorian environment and conduct annual strategic
audits of the implementation of environmental
management systems by agencies and public
authorities. The commissioner will also conduct public
education programs that promote an understanding of
ecologically sustainable development. Through these
programs the commissioner will support state and local
government in implementing measures that encourage
industry and the community to adopt practices that
facilitate ecologically sustainable development.
As the functions of the commissioner are proactive and
facilitative, the commissioner will not require powers to
enter premises and seize information. It will be
important that agencies and public authorities support
the commissioner in the provision of information. In
this respect, clause 9 provides for the commissioner to
make formal requests to agency and public authority
heads for information required to undertake the
functions as set out in the bill.
The commissioner will also be able to establish a
reference group to provide advice on the undertaking of
its functions and may also appoint committees to
provide advice on specific matters.
In carrying out its functions the commissioner must
have regard to a set of principles including the need to
integrate economic, environmental and social
considerations, the need to add value, the need to
develop solutions and achieve improvement, and the
need to be impartial, open, transparent and accountable.
These principles in clause 10 are strong principles that
the government is promoting in all that it does.
This clause also sets out a process by which the
responsible minister may give specific directions to the
commissioner. It is envisaged that the commissioner
could be asked to investigate and report on specific
matters that relate to ecologically sustainable
development. Given that this investigatory role is not a
core function of the commissioner, it is considered that
it will be used sparingly. Where specific directions are
given, the responsible minister must also table the
directions in both houses of Parliament. This will
ensure that any directions are transparent.
The commissioner will be able to appoint its own staff
under clause 12 and engage consultants as necessary
under clause 13.
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Part 3 of the bill refers to the reports that the
commissioner is required to prepare as part of meeting
the functions set out in the bill.
One of the first roles that the commissioner will need to
undertake once appointed will be to develop a
framework for state-of-environment reporting in
Victoria. In developing this framework the
commissioner will consult extensively with state and
local government, industry and the community. It is
expected that the framework will identify the form of
the reports and a mechanism for review of the
framework. As a result of house amendments in the
other place, the bill requires the commissioner to
prepare a state-of-environment report at intervals not
exceeding five years.
As set out in clause 17, the framework must be
approved by the responsible minister. Once approved
the responsible minister has 10 sitting days to table a
copy of the framework in both houses of Parliament.
The minister is required to table state-of-environment
reports in both houses of Parliament within 10 sitting
days of receiving reports. As a result of house
amendments in the other place, if a
state-of-environment report includes recommendations
made by the commissioner, a government response
must be tabled in both houses of Parliament within
12 months of the state-of-environment report being
tabled.
Clause 18 sets out the requirements for preparing
reports on the implementation of environment
management systems by agencies and public
authorities. This will include an analysis of the progress
of agencies and public authorities in meeting objectives
and targets for implementation. In the first instance only
agencies will be mandated to report on their
implementation in their annual report. However, given
that there are a number of public authorities that have
voluntarily implemented environment management
systems, the commissioner will also be able to
comment on their progress as well.
The responsible minister is required to table the report
on environmental management systems in both houses
of Parliament within 10 sitting days of receiving the
report.
To ensure that the public has easy access to directions
given to the commissioner by the responsible minister
and the reports prepared under the bill, the
commissioner is required to publish them on the
Internet.
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In conclusion, this bill is evidence of the government’s
commitment to facilitate a greater understanding, across
all sections of the community, of ecologically
sustainable development and to promoting the adoption
of practices that encompass this approach.
An important aspect to Victorians taking this approach
and encouraging others to follow is through the greater
provision of relevant information, such as the
state-of-environment reports. The government is also
prepared to lead by example by implementing
environmental management systems and opening up its
reporting on implementation to the scrutiny of the
commissioner.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned for Hon. BILL FORWOOD
(Templestowe) on motion of Hon. K. M. Smith.
Debate adjourned until next day.

ROAD SAFETY (RESPONSIBLE DRIVING)
BILL
Second reading
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The main purpose of this bill is to amend the Road
Safety Act to encourage responsible driving. To this
end, the bill will introduce measures to deter excessive
speeding. It will allow on-the-spot licence suspensions
for first offender drink-drivers with high blood alcohol
concentrations and for repeat drink-drivers. The bill
will also set a lower threshold for demerit point licence
loss for probationary and learner drivers, namely
5 points in 12 months.
Speeding
Excessive speed is a major contributor to road trauma
in Victoria. This is particularly true of very high-level
speeding. In this bill the deterrent against excessive
speeding is strengthened by redefining it as exceeding
the speed limit by 25 kilometres per hour, rather than
30 kilometres per hour, as at present. Excessive
speeding incurs a minimum licence suspension of one
month.
In cases where a driver exceeds the speed limit by
35 kilometres per hour or more, the bill sets a minimum
suspension period of six months. And exceeding the
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speed limit by 45 kilometres per hour or more will now
incur suspension for at least 12 months.
It is a strange thing that many people think that the risk
of speeding is the risk of getting a ticket, as if they do
not really understand or believe the risk of causing
injury or death. Such people need to understand that
there is no such thing as safe speeding. They might get
away with it for a time, but it is dangerous and
unnecessary and eventually they, or someone else, will
pay the price.
There is a direct and proven statistical relationship
between speed and crash risk. The odds are that if you
continue to speed, sooner or later you will crash. In a
very real sense, speeding is high stakes gambling. But
it’s not gambling only with money. It’s gambling with
lives. Drivers who speed need to hear the message:
don’t be a mug punter with your life.
On-the-spot licence suspension for drink-driving
Drink-driving is also a major factor in road trauma.
Again, it is a statistically proven fact that drink-driving
kills people. On average, only 1 in 200 drivers tested at
police booze buses is a drink-driver. Yet about 1 in
4 driver fatalities are drivers who had a blood alcohol
concentration of 0.05 or more. Put simply, a person
who drinks and drives is not fit to hold a driver licence
until he or she reforms. They are a danger to themselves
and to others.
The bill contains provision for the immediate
suspension of learner permits or probationary driver
licences of drivers detected with a blood alcohol
concentration of 0.07 or more.
The Road Safety Act already provides for the interim
suspension of the licence of first offenders whose blood
alcohol concentration is 0.15 or higher and repeat
drink-drivers. At present, suspension can be imposed
after the person is charged with drink-driving, and lasts
until the case is heard, but can be appealed in the
meantime if there are exceptional circumstances.
These existing interim suspension provisions have
several defects.
First, it may take some time for a charge to be laid.
Typically, it may take a week or more for a
drink-driving charge to be laid because of the various
procedural steps involved. In the meantime, the person
can continue to drive. This does not sit well with the
main purpose of interim suspension, which is to remove
from the roads as quickly as possible a driver who
poses an unacceptably high risk to the community.
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Secondly, interim suspension is only an available
option, at present, if the driver is charged with
drink-driving under the Road Safety Act. It therefore
may not be an option if a person is facing more serious
criminal charges, such as manslaughter or culpable
driving, arising out of driving a car whilst under the
influence of alcohol. In any case, possible offences of
this nature generally take even longer to investigate
than simple drink-driving.
Thirdly, the 0.15 threshold for interim suspension
applies to all first offenders, even though the legal limit
is different for different categories of driver. In
particular, learner and probationary drivers are subject
to a zero alcohol limit because inexperience and alcohol
is a lethal combination.
For these reasons, the bill proposes amendments to
permit the police to suspend the licences or permits of
drink-drivers on the spot wherever they could be
suspended following charge under the current law. In
essence, this is a timing change, designed to get the
person off the road immediately.
To achieve this, the bill proposes that suspensions may
be imposed on the basis of the same certificates of
analysis that can presently be used to prove a
drink-driving charge.
For repeat drink-drivers, interim suspension can be
imposed for any drink-driving offence, as at present.
For a first offender with a full licence, interim
suspension can be imposed if the person’s blood
alcohol content is 0.15 or higher. Again, this is the
current threshold for interim suspension.
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laid, interim suspensions cannot last longer than
12 months, or the relevant minimum disqualification
period under the act, whichever is the less.
The bill also proposes an amendment to section 49(1)(f)
of the Road Safety Act. That section defines the
drink-driving offence of failing a breath test within
3 hours of driving. The act already enables further tests
where the first breath test does not produce a result for
any reason. To remove any possible doubt on the
matter, the amendment makes it clear that a
drink-driver may be prosecuted on the basis of the
results of these further tests.
A similar amendment is proposed to section 28 of the
Marine Act 1988, which deals with corresponding
offences by persons in charge of vessels.
Demerit points
The changes introduced by this bill will make licence
loss a more likely consequence for persistent speeding
offenders. There are a number of penalties for speeding,
one of the most effective being the allocation of demerit
points. Demerit points are added to a driver’s record
whenever the driver pays an infringement notice or is
found guilty by a court of specified offences. Points
remain on a driver’s record for three years, and then
lapse.
Because of the risks associated with inexperience, most
states of Australia impose a lower demerit point cut-off
for probationary and learner drivers than for full
licence-holders. This bill will introduce similar
measures in Victoria.

In the case of learner drivers and probationary drivers,
however, the bill proposes to lower the threshold for
interim suspension to 0.07. These are inexperienced
drivers, who are subject to a zero alcohol condition. A
learner or probationary driver who drives with a blood
alcohol concentration of 0.07 or higher represents an
unacceptable risk and should have his or her licence
suspended immediately.

Too many novice drivers are dying on our roads. There
is a need to deter high-risk behaviour, especially
speeding, by these drivers.

The procedural safeguards in relation to these
on-the-spot suspensions will be similar to those already
in the act. As at present, a certificate of analysis can
only be relied on if the sample tested was taken within
3 hours of driving. There will be a right of appeal, as at
present, in exceptional circumstances and, in addition,
any court hearing proceedings arising out of the
incident will be able to cancel the suspension on similar
grounds. The period of interim suspension will be
discounted from any period of disqualification that is
subsequently imposed by a court. Unless charges are

This limit of 5 points in 12 months will allow these
novice drivers to learn from their mistakes but will
reduce the likelihood of bad habits becoming
established. If novice drivers will not drive responsibly,
they will lose their licences.

Probationary and learner drivers will risk licence loss if
they incur 5 points in any 12-month period. They will
also remain subject to the 12 points in three years
threshold that applies generally.

To keep this in perspective, most probationary
licence-holders have no demerit points. These
responsible drivers will not be affected by these
measures.
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For any penalty to act as an effective deterrent, the
driver must be aware of both the penalty, and of the
consequences of reoffending. To this end, the bill
amends section 92 of the Road Safety Act to allow the
Victoria Police to access driver demerit point records.
The police will notify a person who has incurred
demerit points of the possible consequences of
incurring further demerit points — namely, loss of their
licence to drive. It is expected that this will have a
positive influence on driver behaviour.

Conclusion
Taken together, the bill represents a significant package
of measures to improve the safety of all road users. It
introduces important measures to deter the highest risk
speeding offenders. And it will enable drivers who flout
drink-driving laws to be removed from the road sooner.
These drivers have to understand that the community
will not tolerate their gambling with the lives of others
as well as their own.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned for Hon. G. B. ASHMAN (Koonung)
on motion of Hon. K. M. Smith.
Debate adjourned until next day.

FEDERAL AWARDS (UNIFORM SYSTEM)
BILL
Second reading
For Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business), Hon. J. M. Madden (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill has been
developed after a comprehensive process of
consultation with employer groups, unions, employers
and employees. The bill is an important step in
establishing a truly unitary system of industrial relations
in Victoria and will help restore the balance between
the rights of employees and employers that are not
covered by federal awards or agreements.
The bill represents a key part of this government’s
commitment to fairness. Since 1996 the gap between
conditions enjoyed by those employees protected by
federal awards or agreements and those under
schedule 1A of the federal Workplace Relations Act
1996 has steadily increased. The bill is designed to
remove this artificial gap, and ensure that all Victorians
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are entitled to similar minimum conditions of
employment. This is good for employees, and it is good
for employers.
In the face of a lack of commitment from the federal
government to reform the Workplace Relations Act,
and on the recommendation of the independent
industrial relations task force, the Bracks government
introduced the Fair Employment Bill in November
2000. As honourable members will recall, the bill
received significant support, not just from unions and
community groups but also from employer groups,
such as the Victorian Automobile Chamber of
Commerce, the Housing Industry Association, the
Victorian Road Transport Association and the Master
Builders Association of Victoria.
Despite the significant level of support it attracted, that
bill was defeated in the Legislative Council.
The bill will ensure that Victoria operates under a
unitary system of industrial relations. This attempt to
develop a unitary industrial relations system
underpinned the 1996 referral of industrial relations
powers to the commonwealth, pursuant to the
Commonwealth Powers (Industrial Relations) Act
1996.
In 2000 the independent industrial relations task force
identified over 561 000 employees who were
supposedly covered by the Workplace Relations Act
but were treated differently from other employees also
covered by the act. These 561 000 employees, covered
by part XV and schedule 1A of the Workplace
Relations Act, are only entitled to five basic conditions
of employment. Award employees, on the other hand,
are entitled to a statutory 20 minimum conditions.
The schedule 1A category of employee is a result of the
abolition of state awards by the Victorian Parliament in
1992.
The bill will remove the artificial barrier between those
covered by awards and those covered by schedule 1A.
The need for a unitary system
As members are aware, in 1996 the Victorian
government utilised section 51(37) of the Australian
Constitution to refer a limited number of industrial
relations matters to the commonwealth. This
represented the first time any Australian state had
referred an industrial relations power to the
commonwealth.
In November 1996 Victoria enacted the
Commonwealth Powers (Industrial Relations) Act

FEDERAL AWARDS (UNIFORM SYSTEM) BILL
268

COUNCIL

1996. This act then enabled the commonwealth to
legislate to amend the Workplace Relations Act 1996 to
include specific provisions relating to Victoria.
At the time, the then shadow spokesperson and now
Premier, the Honourable Steve Bracks, said:
The opposition supports in principle the concept of a single
national system of industrial relations, and it always has. It
can deliver benefits to both employees and employers by
creating a uniform national framework for dispute resolution
and the application of minimum employment standards that
can be more easily complied with and enforced.

Despite the stated intentions behind the legislation, the
Commonwealth Powers (Industrial Relations) Act 1996
did not see the establishment of a true unitary industrial
relations system. A true unitary system could only exist
if all Victorian employers and employees were subject
to the same rules, under the federal Workplace
Relations Act. This clearly was not brought about by
the referral.
What the Commonwealth Powers (Industrial Relations)
Act 1996 did was create a hybrid system. Victorian
employers and employees, previously subject to the
Employee Relations Act 1992, found themselves, from
31 December 1996, subject to a discrete part of the
Workplace Relations Act 1996, part XV, as well as
schedule 1A.
In its report published September 2000 the independent
industrial relations task force concluded that:
In practice and at law, the current system of industrial
regulation in Victoria is not the unitary system as has been
advocated by some parties. It is true to say though, that all of
Victoria operates under federal industrial law. But there are
two completely different systems that operate for Victorian
employees and workplaces under this federal law. This has
been described as a dual system of industrial relations in
Victoria.

Nor is the current system fair to employers and
employees. The work of the industrial relations task
force exposed the disadvantage suffered by
schedule 1A employees. Schedule 1A only operates
with respect to Victoria and ensures that schedule 1A
employees have the worst minimum employment
standards of any Australian employee.
Employers too have suffered as a result of the 1996
referral. Schedule 1A employers have been
disadvantaged because they lack proper information on
their rights and responsibilities under the act.
Federal award and agreement employers have been
disadvantaged because they have to compete against
employers who may legally offer their employees lesser
wages and conditions — that is, a policy premium is
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placed on the so-called ‘race to the bottom’ for paying
wages and conditions.
In 2000 the independent industrial relations task force
also found that, while Victoria operated under a
significantly deregulated labour market after 1992,
there has been no significant increase in jobs growth
levels or decrease in unemployment levels compared
with the national average, or in relation to other states.
This runs counter to the unresearched claims by some
that the deregulation of Victoria’s labour market has
somehow given us an advantage over other states.
In 1999, the Australian Labor Party went to the
Victorian people with a firm commitment to reform the
state’s industrial relations system. Our policy stated in
part:
Labor supports a unitary national approach to industrial
relations and will make the demand of the federal government
that the Workplace Relations Act is made fair for all workers.
This should include the re-establishment of national awards
with comprehensive standards.

Purpose of the bill
The main purpose of the bill is to refer to the
commonwealth Parliament a further matter relating to
industrial relations, and to empower the Victorian Civil
and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) to make orders
applying federal award conditions as common rules in
Victoria.
The bill, in fact, has two stages:
Stage 1 involves a referral of further industrial relations
power to the commonwealth so it can legislate to apply
federal award standards (the 20 minimum conditions)
to Victorian schedule 1A workers.
Stage 2 will be implemented if the commonwealth
refuses to legislate to adopt the proposed referred
power. It involves federal awards applying on
application by common rule, under Victorian
legislation. In other words, stage 2 will only be
implemented if stage 1 fails due to a lack of cooperation
on the part of the commonwealth.
I should take a little time to clearly articulate our
government’s preferred approach under this legislation.
The fairest, easiest and least complex approach is for
the commonwealth to accept Victoria’s referral of the
common-rule power. To do so would confirm the
commonwealth wants a true, uniform industrial
relations system in Victoria.
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It is only if the commonwealth refuses the referral of
the common-rule power that the remaining provisions
in the legislation will be implemented.
Who does the bill apply to?
The Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill will apply
to persons whose wages and conditions of employment
are not covered by an award or agreement under the
federal Workplace Relations Act. In other words, the
bill will only apply to employers and employees
covered by part XV and schedule 1A of the Workplace
Relations Act.
There is a tendency, although an erroneous one, to
assume that big business is covered by awards or
agreements, whilst small business is award free.
One hundred and eighty-five thousand Victorian
businesses with fewer than five employees are already
covered by a federal award. This represents over 39 per
cent of all businesses of that size. Fifty-seven per cent
of businesses with between 10 and 19 employees are
covered by a federal award, and this rises to 60 per cent
if you include those with both federal award and
schedule 1A employees. Clearly, hundreds of
thousands of Victorian small businesses are already
covered by a federal award and/or a certified
agreement.
The bill will have no direct impact on employers bound
by a federal award or certified agreement. It should be
noted, however, that the Australian Centre for Industrial
Relations Research and Training (ACIRRT), which
conducted research for the industrial relations task
force, found that a number of Victorian workplaces
continued to operate under a mixture of regulatory
regimes. ACIRRT found that 2775 Victorian
workplaces were regulated by both federal awards or
agreements and schedule 1A. Fourteen per cent of
workplaces with between 20 and 99 employees had
both federal award and schedule 1A coverage. Those
workplaces will benefit from this bill, as it will
rationalise the industrial relations regimes they are
currently subject to.
Also worthy of consideration are the conclusions of the
independent industrial relations task force that:
Victoria has, compared to other states, a
disproportionately large low-wage sector.
Low-income earners also tend to be concentrated in
small workplaces, in certain industries, and in rural
and regional parts of the state. The task force
identified links between this low-wage sector and
Victoria’s dual system of industrial relations.
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Some 356 000 Victorian employees (approximately
21 per cent of the Victorian labour force) rely almost
entirely on schedule 1A of the Workplace Relations
Act 1996 for their conditions of employment.
Schedule 1A employees have limited access to
benefits that are standard among federal award
employees.
Approximately 235 000 Victorian employees receive
only the minimum rates under industry sector orders.
The geographical differences in workplace minimum
rates are also pronounced. For instance, in
non-metropolitan workplaces 22 per cent of
schedule 1A workplaces fall in the under
$10.50 wage bracket compared with 8 per cent of
workplaces with federal award coverage.
When compared to standards and employment
conditions applying under federal awards and in other
jurisdictions, employees who rely solely upon
schedule 1A of the Workplace Relations Act 1996
receive fewer conditions and entitlements than other
employees. For instance:
no personal and carer’s leave or bereavement leave;
no entitlement to redundancy;
no entitlement to be paid for hours worked in excess
of 38 per week; and
sick leave benefits are prescribed at lower levels in
schedule 1A than they are in many federal awards.
Referral of power allowing VCAT to determine
common-rule orders
The bill provides that VCAT may make a common-rule
order on application by the minister, a registered
organisation, a peak body or an interested organisation
in the relevant industry.
A common-rule order is an order made by the VCAT,
having the effect of binding all employers and
employees in the industry concerned. The order
establishes and relates only to minimum terms and
conditions of employment. It is not a code on other
employment matters. A common-rule order is limited
to the 20 allowable matters defined in section 89A of
the federal Workplace Relations Act 1996.
VCAT will make a common-rule order in relation to a
particular industry if satisfied that there is an award in
force, and the award would be binding on an employee
if he or she were employed by an employer party to that
award. VCAT is also required to determine the most
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appropriate award to apply, if more than one award
covers the particular kind of work, subject to specified
conditions.
VCAT may impose a condition, limitation or exception
on a term or part of a term of an award in a
common-rule order under certain circumstances. These
circumstances relate to the term not being relevant to
the employer/employee relationship or economic
incapacity on the part of the employer.
Where the federal commission varies a term of an
award, the common-rule order is varied accordingly
with effect from the end of 28 days after the date of
effect of the variation of the award. Notification will be
generally provided to anyone bound by the
common-rule order of a variation by the federal
commission of an award.
The party notified may lodge an objection to the
proposed variation of the common-rule order under
certain circumstances. The variation is not enforceable
against the objector until determined by the VCAT.
Information and compliance
There are two arms for compliance under the bill, the
provision of information, and in certain circumstances,
prosecutions for breach of the legislation.
In its report, the independent industrial relations task
force identified a lack of information as a serious
problem faced by employers and employees covered by
schedule 1A. The task force report stated:
The issue of advice and education is important in dealing with
schedule 1A workplaces. Employers in this sector are less
likely to belong to an employer association at the same time
as employees are less likely to belong to a union. It is this
group of employers and employees on which the task force
has had to focus in developing more innovative ways of
dealing with employment issues. The needs of schedule 1A
employers and employees may well be different to that of
many federal award workplaces. For instance, the vast
majority of schedule 1A workplaces are categorised as small,
the employees are generally less likely to be unionised, and
the employers are less likely to belong to an employer
association, than is the case in federal award workplaces.
From the public consultations and submissions received by
the task force it is apparent that a new approach is needed to
information and advice in this sector. There was a particular
level of dissatisfaction with the current information provided
through the Office of Workplace Services (the federal
department) by both employers and employees. A different
approach is clearly needed to address the individual needs of
schedule 1A employers and employees. In summary,
information and advisory services are critical to the success of
good employment and industrial laws.
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In 2001 Industrial Relations Victoria established a
workplace information unit. The unit provides
educational and information services to schedule 1A
employers and employees. However, the bill provides a
more comprehensive service.
In 1996, when Victoria referred most of its industrial
relations powers to the commonwealth, it also ceded
responsibility for providing information and
inspectorial services. The Victorian Wage Line service
was abolished, and only a limited advisory service
relating to long service leave was retained.
The bill provides for the appointment by the minister of
suitably qualified information services officers. Their
primary function is to provide information about the
operation of the legislation. They also have the function
of ensuring compliance with the legislation.
It is important to note that the powers and
responsibilities of the information services officers are
similar to or no greater than those exercised by
members of the federal Department of Employment
and Workplace Relations inspectorate.
Prosecutions, evidence and recovery of money
The industrial division of the Magistrates Court will
hear prosecutions for breaching this legislation. A
prosecution for an offence may only be brought by a
person authorised by the minister, the secretary of the
department or another person in the department
authorised by the minister.
An employee who believes that they are owed money
may take proceedings to recover money owing in the
industrial division of the Magistrates Court. The
proceedings must be started within six years after the
entitlement arises. The court may charge interest on any
money it finds the employee is entitled to.
Summary
The Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill provides a
logical step on the path to a truly unitary industrial
relations system. It is important to stress that the bill
does not represent the Fair Employment Bill under a
different guise. The contrast between the two cannot be
starker. The Fair Employment Bill sought to establish a
new Victorian industrial relations system, operating
separately from the federal system.
What this new bill represents is an opportunity for all
Victorian employers and employees to operate under a
common set of minimum conditions of employment,
not the hybrid we have at the moment.
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It will mean that a minority of Victorian employees
have the same basic entitlements that are enjoyed by the
majority, under the federal Workplace Relations Act,
legislation that I need not remind you is enacted by the
current coalition government.
It will mean that for the first time since 1996, all
Victorian employees will have an entitlement to enjoy
conditions of employment that are fair and reasonable.
The bill also means that all Victorian employers operate
on a level playing field. No longer will some employers
be able to undercut others, just by virtue of the fact they
are bound by a different section of the Workplace
Relations Act. This will help ensure business
confidence by providing consistent terms and
conditions.
This bill represents the best opportunity this state has
ever had to provide a fair unitary system of industrial
relations in Victoria.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned for Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS
(Monash) on motion of Hon. K. M. Smith.
Debate adjourned until next day.

CRIMES (PROPERTY DAMAGE AND
COMPUTER OFFENCES) BILL
Second reading
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Victoria faces difficult challenges to ensure that the
criminal law is adequately equipped to deal with new
and emerging types of crime. The Crimes (Property
Damage and Computer Offences) Bill will introduce a
new range of criminal offences to help ensure that
Victoria is prepared to meet these challenges.
The bill reflects the government’s determination to
provide a modern and effective Victorian criminal
justice system. The government is committed to
providing safe streets, homes and workplaces for the
Victorian community.
The bill will introduce the following new offences into
the Crimes Act 1958:
a bushfire offence directed at those individuals who
intentionally or recklessly cause a fire and who are
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reckless as to the spread of the fire to vegetation on
property belonging to another person;
computer offences directed at individuals who
impair the security, integrity and reliability of
computer data and electronic communications; and
sabotage offences directed at individuals who
damage publicly or privately owned public facilities,
with the intention of causing major disruption to
government functions or public services or major
economic loss.
The new offences are based on the model provisions
contained in the model criminal code report entitled
Damage and Computer Offences, which was published
in January 2001.
The model offences establish the framework for a
coordinated and uniform national approach to these
serious crimes. There is national agreement to
implement the model offences:
at the Standing Committee of Attorneys-General
meeting in March 2002 all jurisdictions agreed to
introduce the model bushfire offence;
at the leaders summit agreement on terrorism and
multijurisdictional crime in April 2002, all
jurisdictions agreed to introduce the model computer
offences in 2002. Introducing the model sabotage
offences is also consistent with this agreement.
This bill will implement Victoria’s commitment to
introduce the model offences and will ensure that there
is a comprehensive and consistent response across
Australia.
Bushfire offence
Every year Victorians are threatened with the
possibility of bushfires spreading out of control. These
fires can endanger life and property and cause
significant damage to the environment. This bill
recognises these potentially devastating effects by
introducing a new bushfire offence into the Crimes Act.
While Victoria already has a range of offences covering
the destruction of property by fire and lighting fires,
these offences do not deal with the situation where a
person recklessly creates the risk of a fire spreading
uncontrollably to vegetation belonging to another.
The new offence will focus on people who create the
risk of the spread of fire, rather than the infliction of
actual harm. The offence will target people who
intentionally or recklessly cause a fire and who are
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reckless as to the spread of the fire to vegetation on
property belonging to another person. The offence will
provide a maximum penalty of 15 years imprisonment,
which is equivalent to the existing offence of arson.
However, persons who create the risk of a fire, where
there are legitimate reasons to do so, will not be liable.
The bill specifies that a person will not be reckless as to
the spread of fire where the person:
carries out fire prevention, fire suppression or other
land management activity;
in accordance with a provision made by or under an
act or by a code of practice approved under an act;
and
they believe that their conduct in carrying out that
activity was justified having regard to all of the
circumstances.
While unfortunately it may not be possible to stop all
bushfires from occurring, this offence is an important
step towards preventing unnecessary fires that occur
because of the intentional or reckless conduct of
individuals. The bushfire offence will help to deter
these avoidable fires by ensuring that the full force of
the law will be brought to bear on these offenders.
The bill will also amend the Bail Act 1977 to include
the offence of arson causing death in the list of
show-cause offences in that act. This will require a
court to refuse bail where an accused is charged with
arson causing death, unless the person can show cause
why bail should be granted.
Arson causing death is an extremely serious offence
carrying a maximum penalty of 25 years imprisonment.
A person should not be able to receive bail for such a
serious offence unless they can show cause why it
would be appropriate.
The offence of arson causing death will now be treated
in the same way as other serious show-cause offences
such as aggravated burglary, or stalking (where
violence is used or threatened against the person
stalked).
Computer offences
Victorians are among the earliest adopters of new
technology and this government has taken an active
approach towards growing information and
communication technologies and sharing the benefits of
such technologies across the entire Victorian
community. World-class information and
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communication technology companies have been
developed and nurtured in Victoria.
However, as a result of this huge growth in the Internet
population and in electronic commerce, the integrity
and security of computer data and electronic
communications has become increasingly important.
Cybercrime activities, including hacking, virus
propagation and web site vandalism pose a significant
threat to computer systems.
This bill recognises our growing reliance upon
computers and as a result introduces seven new
offences to ensure that the Victorian criminal laws are
adequate to deal with the latest advances in computer
technology. These laws will ensure that we can
continue to nurture and share the benefit of technology
within our state.
The main Victorian offence currently dealing with this
type of conduct is section 9A of the Summary Offences
Act 1966. Section 9A prohibits gaining access to, or
entering, a computer system or part of a computer
system without lawful authority. This offence is badly
outdated and does not adequately cover new
opportunities and avenues for the commission of
computer crime.
Section 9A will therefore be repealed and replaced with
the new computer offences which will be inserted into
the Crimes Act. While section 9A is directed solely at
unlawful access to a computer system, the new offences
will cover a much wider range of conduct, including
unauthorised modification or impairment of data.
The first new offence in the bill will prohibit a person
from causing an unauthorised computer function. The
person must know that the function is unauthorised and
have the intention of committing a serious offence or
facilitating the commission of a serious offence. This
offence is particularly targeted at situations where the
person takes action to prepare to commit another
offence, such as obtaining property by deception, but
the intended offence is not committed. This offence is
punishable by the maximum penalty equal to the
maximum penalty for the offence intended.
The second offence is directed at persons causing any
unauthorised modification of data in a computer. The
person must know that the modification is
unauthorised, and intend to impair access to, or the
reliability, security or operation of, any data held in a
computer or be reckless as to any such impairment. The
offence will not require that data impairment actually
occur and will cover a range of situations where:
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a hacker obtains unauthorised access and modifies
data to cause impairment; and
a person circulates a disk containing a computer
virus that infects a computer.
The offence is punishable by a maximum penalty of
10 years imprisonment.
The third offence will prohibit causing an unauthorised
impairment of electronic communications to or from a
computer. The person must know that the impairment is
unauthorised, and intend to impair electronic
communications or be reckless as to any such
impairment. This offence is particularly designed to
prohibit tactics such as denial of service attacks, where
a web site is inundated with a large volume of
unwanted messages thus crashing the computer server.
The offence is punishable by a maximum penalty of
10 years imprisonment.
The fourth offence will prohibit possessing or
controlling data with the intention of committing or
facilitating the commission of a serious computer
offence by that person or another person. This offence
is akin to offences such as going equipped for stealing,
although the offence will extend beyond cases where
the data is in the physical possession of the offender to
situations where the data is in the offender’s control
even though it is in the possession of another person.
The offence is punishable by a maximum penalty of
three years imprisonment.
The fifth offence will prohibit producing, supplying or
obtaining data with the intention of committing or
facilitating the commission of a serious computer
offence. The offence is designed to prohibit devising,
propagating or publishing computer programs which
are intended for use in the commission of a serious
computer offence. The offence is punishable by a
maximum penalty of three years imprisonment.
The sixth offence will prohibit causing unauthorised
access to, or modification of, restricted data held in a
computer. The person must know that the access or
modification is unauthorised and intend to cause the
access or modification. Restricted data is data that is
protected by a password or other security feature. Since
the offence is limited to restricted data, the offence will
not apply to innocuous conduct such as using another’s
computer game without permission. This offence is
punishable by a maximum penalty of two years
imprisonment.
The final offence will prohibit causing any
unauthorised impairment of the reliability, security or
operation of any data held on a computer disk, credit
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card or other device used to store data by electronic
means. The person must know that the impairment is
unauthorised and intend to cause the impairment. The
offence is a less serious version of the offence of
unauthorised modification of data to cause impairment.
The offence will apply to data stored electronically on
disks, credit cards, tokens or tickets, while the more
serious offence is confined to data held in a computer.
This offence is also punishable by a maximum penalty
of two years imprisonment.
All of these offences will be supported by extended
extraterritorial jurisdiction in recognition of the reality
that computer crime may often operate across state and
territory borders. This means that the offences will
apply not only to crimes committed wholly within
Victoria, but also in appropriate cases where either the
conduct which comprises the offence or the target
computer that is harmed is located outside Victoria.
The model offences adopted in the bill reflect the
combined wisdom of computer experts, experts in
criminal law and academics from around Australia. The
bill has utilised the world’s best experience in the
formulation of such legislation and will position
Victoria to keep ahead of the perpetrators of computer
crime. The bill will also continue to allow e-commerce
to continue to flourish in Victoria so that people can
transact their business confident that the Victorian
criminal law is also up to the challenge.
Sabotage offences
Tragically, as a result of recent world events, the
government has a responsibility to ensure that
Victoria’s criminal laws are properly equipped to
respond to all forms of terrorist conduct. This is a
responsibility that this government takes very seriously.
Victoria currently has a number of offences aimed at
those who cause damage to property. However, these
offences are ill equipped to deal with conduct which is
directed at the government or the community at large
and which has the potential to cause massive damage
and disruption to public services and facilities.
This bill creates new offences of sabotage and
threatening sabotage to fill this gap in Victorian law.
The offences provide for more severe maximum
penalties in recognition of the seriousness of the
conduct involved.
The new sabotage offence is directed at individuals
who damage a public facility by committing a property
offence (such as destroying or damaging property) or
by causing an unauthorised computer function, with the
intention of causing:
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major disruption to government functions;
major disruption to the use of services by the public;
or
major economic loss.
The offence is punishable by a maximum penalty of
25 years imprisonment, which reflects the gravity of the
offence involved. It will not be necessary to prove that
the actual damage caused involved major disruption or
economic loss.
The offence of threatening sabotage is punishable by a
maximum penalty of 15 years imprisonment.
The government is committed to providing a modern
and effective criminal justice system that meets the
needs of the 21st century. The new offences in this bill
will help to ensure that the Victorian criminal law
effectively responds to those who start bushfires, carry
out sabotage of public facilities and commit computer
crimes.
I commend this bill to the house.
Debate adjourned for Hon. C. A. FURLETTI
(Templestowe) on motion of Hon. K. M. Smith.
Debate adjourned until next day.

AGRICULTURE LEGISLATION
(AMENDMENTS AND REPEALS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 10 October; motion of
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and Resources).

Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I rise to
speak on the Agriculture Legislation (Amendments and
Repeals) Bill. In doing so I indicate that whilst the
opposition will not oppose the passage of this
legislation, it has some particular concerns about a
certain aspect that I will come to shortly.
In brief, the bill seeks to repeal two redundant acts. It
aims to maintain productivity and market access for
Victorian plant products, and it seeks to amend
legislation to implement the government’s policy in
relation to right to farm. It is on that point in particular
that I will make some general comments as it is quite
clearly an absolutely pathetic attempt to give legislative
effect to the Victorian government’s policy
commitment of three years ago.
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The bill has a number of purposes. They include the
repeal of the Wheat Marketing Act 1989 and the Egg
Industry (Deregulation) Act 1993. It proposes to
improve Victoria’s product movement and certification
measures. It amends the Plant Health and Plant
Products Act 1995 with the aim of minimising the risk
of exotic pests and diseases entering Victoria.
It proposes to enable the declaration of a suspected pest
or disease as an exotic pest or disease. It proposes to
make the reporting of suspect or identified exotic pests
and diseases mandatory without delay. It proposes to
define livestock and livestock products within the
meaning of the Livestock Disease Control Act 1995 as
plant vectors, enabling the making of orders to restrict
their movement both from within and from quarantine
and restricted areas where pests such as branched
broomrape are present.
It proposes to place controls on the movements of plant
vectors from interstate quarantine or restricted areas
into Victoria and to make it mandatory for persons
receiving plant vectors from such areas both within and
outside Victoria to obtain the appropriate certification.
It proposes to ensure consistency by requiring Victorian
importers of produce from fruit fly outbreak and other
pest-affected areas within Victoria to obtain
certification similar to that required for produce from
quarantine or similar restricted areas interstate.
It also proposes to amend the Sale of Land Act 1992 to
require vendor statements to include a warning to
prospective purchasers of land that commercial
agricultural production could affect the enjoyment of
the land.
As I said, although the opposition does not oppose the
bill it has some concerns. They are that although the
intent of the bill substantially is to maintain productivity
and market access for Victorian plant produce by
enabling more effective measures to prevent, report and
respond to incursions of exotic pests and diseases such
as fire ant, fire blight, branched broomrape and fruit
flies, it fails to comprehensively deal with the ALP
policy commitment to legislate on the right to farm.
Agriculture is a very important part of our economic
wellbeing. Not only is it important to the economy as a
whole, it is particularly critical to the very existence of
many country communities, whether they be farming
districts or country towns that provide agricultural
services to farmers. To put it into context, in Victoria
we are but 3 per cent of Australia’s land mass with a
total of 22.7 million hectares in area, of which
14.3 million hectares are private land substantially
given to farming. In Victoria we have about 4 million
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cattle and 20 million sheep. Victoria’s food and
agriculture sector has been successful and produces
35 per cent of all states’ exports and at a national level
agriculture accounts for 5 per cent of gross domestic
product and 30 per cent of our export revenues. From
that, the house will see how significant the agricultural
sector is.
Therefore it is important that measures to implement
effective controls in relation to exotic disease are
implemented. The obvious illustration that honourable
members will be familiar with in recent days is the
well-publicised outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease in
the United Kingdom last year and which, on any
conservative estimate, has cost the British economy,
indeed its taxpayers, in the order of $30 million. It
would be hard to estimate the impact of that on the
British economy as a whole, but certainly my
observations when I was in the UK in July and August
last year was that it was having a profound effect on the
economy overall but also particularly in relation to the
concern I raised earlier about the dependence of small
rural communities on agriculture for their wellbeing.
Clearly, as a consequence of the foot-and-mouth
disease outbreak there was a significant interruption to
the daily lives of people, and it took the British
government a long time to put a control process in
place to stem, deal with and quarantine the outbreak of
that disease in livestock.
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officers and to the department as a whole to provide for
dedicated opportunities to grow the economy in country
Victoria by, more particularly, targeting assistance to
the agricultural sector. To that end we have clearly
indicated that the restructure will involve a dedicated
Department of Agriculture and Resources. To put it in
context I am advised that the budget of the Department
of Natural Resources and Environment is presently
receiving 18.3 per cent, yet only 3 per cent is dedicated
to agriculture. That inevitably means the department
has not been giving the focus — as a policy priority
from a whole-of-government perspective — that the
Liberal Party believes this important industry sector
warrants.
I should say that in terms of current issues, one of the
matters we need to be reminded of is the risk of the
transport of pests and disease during the drought by the
increased movement of livestock, grain and feed. While
we are not here to talk about drought per se, it is
relevant that when controlling pests and disease we
need to be mindful of the vectors — that is, the carriers.
In a drought, farmers destock and move livestock away
from the farm to better-watered areas where there is
opportunity for the livestock to graze or obtain water.
However, the livestock can introduce diseases into a
district that may be free of them. Similarly — and I
have had personal experience of this — movements of
large volumes of grain to feed livestock inevitably bring
with it certain pest plant risks.

I use that analogy to indicate what the consequences
can be if our regulatory authorities and governments do
not have the appropriate resources in place to give
effect to a proper management of disease. Therefore the
opposition has no difficulty in dealing with the
substance of the legislation now before the house in
respect of disease and pest control. It supports all those
measures, and there is genuinely often a bipartisan view
about these matters of moving our regulatory
framework to a more contemporaneous arrangement
over time as inevitably experience and new
developments mean that the regulatory framework is
often in need of repair to encourage and enable the
officers in the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment, as it presently is, to put effect to their pest
and disease control programs.

In my farming career every time I have had the joy of
helping grain growers with their cash flow by
purchasing grain to feed sheep in Gippsland my
experience afterwards has always been that we would
have a couple of years intense effort in the spring to
remove those beautiful purple-flowered plants that
some people in South Australia call Salvation Jane, but
in Gippsland we know as Paterson’s curse!

On that point, though, I take the opportunity to reiterate
a commitment the Liberal Party recently made to
provide an additional layer of support to our officers
who are responsible for these important areas of
agriculture. I am alluding to the fact that the Liberal
Party announced that as a matter of policy it intends to
restructure the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment to give a more dedicated focus to those

In relation to the aspect of the bill with which the
Liberal Party has particular concern — that is, the
so-called right-to-farm provisions — I say: what an act
of absolute hypocrisy! Preceding the 1999 election, the
sometime shadow minister for agriculture and Leader
of the Opposition, now Treasurer in the Bracks
government, made great play of the right to farm as an

Hon. E. G. Stoney interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Mr Stoney just interjected
that it takes seven years at least to get rid of it. I have to
admit that we were never rid of handfeeding sheep for
more than two years at a time anyway, so I do not know
that we ever did succeed fully in eradicating it.
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issue. The policy commitment that was set down in
August of 1999 said this:
Victorian Labor recognises the need for legislative protection
of farmers’ ‘right to farm’ …

To expressly set out what that meant these words were
incorporated in the policy:
Provided farmers can show that the activity complained of
falls within acceptable industry performance standards, they
will be able to argue in defence of a nuisance action that the
farm was in operation and the conditions complained of were
in existence prior to the complainant coming to the area.

After three years of public process through a review
committee — one of the 738 committees of review
which the Bracks government has established! — what
does it all come down to? It all comes down to a
proposal in the bill before the house under part 3 to
amend section 32(2) of the Sale of Land Act to include:
“(cb)a warning to the following effect —
‘Important notice to purchasers:
The property may be located in an area where
commercial agriculture production activity may affect
your enjoyment of the property. It is therefore in your
interest to undertake an investigation of the possible
amenity and other impacts from nearby properties and
the agricultural practices and processes conducted
there.’”.

How pathetic! A full commitment to protect the rights
of farmers’ ability to go about their daily business
reverts simply to a statement to be attached in the
transfer of land process. As the legislation sets out, it
would not discriminate between a sale of land in
Toorak or indeed Mansfield, Mr Stoney. So what we
see here is the complete abrogation by the Bracks
government of the policy commitment it made in 1999.
Some honourable members may be curious to know the
issues that are of concern to farmers in considering their
ability to continue their agricultural practice. There are
many examples; I will recite just a few.
There are regularly complaints about people in the
stone fruit growing districts and their operation of frost
fans at night. Sometimes there are complaints about
noise from hail cannon installed to prevent frost
damage in an orchard. There are complaints about noise
from audible bird-scaring devices used in vineyards.
These complaints may come from a range of people
who are resident in the area.
There are complaints about noise and lights on tractors
laser grading irrigation on dairy farms; about irrigation
pumps operating at night; and about dairy farmers
making a noise in the early hours of the morning, for
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heaven’s sake, getting cows in to milk. There have been
complaints about noise and dust from a quarry on a
farm; about helicopters used in the early morning by
grape growers to control frost; about night harvesting of
grapes; and about dehydrators used for rack drying in
the Sunraysia area.
On the Mornington Peninsula there are regularly
complaints about broiler chicken farms; and complaints
about turkey farms for the same reasons. There are
complaints about manure spreading on horticultural
properties, and it goes on. In fact, from all the
complaints you wonder how farmers actually get on
with their jobs.
Recently there have been some particularly interesting
cases. In 1999 there was the case of the Jeffrey family
at Colac, who had a complaint made against them over
their moving cattle between paddocks to enable them to
utilise their farm effectively. A rural road connected the
main farm to an out paddock and cattle were regularly
moving up and down this road. Some people from the
city bought what is colloquially known as a weekender
in the district and took offence at the fact that cattle
were walking up and down a country road and leaving
some evidence of their passing. The result, after an
expensive legal action, was that the Jeffrey family
could get on and go about their business, but it caused
them particular distress.
Recently a matter went to the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal. The Rogers family at Swan
Hill wanted to construct a new dairy. A neighbour, who
was not a dairy farmer, caused the matter to come
before VCAT when he complained that the location of
the new dairy would be offensive because of its
proximity to the adjoining land-holder’s house. That
complaint was struck out by VCAT and the Rogerses
have been able to get a permit to build a new dairy.
I am reciting these examples to illustrate to the house
the difficulty some farmers experience. In the Yarra
Valley there have been complaints about the colour of
the nets placed on vines to protect them from birds.
This is as a consequence of people moving into the
Yarra Valley from the city who perceive the Yarra
Valley as some glorious, attractive habitat that should
be managed to suit the aesthetic values of residents who
move in, rather than as a recognised agricultural district
with conventional agricultural practices.
Issues are now developing regularly from small lot
subdivision and rezoning which is inevitably
encroaching on farming districts, whether it be in the
Melbourne suburban–rural interface areas or in
Gippsland. Some towns in Gippsland have expanded

AGRICULTURE LEGISLATION (AMENDMENTS AND REPEALS) BILL
Tuesday, 15 October 2002

COUNCIL

and are facing the same issues where the progressive
small lot subdivision developments encroach on
traditional farming districts, and the new residents have
concerns about conventional farming practice because
they might not have had any experience of that
themselves.
There are other actions on the part of government in the
right-to-farm category. Recently the government
indicated that it was proposing effectively to remove
the right for farmers to collect firewood on their own
farms. The government has had a discussion paper out
about that matter which has created a great deal of
alarm in country Victoria. The native vegetation
controls that have been proposed have caused anxiety
for farmers in the context of concerns about the
implications of the proposed net gain concept.
Recently some alarm has been created by the
Environment Protection Authority looking at requiring
much more stringent control over the use of septic
tanks, which will affect farmers in such a way that they
will incur a cost of anywhere between $300 and $800 a
farm. What is the government proposing: a toilet tax? It
seems the government has not only ignored the
commitment it made to Victorian farmers at the last
election by not implementing its policy in legislation,
but it is also proposing by various measures to erode the
rights of farmers to utilise their land appropriately.
This is not a new issue. The debate around the right to
farm has been with us for some years. I can recall
reading a document specifically dealing with the issue
of a land-use review that was under way as far back as
1991, and that was in relation to resolving many of
these complex dilemmas — and in a sense, among
other things, they are social dilemmas — caused by the
unrealistic expectations of people who migrate from an
urban to a rural environment with no concept of the
reality of rural life. Their reality is what they have seen
on television about some idyllic existence, which of
course is a highly dramatised bit of fiction about the
way people live, work and play in country
communities.
I acknowledge the work in 1998 of Mr Steggall, the
honourable member for Swan Hill in the other place, in
relation to trying to get this issue on the then coalition
government’s agenda. Indeed he was effective. After a
lot of discussions with colleagues, Mr Steggall was
responsible for writing a paper which was the catalyst
to the then government undertaking a comprehensive
review. I had the pleasure of being the parliamentary
secretary for natural resources at the time and was
appointed by the government to chair that review
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process, so I can testify that this is not a new subject or
a subject new to me.
The review was effective to the extent that, by August
of that year, we had identified a series of measures
which needed to be implemented. We had written a
draft paper — the penultimate paper I regret to say, as
the final edition was due to be presented to the minister
in September, but regrettably an election intervened, so
the final report of that working group on right to farm
never saw the light of day.
However, what was interesting to me was that
coincidental with the then government working on the
issue the then opposition made a policy commitment to
deal with the matter, which I have read into Hansard
and will not repeat. Clearly the evidence is that the
government has failed: it has been inept in
implementing its policy commitment and the issues I
have alluded to still remain. It took the government
some two years to even conclude a review of the issue.
Another year later it has produced simply a glossy
brochure and a most inadequate legislative amendment
which is in its own way quite meaningless.
Honourable members should be advised, if they do not
recall it, that there was a detailed and comprehensive
debate on this matter on 16 May 2001. I do not propose
to recite all of the issues that came out of that debate
which I recall was quite comprehensive, running to
24 pages of Hansard. Honourable members will be
relieved if I do not go over all of the ground again. I do
intend to simply say that the government has failed in
relation to this amendment. It will achieve little. It will
be seen by the farming community for what it is, which
is the minimalist approach to dealing with a policy
commitment which the farming community had high
expectations of. It was my view that the government
would sincerely attempt to implement legislation in that
respect. All I can say is that the government has failed
again and it will clearly be seen as having failed.
I could make some remarks about the other aspect of
the right to farm, which is economic viability, but I will
save those remarks for another time. The government
has failed farmers again most recently by not being
capable of acknowledging the difficult circumstances
which farmers north of the Dividing Range have found
themselves in this year. It is the fact that the Premier
had to be dragged kicking and screaming to declare a
drought.
Hon. M. R. Thomson — The federal government
still hasn’t!
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Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Has the minister made an
application to the federal government? If the minister is
going to enter the debate she needs to know something
about the subject. The subject is beyond her. I would be
very careful. The fact is that it is a matter for the state
government to make an application under the national
exceptional circumstances (EC) provisions. If the state
government is so incompetent as to not make an
application, the commonwealth cannot do anything
about it. Those agreements were signed off in 1992.

miscellaneous amendments to the Plant Health and
Plant Products Act 1995 to improve the administration
and enforcement of the act and to repeal redundant
provisions. Secondly, it amends the Sale of Land Act
1962 to require vendor’s statements to include a
warning to prospective purchasers of land that
commercial agricultural production could affect their
enjoyment of the land. Thirdly, it repeals the Wheat
Marketing Act 1989 and the Egg Industry
(Deregulation) Act 1993, which are both redundant.

However, there is a new proposal on the table, which
the minister would be well aware of if this had been
discussed in cabinet. In May of this year primary
industry ministers met and agreed in principle to sign
off on new arrangements which would involve the state
government as a joint decision-maker in making a
decision about exceptional circumstances under the
new EC guidelines. The fact that the Victorian
government has refused to do that is an indictment
because it would have expedited federal government
assistance to farmers. It would have provided a timely
and more efficacious response in terms of the cash that
was available for it.

On the first issue I suspect that in relation to this
particular part of the bill industry practice has led the
way. That is a very good position for our agricultural
sector to be in. It is a good idea to have an interim order
to be able to better manage any new unidentified pest or
disease that might appear in our agricultural areas. We
can get these pests and diseases in a number of ways.
They can slip through the net. It has already been
discussed that it can happen with the movement of
stock or feed, particularly in times of drought, which
we are facing now, when those movements both within
the state and interstate are much more prevalent than
normal. I suspect we will soon hear a call for the
importation of feed due to the drought, with the low
production levels we are likely to see in this coming
harvest. Again there will be very strict surveillance and
controls on imported feed that might come into this
country.

Hon. R. F. Smith interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I beg your pardon?
Hon. R. F. Smith — What do the farmers federation
think of your proposal? Not much!
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — In relation to the EC
guidelines which we are talking about, it is a matter for
the state government to facilitate an application.
Hon. M. R. Thomson interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — If the government has
refused to do that, then that is its problem. It should not
accuse the federal government of failing. In fact the
federal government has gone beyond what the states
had agreed to. Warren Truss, the federal Minister for
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, to give him credit,
has unilaterally indicated that farm family support will
be available notwithstanding the failure of the states to
sign off on the new EC arrangements. Further, he has
similarly made a unilateral decision to provide the new
farm business support in the first year without state
government support, notwithstanding that the Victorian
state government has been negligent in its duty to its
farmers.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — It is with
pleasure I rise on behalf of the National Party to speak
on the Agriculture Legislation (Amendments and
Repeals) Bill, which does three things. Firstly, it makes

As I said, pests and diseases can slip through. That can
be through products that come from other countries to
Australia. A great amount of interest has been exhibited
in the importation of table grapes from America into
Australia and the risk of importing diseases with those
table grapes. We have a huge range of situations. The
minister must act quickly. It is better to be safe than
sorry in these particular circumstances.
It is great that we are adding this structure to a very
good structure we have in Australia, particularly in
Victoria, that we have been building for some time. An
example is the trace-back provisions we have in our
agricultural production, so if something does happen
we have a very good chance of finding out where and
when it happened and how we can better manage that
particular issue. We have in place and are building a
very good structure to manage the influx of pests and
diseases we might not know much about and also to
better manage any disasters that we hope will not occur
in this country. If they do, we certainly should be able
to manage them quite well.
When I was thinking about the bill I thought about food
safety. That is a huge issue across all countries in the
world and becoming more and more so for those of us
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who travel and those who take an interest in the export
markets where a lot of our food products end up.
Victoria and Australia are very fortunate that we have a
renowned and respected reputation for having clean,
green production to meet world market standards.
A short while ago I was in Japan. The group I was with
met a number of members of the Diet, the Parliament,
to discover their views on not only food but many
issues. One of those members particularly raised the
issue of food safety and asked how we were managing
that. We were able to speak to him about the quality
assurance programs we have in Victoria and Australia.
We were able to assure him that we have in place
quality assurance programs from the paddock on the
farm right through to the end user, so we can cover
every base. That is not only a practical requirement for
our own protection — and that is important because
Australia is an island and we want to protect the
reputation and status we have now — but for other
countries’ markets as well.
The reason is that they must have absolute confidence
in our food products because of competition on that
export market. We must leave no stone unturned, and
we cannot let our standards slip. If we do, sometimes
perceptions come into play, and as we all know in the
political arena perceptions are often stronger than fact.
We have got to keep those standards up. I am quite sure
this bill will be another part of the jigsaw that will build
that structure to make it better and better for us in
Australia in relation to pests and diseases.
I note that the bill empowers the minister to delegate
only to the secretary of the department the power to
issue interim orders on pests and diseases. We do not
believe that is a problem, because full accountability
still rests with the minister. We also note that the order
shortens the process from seven days to two days.
When we looked at that to start with it seemed a lot —
a fairly sudden move from seven to two — but when
you measure up the risk and the value of our production
in Victoria, whichever market the product goes to, you
see why it is most important that our reputation both
domestically and internationally be maintained. The
more crisply we can manage any outbreak of
unidentified pests and diseases, the better. We support
the shortening of that process as well.
There has often been concern in the past about the
powers of inspectors in agricultural bills. I remember,
as can a number of honourable members in the chamber
today, one of our past colleagues, the Honourable Bill
Hartigan, who was always interested in the powers of
agricultural inspectors. We in agriculture accept that, if
misused, these powers could become draconian.
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History shows, however, that it does not happen. If it
did we would pay a very high price, because if these
powers were removed our agricultural systems would
be very much exposed. We need to have those very
strong measures in place for our agricultural inspectors.
I make the point again that over time those powers have
not been abused, and we believe it is essential that they
be in place. The bottom line is, of course, that we need
all those powers. We also need them not to be misused,
and history shows that they have not been. I am sure
goodwill exists in the industry across this issue. I am
also sure it that will be maintained.
Other parts of the bill tidy up the Wheat Marketing Act
and the Egg Industry (Deregulation) Act by simply
making them redundant and noting on the statute book
that that is the case.
I now move to the complex issue of the right to farm.
When trying to remember what the government calls it
now I found myself struggling, so I asked my colleague
Mr Stoney what it was. We thought it might have been
‘Living together in rural areas’ or it might have been
‘Living harmoniously in rural Victoria’. I cannot
remember the exact words.
Hon. E. J. Powell — It is called Living Together in
Victoria’s Rural Areas.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — Living Together in
Victoria’s Rural Areas. I thank Mrs Powell very much;
that was helpful. At the end of the day, however, it is
the right to farm. It does not matter what you call it or
what words you put on it, that is what it is.
This issue was not a problem years ago because we did
not have the urban sprawl we have seen lately, with
people moving into farming areas. People moving into
farming areas is fine: they might be in search of
lifestyle, they might be looking for a bit of cheaper land
or they might have some other issues that make them
want to move into outer urban areas. If they do move
out there, however, they must understand that those
areas are rural and that farming practices will be
performed there, regardless of whether they moved for
reasons of lifestyle or whatever.
It has come up over and over again, and we must keep
putting it on the record. I recollect people who bought a
house on the creek and had a lovely lifestyle until the
farmer started to pump his irrigation water. He had
done that for 50 years. That is one example. We had the
case, as the Honourable Philip Davis mentioned, of the
dairy cows on the road. It was absolutely essential that
they be on the road because they had to be brought out
of the paddocks to be milked. That was quite a struggle.
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The court found in favour of the farmer, but the case
cost a lot of money. Then there was the dairy building
planned in a rural setting close to Swan Hill. The
objections came in and were referred on to the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal. The
tribunal worked the issues through and found in favour
of the people who wished to build the dairy farm. It
could have been difficult and cost a lot of money.
The process is slowly coming together, but there is still
a lot to do in relation to this particularly complex issue.
This small part of the bill is another piece of the jigsaw
as we build the right-to-farm process to its full extent.
As the Honourable Philip Davis said, when the
coalition was in government we had a look at doing
what we called the Right to Farm Bill, a bill on its own.
Many of us were attracted to that approach because it
seemed much tidier and easier to manage. But when we
looked at the complexity of it we found that because it
drifted across so many areas, so many departments and
so many acts of Parliament it could not to be done. It
had to be done in separate pieces of legislation.
Like Mr Davis I compliment my colleague in another
place Barry Steggall, the honourable member for Swan
Hill, who did a lot of work some time ago on the right
to farm. I suggest strongly to the house that without
Mr Steggall’s work we would not be as far advanced as
we are today. He certainly carried the argument right
through when we were in coalition government, and I
am sure a lot of his work has put pressure on the
government to proceed as far as we have to date.
Lots of other instances show the urban sprawl running
up against normal rural operations. As we have said,
there are grape harvesters operating at night because
they have to work at night. They cannot work in the
daytime because the grapes are too hot and have to be
harvested when they are reasonably cool. Piggeries are
another classic example. In the Swan Hill electorate
that Mr Steggall, Mr Best and I represent, we have
visited piggeries where huge amounts of money have
been spent solving environmental issues. They have
had their effluent dams lined, they have followed the
guidelines of the Environment Protection Authority to
ensure there are no environmental problems and they
have spent a lot of money on buffer zones to ensure
there are no difficulties.
In the electorate Mr Best and I share the issue of broiler
sheds involves similar problems. A farmer in our
electorate has spent a huge amount of money investing
in land to ensure he has absolutely clear buffer zones
around his farming areas.
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Hon. R. A. Best — He had to shift three times.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — Yes, that particular
operator had to shift a number of times; he spent a huge
amount of money and adhered to the guidelines. He is a
strong employer of people in the Bendigo area.
Orchards have scare guns, which are not there for fun,
to keep the birds away. The big almond farms this side
of Robinvale use aircraft to keep the birds away. All of
those things must be considered in their right context,
such as tractors working at night, be they land levelling
or not. It is part of farming practice to enable them to
get the work done to ensure it is done at the optimum
time. Mr Philip Davis mentioned the colour of nets over
grapevines, as well as many other issues that we run
into which we never ran into many years ago.
One issue that created publicity some weeks ago was
the use of wind machines to combat frost. I am sure it
was in the Goulburn Valley where the particular grower
had wind machines to combat the frost because he had
difficulties before. He received objections and got into a
position where he could not use a wind machine and
lost an absolute fortune because of that. It was most
unfair.
A similar situation occurred at Woorinen where one of
the leading growers in the stone fruit area, Domenic
Cutri, who led the industry for many years, had wind
machines in place. They are very big, probably 6 or
8 metres high, are driven by a V8 petrol motor and
make a noise. They are not there for fun; they are there
to dissipate frost to allow the greatest volume of fruit to
be formed. There are many difficulties facing growers.
We need to work through these issues and come up
with a sensible and practical management process. The
disclosure provision being proposed today is a further
part of the jigsaw. I do not believe it is strong enough. It
is certainly not as strong as that of the County of Marin
in the United States of America which introduced a
disclosure notice after it had experienced difficulties.
It is appropriate to put clause 30 of the bill on the public
record today because it shows how weak the clause is.
It certainly does not come up to the strong standards
that we believe should be in the legislation. Proposed
section 32(2)(cb), to be inserted by clause 30, states in
part:
a warning to the following effect —
‘Important notice to purchasers:
The property may be located in an area where
commercial agricultural production activity may affect
your enjoyment of the property. It is therefore in your
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interest to undertake an investigation of the possible
amenity and other impacts from nearby properties and
the agricultural practices and processes conducted
there …

It is a step in the right direction but weak when you
look at what the County of Marin provides. Its
disclosure notice states:
The County of Marin has established a policy to protect and
encourage agricultural operations on agricultural land.
If your real property is located near an agricultural operation
on agricultural land, you may at some time be subject to
inconvenience or discomfort arising from agricultural
operations, including but not limited to noise, odours, fumes,
dust, the operation of machinery, the storage and disposal of
manure, and the application of chemical fertilisers, soil
amendments, herbicides and pesticides. If conducted in a
manner consistent with proper and accepted standards, these
inconveniences or discomforts are hereby deemed not to
constitute a nuisance for purposes of the Marin county code.

It is a much stronger process than we are debating
today, and it is a step in the right direction. The
National Party would like to see some changes made to
the nuisance provisions of the Health Act to say that no
agricultural activity, operation or facility conducted on
a property could be considered a nuisance. The Minister
for Health some time back said he would investigate
those suggestions when the Health Act next comes up
for amendment. The National Party urges him to move
those provisions forward because it believes this
particular issue is a key part of a practical resolution of
the right-to-farm situation.
If we in Victoria are to achieve the $12 billion in food
exports by the year 2010 to bring in new dollars and to
create employment and prosperity in our country areas,
we need to have some cooperation across all of the
areas of government departments and the community. I
said earlier that this is another part of the complex
jigsaw of right to farm.
We are now in a position where about 70 per cent of
people in Victoria live in the Melbourne metropolitan
area. I can remember some years ago discussing these
matters during the Future of Farming Exhibition, I
believe, in 1998, where are a number of schoolchildren
were asked whether they thought they needed farmers.
Only 18 per cent thought they needed farmers. Only
55 per cent believed the food they ate came from farms.
Goodness knows where they thought it came from! We
are losing the link between the city and the country.
This month we had eulogies for a man we all knew
well, Tom Austin. I reckon Tom Austin was one of the
best links I have seen between the city and the country.
He seemed to be able to bridge that gap, but time
moves on. People like Tom Austin pass away and we
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have lost that link between the city and the country. The
divide is growing. The education system needs to be
closely looked at to ensure that there remains a link
between productive areas in country Victoria and the
city and that they work together in a cooperative way.
The National Party will not oppose the bill but it urges
the government to take on board what it has said to
defend, promote and support awareness of agriculture
across all of its sectors.
Hon. R. F. SMITH (Chelsea) — I rise to speak on
the Agriculture Legislation (Amendments and Repeals)
Bill. I am pleased to note that there is no effective
opposition to the bill, which is indicative that the bill is
of genuine importance to not only the farming sector
but also the whole of Victoria.
The purpose of the bill is to improve our capacity to
deal with the incursion of exotic plants in particular,
and amendments will allow for more effective
reporting, prevention and better responses. These
amendments will also improve inspectorial powers and
enforcement provisions. Many of the amendments build
on and reflect the current cooperation between states
like Victoria and New South Wales in particular. I refer
to the fruit fly exclusion zone in particular. A number of
exotic diseases would wreak havoc on our agricultural
industries and cause major environmental as well as
economic and social upheaval.
It is obvious to anyone that if crops in our major
agricultural areas are destroyed so too are the
livelihoods and incomes of the people who work in
those areas and the support groups associated with
those farmers. The Honourable Philip Davis referred to
the actual figures associated with industries at large and
how important it is not only to the Australian economy
but also to Victoria, in particular the wine industry and
what a huge success story it has been for both Victoria
and Australia. Currently it is of the order of
$2 billion-worth of exports, a huge improvement in
export dollars over the past decade. Reference was
made earlier to fears that some farmers had about the
importation of Californian grapes and the prospect of
bringing diseases with them. That issue caused a great
deal of angst, was taken seriously and is obviously an
example of what can go wrong, and the flow-on effect
is not worth thinking about.
Again, the bill does what it can to prevent the likelihood
of those exotic diseases infiltrating and destroying the
agricultural industries. Those exotic pests include fire
blight, which affects apples and pears, and Pierce’s
disease, an insect-transmitted virus that has caused
major damage to the Californian grape industry. Those
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pests would have major detrimental impacts on our
agriculture if they were to gain a foothold.
Early reporting is essential for effective containment of
such exotic pests and diseases — for example, the cost
of eradicating papaya fruit fly was over $30 million and
fire blight cost at least $120 million. The application of
early and effective measures would have dealt with
those diseases in a more efficient and less costly
manner.
The current provisions make it mandatory for
landowners and persons in possession of plants and
plant products to report exotic diseases, but are unclear
on the reporting responsibilities of crop consultants
who are the most likely to detect an exotic disease in
the first place. It is a similar situation to veterinarians
and their laboratories in the state who have a possible
conflict. Pathologists, for instance, when working on
diseased carcases may find themselves in a difficult
position with their customers in terms of their
obligations and reporting. Amendments contained in
clause 7 of the bill clarify the reporting responsibilities
of crop consultants and laboratory managers who are
sometimes reluctant to report.
We know that bees and livestock are known to transmit
vector plant pests such as fire blight and branched
broomrape respectively. Amendments contained in
clause 6 will allow prescription of livestock and
livestock products as described under the Livestock
Disease Control Act 1994 for the purposes of this bill.
Changes to package-labelling provisions will allow
industry more operational flexibility and reduce costs.
As I said last week, the global economy now being
what it is means that our producers must be as efficient
and productive as possible and any advantage they can
obtain or we can give them will obviously be
beneficial.
Clause 17 of the bill allows growers and packers with
documented quality assurance systems to have the
option of being accredited to use codes to denote the
place of origin on packaged fruit and vegetables rather
than using addresses of origin. This is designed to allow
better integration into packing-shed labelling processes
and the gradual introduction of bar coding for trace
back and compliance in the market place.
In his contribution last week the Honourable Barry
Bishop referred to the Mildura cooperative, the packing
houses and the new technology that exists which allows
for the delivery of a better quality assurance program.
The obvious benefits to flow from that guarantee that
markets — —
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Hon. P. A. Katsambanis — Are you sure?
Hon. R. F. SMITH — I am sure; I have visited the
place on numerous occasions. Workers in the
orange-packing houses are all members of the
Australian Workers Union. Thank you for that,
Mr Katsambanis.
Other amendments contained in the bill provide all the
necessary changes to ensure that our agricultural
industry is protected as much as possible. The bill is
good legislation and I commend it to the house.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I wish
to confine my remarks this afternoon to the section in
the bill regarding right to farm. Honourable members
will remember that in May 2001 the house debated the
issue of right to farm at length and I do not think we
need to revisit the detail of the need for such legislation
to protect farmers. The issue was widely canvassed in
the other place and again here today by Mr Davis and
Mr Bishop.
This issue affects farmers in the electorate of Central
Highlands that I share with the Honourable Geoff
Craige. The area has an influx of people seeking
lifestyle but they do not understand how farming
works. They buy a weekender, I think is the way
Mr Davis put it, in a serious farming area which brings
with it all sorts of farming practices that people do not
understand and perhaps find offensive at times.
I certainly love the phrase ‘the gambolling lambs’, and I
give credit to Mr Craige who has used those particular
words very effectively in the past. These people love
looking at hay bales at sunset but hate the noise, the
sprays and pumping at night as referred to by
Mr Bishop. The Liberal Party is very conscious of
supporting and protecting our farmers as they go about
their legitimate business.
Honourable members will recall that on 16 May 2001
the Honourable Philip Davis moved:
That this house condemns the government for its failure to
implement its election promise of legislative protection of
farmers’ right to farm.

At the time the motion was rejected outright by the
Minister for Energy and Resources, who said:
Clearly, there will be legislative changes as a result of the
report, Living Together in Victoria’s Rural Areas, which has
been much referred to in this morning’s debate. That
legislative change will more than fulfil the government’s
election policy commitments.

What were the government’s 1999 election policy
commitments? It said:
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Victorian Labor recognises the need for legislative protection
of farmers’ ‘right to farm’.

I point out that the bill does not give any legal
protection to farmers.
Hon. G. R. Craige — None at all.
Hon. E. G. STONEY — Not a thing, Mr Craige; it
is very weak in that area. All it does is make people
aware in a section 32 statement that they are buying
into a farming area and it is recommended that they
‘investigate’.
I might comment, as have other speakers today, that the
legislation is pretty mild. I am sure the farming
community wanted something a lot stronger and
something with teeth. This has no teeth and is slightly
pathetic; it offers absolutely no legislative protection for
farmers.
Earlier in the debate the Honourable Barry Bishop
quoted clause 30 of the bill, and I will do so again
because it is important. I am going to put a slightly
different spin on the clause which states:
30. Statement of matters affecting land being sold
In section 32(2) of the Sale of Land Act 1962, after
paragraph (ca) insert —
“(cb)a warning to the following effect —
‘Important notice to purchasers:
The property may be located in an area where
commercial agricultural production activity may
affect your enjoyment of the property. It is
therefore in your interest to undertake an
investigation of the possible amenity and other
impacts from nearby properties and the agricultural
practices and processes conducted there.’”.
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I would like to relate a suggestion passed on to me by
the Honourable Rob Maclellan, the honourable member
for Pakenham in another place, who could be classed as
the father of the Parliament. As this bill was going
through the other place and coming over the loud
speakers in the corridor where opposition members
have their dingy little offices in the basement, he
wandered in, sat down and said, ‘You are a farmer’. He
then ran off an idea that makes sense to me —
sometimes the most simple suggestions can be found to
the most complex situations. Mr Maclellan said that
true and genuine right-to-farm legislation could be very
simple. Instead of changing bits in several pieces of
legislation — which is what would have to happen —
Parliament could simply provide a defence for farmers
that any particular practice is fair and reasonable. He
pointed out that this — —
Hon. I. J. Cover interjected.
Hon. E. G. STONEY — That could well be.
Mr Maclellan pointed out that this principle could
override all other requirements of legislation in all other
areas including the Environment Protection Authority,
which really made my ears prick up.
Earlier today both Mr Bishop and Mr Davis referred to
frost turbines, which farmers use to deal with
emergency black frost. A farmer might turn the turbines
on 10 times a year to save his crop when a black frost
comes in, but they are very noisy. Some years he might
use them five times and some years he may not use
them at all, but the difficulty is that you can hear them
clear across the valley. They resound up the valley and
are very noisy. Under Mr Maclellan’s suggestion, that
is just too bad. Under the circumstances it is fair and
reasonable for a farmer to save his crop perhaps five or
10 times a year.

An argument could be made that this clause encourages
prospective purchasers to investigate if there is any
offensive agricultural practice around and, if so, I
submit that it may imply that they could do something
about it. I believe you could argue that. There are
absolutely no words telling people that they have to
accept legal farming operations. There are no words
protecting the legal right of the farmer to farm without
hindrance. The government has broken a major
promise.

On the other hand, a farmer might have a squeaky
windmill. Every night when the wind blows you can
hear it clear up the valley. If anyone has ever heard a
squeaking windmill they would know it is worse than a
barking dog! It just squeaks and squeaks and makes
your hair stand on end. It is just like running your
fingers down a blackboard. It is quite easy to fix: you
just climb up the old thing and oil it. It is not fair and
reasonable to have a squeaking windmill.

Much has been said about how difficult it is to bring in
right-to-farm legislation which gives farmers legal
protection, but it has not been explained to me why all
states in America have some form of right-to-farm
legislation and, again, Mr Bishop mentioned that this
afternoon. It appears to be too hard in Victoria.

Those are the two sides of the coin and, as
Mr Maclellan pointed out, if people are unhappy they
can go to a higher court. It is a great exercise in lateral
thinking that the government might pick up. Then
anyone wanting to instigate litigation may be talked out
of it by their lawyer who may recommend caution
because obviously it is not a bad excuse or a bad

AGRICULTURE LEGISLATION (AMENDMENTS AND REPEALS) BILL
284

COUNCIL

defence. I hope the government considers it, although it
does not believe in legislative support for farmers. It
has not done anything with this legislation and has not
delivered true right to farm to the farmers.
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — I rise to speak
in support of the Agriculture Legislation (Amendments
and Repeals) Bill and have been pleased to sit here for
the last hour or so listening to members of the
opposition parties speak in support of the bill. The bill
makes miscellaneous amendments to the Plant Health
and Plant Products Act 1995 to improve the
administration and enforcement of that act and to repeal
redundant provisions. The bill also amends section 32
of the Sale of Land Act 1962 to require a vendors
statement to include a warning to prospective
purchasers of land that commercial agricultural
production could affect their enjoyment of the land. It
also repeals the Wheat Marketing Act 1989 and the Egg
Industry (Deregulation) Act 1993 which are both
redundant.
In the second-reading speech the minister made
mention of the government’s progress on endorsing the
six recommendations of a right-to-farm working group
last year. The right-to-farm working group was set up
to tackle tensions that arise between urban and rural
areas and people who move to rural areas seeking a
better lifestyle and find that their expectations are
somewhat different to the realities of living in a rural
district. We, as a government, have adopted and
implemented the six recommendations of the
right-to-farm working group and they form the basis of
our Living Together in Rural Victoria strategy.
In February the rural disputes settlement centre was
improved with 20 extra counsellors to assist with
mediation services for rural areas. Later we launched an
education campaign, and I will speak on that shortly.
The right-to-farm working group included
representatives from the Victorian Farmers Federation,
the Municipal Association of Victoria and government
agencies. The working group considered the value and
effectiveness of a right-to-farm legislation in this state
and looked at the examples in the United States of
America. It considered that specific legislation does not
necessarily provide protection for new farming
businesses, the use of new technologies in farming and
non-compliance with public health and safety or
environmental protection laws.
Trying to safeguard these rapidly changing agricultural
practices with one piece of legislation that is fixed in
time would have its difficulties and probably be
impossible to be effective. The working group, in its
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research, found that the US right-to-farm legislation had
become less relevant over time with changing
agricultural practices. The working group, which had
been established with representatives across the
farming communities and other relevant stakeholders,
did not recommend similar legislation to be enacted in
this state.
One of the recommendations of the working group,
which this government has implemented, is
development of a community education campaign.
Having accessed the web site myself recently, I know it
is a very informative and educational site on living
together in rural Victoria. The web page provides clear
tips for purchasing rural land. The information is set out
in simple dot point form and covers topics such as
realistic expectations of purchasing land in a rural
environment, the factors that one should look for,
managing amenity impacts and views noting, for
example, that a picturesque landscape might change
over time. The web page looks at the expectations of
travel on rural roads and land management
responsibilities and advises a potential purchaser about
utilities such as water, gas, telephone and electricity
services. It mentions that these are not always
connected in rural areas as they are in the regional cities
or in Melbourne.
The site includes a list of recommendations of people
and authorities for purchasers to contact, including the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment, the
Real Estate Institute of Victoria, local councils and the
Country Fire Authority. It is a very good way of
informing prospective purchasers of rural land and
educating them about what to look for, which is what
we should be encouraging rather than wielding a big
stick.
Clause 30 of the bill proposes to amend the Sale of
Land Act 1962 by inserting proposed paragraph (cb)
into section 32(2). Section 32 of the act is a very
important section and it covers the vendor’s
responsibilities of what a vendor must set out in a
statement attached to a contract for the sale of land or
land with a residence. Those extensive matters are set
out clearly in section 32 of the Sale of Land Act and
cover things such as particulars of a mortgage,
particulars of any registered or unregistered charge over
the land, descriptions of any easement or covenant, any
planning instrument affecting the land, the amount of
any rates, taxes or charges on the land, any notice or
acquisition notice under the relevant act and a list of the
services that are connected. It is required to contain
whether there is any water supply or sewerage service
connection and so on.
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Section 32(2)(ca) also contains a warning to effect an
important notice to prospective purchasers which puts
them on notice in respect of planning or building
controls, which may require the consent or permit of
the municipal council or other responsible authority.
That warning goes on to say:
It is in your interest to undertake a proper investigation of
permitted land use before you commit yourself to buy.

That very important warning notice is contained in
section 32 of the Sale of Land Act. It is included in the
written notice that is called the section 32 vendor
statement to prospective purchasers. It is an important
notice and certainly is one that solicitors acting for
purchasers look for and thoroughly examine for its
compliance.
Clause 30 inserts proposed paragraph (cb), which is
headed similarly ‘Important notice to purchasers’. It
states:
The property may be located in an area where commercial
agricultural production activity may affect your enjoyment of
the property. It is therefore in your interest to undertake an
investigation of the possible amenity and other impacts from
nearby properties and the agricultural practices and processes
conducted there.

That clearly will put a prospective purchaser on notice
to look out for lack of amenity surrounding the
property. It is in line with the warning notice to
purchasers already in the act in relation to planning or
building controls.
The community education material that is already
available is circulated to local governments, state
agencies and information centres such as the
Department of Infrastructure, the Department of
Natural Resources and Environment and the
Environment Protection Authority in rural and regional
areas. The information about what purchasers should
look for when purchasing rural land is disseminated
through the Law Institute of Victoria and the Real
Estate Institute of Victoria. Certainly the section 32
vendor statements that are used by lawyers are
published by the LIV and the REIV jointly. They will
contain that new warning.
The warning provision contained in clause 30 will
come into operation on or before 1 June 2003 as set out
in clause 2. That date will give the publishers of the
section 32 vendor statement — that is, the LIV and the
REIV — time to get the new section 32 prepared, with
the amendment included. It will also enable the
stakeholders to be informed and educated about
inclusion of that provision and what it means for
vendors and purchasers.
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That warning in the section 32 vendors notice is not an
absolute protection. It is a warning notice, and as such it
is not a bar to any legal proceedings that may be issued.
For example, it is a general warning that will relieve
farmers from some liability, but certainly it does not
protect a farmer from committing a trespass or nuisance
or other negligent conduct in farming practices that our
law prohibits. Common-law rights are not abolished by
this provision.
A point was made by an earlier speaker about why that
proposed new section in the vendor statement does not
particularly cover rural areas. The problem would have
been in specifying areas within the section for that
section to apply to a particular rural zone, which would
be nigh on impossible, I submit, as it would be not only
difficult but confusing. It is best and most practicable
for such a warning to be across the board for all
purchasers of land, as is the present notice to purchasers
in relation to planning or building controls, which
covers all property purchased in Victoria.
In relation to the amendments to the Plant Health and
Plant Products Act 1995, in summary those
amendments are aimed at providing more effective
prevention, reporting and response to the incursion of
exotic pests and diseases and to improve the powers of
inspectors and enforcement provisions. I have already
heard from previous speakers, in particular the
Honourable Bob Smith, about the impact on our
agricultural industry and the environment, as well as the
social impacts, of exotic pests and diseases such as fire
blight, fire ants and foot-and-mouth disease. The
eradication of those diseases and pests is not only a cost
on the economy but is also a cost on the environment
and the social fabric of our community.
Clause 7 amends section 7 of the Plant Health and Plant
Products Act to clarify the reporting responsibilities for
crop consultants and laboratory managers, and the bill
also improves the enforcement provisions and makes
the penalties much higher. For example, clause 28
provides that it will be an offence to hinder an
inspector, the penalty for such an offence to increase
from 10 to 60 penalty units. As we know, a penalty unit
is $100.
The bill will improve the enforcement provisions by
increasing the penalties. That certainly will be a
discouragement for people who might go down the
track of not complying with the administration of this
very important industry. I commend the bill to the
house.
Hon. G. R. CRAIGE (Central Highlands) — I wish
to make a small contribution to debate on the
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Agriculture Legislation (Amendments and Repeals)
Bill. I indicate that the opposition does not oppose the
legislation.
It really is something of a shame that this Labor
government promised so much to the people of rural
Victoria, including Victorian farmers, but has delivered
absolutely nothing. In this chamber contributions to the
debate have been made by the Honourable Philip
Davis, farmer, the Honourable Graeme Stoney, farmer,
and the Honourable Barry Bishop, farmer. But what did
the house hear from the other side? A contribution from
the Honourable Bob Smith, a union heavyweight, and
another from the Honourable Dianne Hadden, a
solicitor. The only farmer on the Labor government
side, the Honourable John McQuilten, is not even here
to make a contribution on behalf of farmers and the
rural community. It is a shame.
I also believe this legislation is a sham. It is a sham for
a lot of reasons, but in particular it is a sham as it relates
to the right to farm. The Labor Party clearly set out
three years ago that its vision for the Victorian farming
sector, as has been read into Hansard in this chamber
today, was to introduce legislation on the right to farm.
I have done extensive research in respect of overseas
jurisdictions and the right to farm which took many,
many hours. I also looked at all the legal cases that have
been challenged in respect of the right to farm in the
states of the United States of America, and one thing
was quite clear in my mind: the right to farm legislation
was about protecting farming pursuits. It was about
being fair and reasonable — which the Honourable
Graeme Stoney has already mentioned — about there
being a sense of fairness and reasonableness about the
right of farmers to farm.
I heard a bit of a yarn — I do not know whether it is
true — that the department of agriculture staff got
somewhat excited when they heard this Labor
government wanted to introduce right-to-farm
legislation. They proceeded to draw up such exciting
legislation but it did not come to fruition because the
current government did not want to introduce it in the
form they had worked so hard on. Their work was
based on overseas experience and real right-to-farm
legislation.
When I look at the issue of right to farm I immediately
go to areas in my electorate, in particular the Yarra
valley, and look at the pressure that continually
increases day after day as people move into that very
important area of Victoria. It is important for many
reasons: its great rural pursuits, particularly vineyards,
but also cattle grazing and other farming pursuits. It
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does not matter whether it is in Coldstream, Dixons
Creek, Yarra Glen, Lilydale, or up the Warburton
valley, we need to make sure that when people move
into these areas there is a clear understanding that for
those people who are there growing grapes or whatever
farming they are doing, and in a fair and reasonable
way, that right should be preserved.
We have had a debate in this chamber which clearly
indicated that this state needs right-to-farm legislation.
It is a disgrace that this Labor government has brought
legislation in here and tried to put a spin on it with
country Victoria and the farming community that this is
very good right-to-farm legislation. It is not. We have
heard other honourable members on the opposition side
say quite clearly that it does not go any way at all to
protect the rights of farmers, and also to give them the
right to farm.
Country Victoria and the farming community face
many issues. It does not matter whether you go to the
Yarra valley — which has a beauty of its own and
attracts a lot of people who move in and then object —
or whether you go to Glenrowan where a farmer
decides that for his farm’s future he needs to diversify.
He might spend thousands of dollars on irrigation
systems and sprinklers to grow his new crop.
Cockatoos might then go there in plague proportions
and rip up his sprinklers every single day, yet he will
get no relief at all from this government. He will get a
permit — I think it is for a dozen cockatoos a year —
yet it is costing him literally thousands of dollars to
replace the sprinklers and try to do something about the
cockatoo problem on his farm.
Whether it is cockatoos, kangaroos, land management
issues, erosion, drought or whatever, the farming
community must address many issues. However, all we
get is legislation which in reality gives no comfort to
farmers and their right to farm. The overseas experience
says the legislation works. There is no reason why we
should not introduce such legislation to Victoria. All
the farming community asks for is legislation which is
fair and reasonable and which gives them some right to
farm. This bill does not give them any such right.
I will conclude by saying this: no matter how much
spin this Labor government tries to put on this
legislation by saying it is good legislation which
protects farmers’ rights, it will come back and bite them
because the reality is that farmers and country
Victorians will see through it. This legislation does not
go far enough and it must not be seen or considered to
be right-to-farm legislation.
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Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — I am
pleased to speak on this bill on behalf of the National
Party. I would also like to make a comment. The
Honourable Geoff Craige talked about the other
honourable members who have spoken on this bill. I
put on the record that I am not a farmer but I do own
15 acres of land and represent a broad community of
primary producers so I think it is important that
members who represent the country community speak
on this legislation. As other honourable members have
said, while we are pleased to see the legislation come
in, it certainly does not go far enough.
The bill amends the Plant Health and Plant Products
Act 1995 and the Sale of Land Act 1962 as well as a
number of other acts. It is known as the right-to-farm
bill and like other honourable members I put on record
the wonderful work of the honourable member for
Swan Hill in another place, Mr Barry Steggall.
Mr Steggall did a lot of work on this, as honourable
members have said, but was not able to see the bill
introduced into the Parliament because an election was
called and the legislation was put on hold. It is pleasing
that it has now been introduced, but we would like to
have seen it give a lot more protection to farmers.
Members from country Victoria understand the
land-use conflicts that have occurred over many years.
There is always that issue of agriculture versus urban
development, and the Victorian government has acted
slowly in fulfilling its election promise to protect the
rights of Victorian farmers to farm.
As has been mentioned by a number of honourable
members, a right-to-farm working group met over a
long period and made a number of recommendations.
Six recommendations were given to the government as
well as a report called Living Together in Victoria’s
Rural Areas. The government accepted those six
recommendations from the working party, and after
three years of deliberations has only just introduced the
right-to-farm provision. As I said earlier, and as other
honourable members have said, it is not as stringent and
does not protect or support the rights of farmers as
much as the National Party would have liked.
The bill provides for a right-to-farm disclosure, which
is an amendment to the Sale of Land Act 1962, and
requires vendor statements to include a warning to
prospective purchasers of land that commercial
agricultural production could affect their enjoyment of
the land. The National Party believes this provision
could have been made much stronger to protect our
farmers.
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Those honourable members who live in country areas
and those of us who have been in local government
know well some of the complaints made when
agriculture abuts onto urban development. There are
issues such as spray drift of herbicide and pesticide and
of buffer zones. The question is whose responsibility is
it, the developer or the farmer? Is it the developer’s
responsibility to make sure the spray does not go onto
the development, or does the farmer have to make sure
that the spray drift is contained within his farm?
Obviously the farmer has to make sure spray drift is
contained, but sometimes the trees that form the buffer
zones can accentuate the problems. For example, we
had an incident involving a vineyard in an area in
which the council had allowed development to go
ahead. The council required the vineyard owner to put
in a buffer of trees. The vineyard owner did not want to
put in that buffer of trees, mainly because it would
attract birds and that would be detrimental to his winery
pursuits. Local government has to look at and consider
a number of issues.
Honourable members have spoken about noise, which
is a big issue in country areas. Noise is often increased
because of some of the larger machines that are used
these days. Often they are used very early in the
morning and very late at night, and if the person living
close to that farm is not a farming person they can
become aggravated at the noise of that machinery.
Sometimes when farmers need to get a crop in they go
out early in the morning and start work, and some can
still be working until 11.30 at night with the lights on
their machinery. That is something farmers need to do
to make sure they get their crops in.
Another noise issue involves the use of pumps on
farms. While they are not noisy, the noise is constant.
Some people who are not farmers and who live in
non-farming areas will complain about that noise. Other
honourable members have spoken about animal noises.
When I was on the council some of the complaints we
got about animal noises were just those involving
normal animal practices such as those made by calves
being weaned and so on. Sometimes that is at
3.00 o’clock in the morning, and the noise travels at
that hour of the day. There have even been complaints
about that. We have to protect farmers from complaints
about normal farming pursuits.
The issue of hail guns has been raised and also that of
frost fans. The use of such machinery seems to be
incompatible with houses on the fringe of farming
areas. There have been a number of complaints about
frost fans being used and their noises, and also hail
guns. I will tell a brief story about a phone call I had
one Sunday when I was the shire president. A lady rang
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me and told me she was ringing me because I was the
shire president but then she was going to ring the police
because she believed there was a sniper in the area. I
asked her how she knew that. She said, ‘If you
listen’ — she lived in my area — ‘you will hear the
sniper and the guns’. In fact it was a hail gun going off
intermittently. When I explained that to her she was
pleased she had not rung the police and made a fool of
herself.
Some other issues that are seen to be incompatible with
urban development and agriculture include dust and
fumes. If a farm is down a dirt road and the traffic
increases because of trucks, milk tankers, fruit trucks or
school buses, then the dust issue is of great concern to
the people who live close to the farm. However, it is
part of farming practice and people need to use those
roads. Councils often cannot bitumen those roads or
construct them to a standard that will eliminate the dust.
Another issue is that of smells, such as chemicals and
fertilisers, which farmers and primary producers use
often and have to use to protect their plants and
products from diseases. Other smells can be those of a
dairy farm or of a piggery. Those of us who live in
country areas become used to those smells, but if urban
development encroaches on farm land people often
complain, particularly to the council or the
Environment Protection Authority, about the smell of
piggeries or dairy farms. It has become such a concern
that in some cases where piggeries have wished to
expand councils have not allowed them to expand their
production.
One of the other issues people complain about is
increasing traffic, particularly with dairy farms and
milk tankers and with orchards where trucks might be
entering and exiting the orchard as well as the workers
and their vehicles. That increase in cars and trucks near
orchards can be a problem.
One matter that I know is a big issue for people who
live close to agricultural areas is water and waste water
disposal. Obviously farms need to be able to contain
water, so they have channels and creeks and dams. In
the road where I live there was almost a tragic accident.
A young family had moved into the area. Our area is
rural residential with smaller farms. The couple had
moved onto a farm that had a dam. They had a
two-and-a-half-year-old son who accidentally walked
into the dam. His mother had turned her eyes for just a
few moments. Luckily she heard the child in the dam
and was able to save him. They have now put
appropriate fencing around that dam. It is interesting,
because there is also a channel that runs alongside.
Often people just do not understand how attracted
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youngsters are to water, whether it be creeks, dams,
streams or channels. If we put urban development close
to agricultural areas, we have to be aware of all those
things farmers need in the day-to-day running of their
businesses.
The Honourable Barry Bishop spoke about a number of
disputes and the number of authorities who have a role
in those disputes. One of those authorities is local
government, which has a number of difficulties in
dealing with issues that arise in that urban–agricultural
sprawl. One difficulty is subdivisions abutting
agricultural land and another is house excisions. For
example, problems might occur where an elderly
farmer wants to leave the business and have his son and
his family live on the farm. It might not be zoned
appropriately for the farmer to stay on that block of
land as well as hand over to the son and daughter. An
issue occurs when the elderly farmer, who lives on the
farm, passes away. The house is vacant. Somebody
may shift into that house who is not as receptive to the
idea of all those farming pursuits and may complain.
The other authority that has a role is the Environment
Protection Authority which resolves disputes on
amenity — for example, as I said, on odours, air
emissions and noise. There is also a role for the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment,
which deals with complaints about the dust and smoke
and the issues about Crown land, such as weeds,
et cetera.
The other part this bill deals with are the amendments
to the Plant Health and Plant Products Act 1995.
Clause 5 provides that the minister may declare a
suspected pest or disease to be an exotic pest or disease
if the minister believes it is:
… harmful to the growth or quality … of plants or plant
products …

Clause 6 goes on to provide that a person must not
move prescribed materials from an area in Victoria
which has been declared to be a restricted area without
an assurance or plant health certificate.
The area that I represent in the Goulburn Valley and
Murray Valley is well known as the food bowl of
Australia. A number of years ago we had a fire blight
scare in my electorate. Fire blight was supposedly
found in the Royal Botanic Gardens by a New Zealand
scientist here on holidays. Goulburn Valley has the
highest production of pears in Australia. Fire blight
would affect my electorate substantially and could wipe
out the whole pear production, which would be
detrimental not just to Victoria but to Australia,
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because, as I said, it has the highest production of pears
in Australia.

SPORTS EVENT TICKETING (FAIR
ACCESS) BILL

When there was just a thought that fire blight may have
come into Victoria, in the Goulburn Valley the trees
and the nurseries were tested and the plants and the fruit
were quarantined, which meant millions of dollars of
lost sales in my area. It would be devastating for the
area I represent if fire blight did get in. We need to
make sure that we put very strong conditions on any
plant or product that comes into Australia from a
country that does have a disease.

Second reading

I would like to praise the work of John Corboy, the
chairman of the Australian fire blight task force, who
over the years has done an enormous amount of work
trying to protect the fruit industry from this disease
coming into Australia. We do need to be vigilant not to
allow plants or any pests to come from other countries
into Australia. We do not need diseases in Victoria but
more importantly in Australia, as we do have a clean,
green image.
The National Party does not oppose the bill, but it is
disappointed that it does not adequately protect our
farming community and its right to farm and it will
continue to lobby the government to provide that
protection and hope the government will make changes
to the Health Act.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Third reading
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — By leave, I move:
That this bill be now read a third time.

In doing so, I wish to thank honourable members for
their contributions.

Debate resumed from 10 October; motion of
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation).

Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — I rise to make a
contribution to the debate on the Sports Event Ticketing
(Fair Access) Bill.
Before I commence my remarks, I would like to add
my own message of condolence and sympathy to all
those people affected by the tragedy in Bali, particularly
as a number of football clubs across Australia and
Victoria have been involved in the terrible events there.
Given that we are discussing a sports event, as the
shadow Minister for Sport and Recreation I thought I
would take the opportunity by way of introduction to
pass on my sympathy.
Honourable Members — Hear, hear!
Hon. I. J. COVER — The Sports Event Ticketing
(Fair Access) Bill has finally made it through to the
upper house of the Victorian Parliament this evening.
What a long journey it has been. Given the build-up and
the expectation surrounding it, I am surprised that the
minister did not invoke one of the major powers that
the bill gives him — that is, to declare this an event. He
could have declared the debate on the bill an event and
sent a notice to the event organiser to organise a
ticketing scheme. He could have granted his approval
and we would have seen that there was fair access to all
members of the public to come in and listen to the
debate. Then again, the minister might be grateful that
this is not a declared event, that it does not have a great
deal of attention and that there is not a high attendance
by members of the public to listen to the debate on what
is a shoddy piece of legislation.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — They might actually see
through it!

Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

Hon. I. J. COVER — As Mr Hallam points out,
they might actually see through this particular
legislation and see it for what it is. It is a piece of
political grandstanding. I will admit it is in line with
ALP policy announced before the 1999 election. Going
back over the history of the legislation further reveals
just how the Labor Party goes about a lot of its
activities in governing the state of Victoria.
First of all, we had the policy articulated before the
1999 election.
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Hon. R. M. Hallam — That was the easy bit.
Hon. I. J. COVER — That was the easy bit,
Mr Hallam — to actually put down on paper a policy
saying, ‘We will take steps to outlaw scalping and
provide fairer access to members of the public to
sporting events, including the Australian Football
League Grand Final’. That was in September 1999,
around grand final time, funnily enough.
By 2000, after the first 12 months of the Bracks
minority government, the time came for a grand final to
be played. Suddenly the penny dropped with the
minister and the government that they had not done
anything about their scalping legislation. So they
thought they would, as they do in many ways, appear to
be doing something. They went for one of those old
chestnuts which is a hallmark of the ALP in
government: they established a hotline. The hotline was
established to allow people to ring in and give
information about examples or incidents of scalping of
grand final tickets.
I recall the house being illuminated one evening in the
adjournment debate, I think, by the Honourable
Cameron Boardman who actually tried the hotline. He
gave it a call. I think he told the house that the hotline
had a message on it saying, ‘If you’re ringing about
AFL Grand Final tickets, please ring the AFL’. We
later discovered that the hotline received 103 calls. That
was in 2000. The hotline was established and some
information found its way in front of the government
about examples of scalping during the AFL finals series
in 2000.
During 2001 the government took its next step. Mind
you, it is merely another of those superficial steps the
government takes, once again to give the appearance of
being active and doing things. The government released
a discussion paper. The discussion paper was issued in
July 2001 under the title Controlling Ticket Scalping
and Improving Major Event Ticketing Practices.
Among other things it said, for example, in the
executive summary at page 5:
Overseas evidence suggests regulating ticket brokers and the
pricing of tickets may not necessarily reduce the incidence of
scalping or reduce clandestine ticketing distribution practices.

Not to be deterred, however, the government pushed on
regardless. That was from 2001 with the release of the
discussion paper in July. It moved forward to this year
when, in the early part of the year — in the autumn —
it held a seminar. So we have almost the full range of
this government’s approaches to governing: having a
policy — which is interesting in itself; establishing a
hotline in 2000; releasing a discussion paper in 2001;
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holding a seminar in 2002; followed by the introduction
of a bill in the lower house where it was not opposed by
the Liberal Party.
I put on the record, Mr Acting President, that we are not
opposing it in this chamber either. I am, however,
proposing to take the chamber into committee at a later
stage this evening where we can seek some
clarifications and explanations from the minister about
various aspects of the bill. He may beg to differ with
our view that it is a shoddy piece of legislation and, in
doing so, he will be able to explain to us in committee
why he thinks it is, as the second-reading speech says
on the first page, a:
bill … based on considerable research and incorporates world
best practice in ticketing legislation.

World best practice in ticketing legislation! The
government has come a long way from last year when
the discussion paper told us that overseas evidence
suggested that regulating ticket brokers and the pricing
of tickets may not necessarily reduce the incidence of
scalping. But now we have world best practice in
ticketing legislation, according to the second-reading
speech. I look forward, as do other members of the
chamber on this side and in the National Party for that
matter, to an explanation of how world best practice
legislation works.
The bill, as I mentioned at the outset, represents
political grandstanding. It is one of those things the
government seems to be doing on a regular basis now:
bringing in pieces of legislation so it can put a tick in a
box beside it saying, ‘That was in our policy in 1999’ as
it makes a hasty and unnecessary rush to the polls — by
all indications. It will be able to stand up and say,
‘Well, we have been delivering. Here is another thing
we have ticked off on’.
If your policy is to legislate to do something it is pretty
easy to tick it off. But it would be a lot better to be able
to tick off that you have actually done something
through legislation and delivered an outcome. The
outcome in this case is simply to bring in some very
ordinary legislation that is crude politics at its best — or
worst, depending on which way you want to look at it.
The event most likely to come under the legislation is
the Australian Football League (AFL) Grand Final,
which has been and gone this year. It is now several
weeks since the event was held and the next one will be
on the last Saturday in September next year. Given that
it is the prime target of the bill, it has to be declared by
the minister as an event nine months before it is to be
held. That means next year’s grand final will have to be
declared an event before the end of December this year.
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There is not much time left for that to occur, and I
doubt very much if it is going to occur at all. It did not
apply to this year’s grand final and time is running out
for next year’s.
Interestingly enough there has been an addition or
amendment to the legislation since it was first
introduced in the autumn sitting and laid over until
spring — namely, a clause providing that event
organisers can apply to the minister to have their events
declared under the act. That is wishful thinking at its
finest! I am not expecting that event organisers of major
sporting events in Victoria will be forming a queue
outside the minister’s office asking for their events to
be declared events — given that the legislation is going
to impose enormous administrative burdens on event
organisers.
And, accompanying those administration demands will
be increased costs. Even if it is only applied to the
prime target, the AFL Grand Final next year, that in
itself will be a burden on the AFL and the clubs within
it. We know through discussion that has occurred many
times in the past around grand final time and the sale of
grand final tickets — and been focused again by this
legislation being before the Parliament — that one of
the consequences of the legislation may well be that a
major fundraising arm of AFL clubs will be reduced if
not eliminated.
The AFL clubs, as we all know, particularly in Victoria,
are under enormous financial pressure as it is. One has
only to look at the newspapers in the last couple of
weeks to see that the Western Bulldogs are set to
announce a $2.8 million loss this year and that in the
last 24 hours the St Kilda Football Club has found that
it is looking at a $1.6 million loss this year.
We know that others are struggling, perhaps even
including the minister’s own former club, the Carlton
Football Club. Fortunately for the minister he may have
only been there in the good years.
Hon. Kaye Darveniza — Because he was playing
for them!
Hon. P. A. Katsambanis — He put on another
team’s jumper!
Hon. I. J. COVER — That is a very good point. He
gave great service to Carlton Football Club. I do not
know whether there is a word to describe a Carlton life
member who dons a Collingwood jumper as was
depicted on the front of a newspaper. That is what the
minister did at grand final time. We talk about the
legislation being political grandstanding at its worst,
that photograph of the minister wearing a Collingwood
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jumper symbolised everything about political
grandstanding that comes through in this legislation. He
is doing with the legislation what he did by wearing a
Collingwood football jumper. Who would have thought
you would ever see it! Ministerial office does strange
things to people! As it turned out, unfortunately for the
minister, he backed a loser, and he is backing a loser
with this legislation.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.

Hon. I. J. COVER — I resume with my
contribution to debate on the Sports Event Ticketing
(Fair Access) Bill, having had the dinner break to
recover and collect my thoughts after mentioning how
we had all been taken aback by the photograph of the
minister wearing a Collingwood jumper that appeared
on the front page of the Herald Sun during grand final
week. It is just one of many photographs of the
minister, who appears to get himself into the newspaper
in interesting pieces of sports apparel, but the
Collingwood jumper was the most interesting.
There are many aspects of the bill with which the
Liberal Party has concerns, and as I mentioned before
the dinner break members of the opposition will be
seeking to address those concerns during the committee
stage. I put it on the record, in case it was not clear
before the break, that despite that we do not oppose the
legislation. The sporting public of Melbourne and
Victoria should have the best opportunity available to
them to get tickets to the grand final.
The intention of the bill, as set out in clause 1, is to:
… maximise access by members of the public to tickets to
certain sports events.

That is something with which we do not disagree —
that is important — but it is the way the government is
going about the legislation that causes us to have
concerns. Since the year dot it has been a problem
under both the old Victorian Football League and now
the Australian Football League to meet the challenge to
make everyone happy and get everyone to the grand
final. As has been remarked on many occasions, you
probably need a stadium that can seat 200 000 or
250 000 people to cater for all those who want to go to
the grand final. That was again emphasised by this
year’s grand final in which Collingwood participated.
I shall mention a number of other areas of the bill in the
committee stage, but before the break I expressed
concern that AFL clubs that are already under financial
pressure may be placed under further financial pressure
by the legislation. Another area over and above AFL
Grand Final considerations is other sporting events that
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come to Victoria from time to time. An example is the
Rugby World Cup that is coming to Australia next year,
with seven games being played at Colonial Stadium in
Victoria.
If the minister wanted to he could exercise his power
and declare the Rugby World Cup an event under the
act, which could be plausible given that it is to be
conducted at Colonial Stadium, which holds about
52 000 and is more than likely to be a sell-out. The
major thrust of the bill is to declare events and have
ticketing schemes put in place by event organisers for
events that are likely to be sell-outs. Rugby World Cup
matches are also being played in Brisbane, Sydney and
Canberra. This legislation applies in Victoria, not in
other state jurisdictions. If the minister wanted to
declare the Rugby World Cup an event under the
legislation it would mean that the event organisers
would have to furnish a ticket sales and distribution
scheme to him in Victoria, and this would not be
happening in Queensland, New South Wales and the
ACT.
Hon. R. F. Smith interjected.
Hon. I. J. COVER — I am doing my best to ignore
the interjections from the Honourable Bob Smith. I
think he is likely to be declared something other than an
event. It places Victoria at a competitive disadvantage
when it comes to staging major sporting events because
the organisers in an example like that would have a lot
smoother and plainer passage in organising the event if
they did not have to put in their ticketing scheme. The
other states might turn around and say, ‘Well, why
bother staging some of our games in Victoria when we
have got to go through this process of having to submit
ticketing schemes et cetera, we will put them all on in
New South Wales, Queensland or anywhere else in
Australia for that matter’. Melbourne prides itself on
being an events capital, a sporting capital. This
legislation has the potential to place Victoria at a
competitive disadvantage.
While I know this is a sports event ticketing bill,
questions are being raised with members of the
opposition about why the government is not seeking to
introduce similar legislation to cover events other than
sporting events. I acknowledge that in many cases these
days sport is regarded as a form of entertainment, but
this legislation is not being extended to the
entertainment industry. The second-reading speech
refers to working together to:
… protect affordable spectator access to hallmark events and
prevent such events from becoming the sole domain of the
wealthy or the well connected.
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It is interesting that a hallmark event, by the
government’s own announcement last week, appears to
be the upcoming Paul McCartney concert. This might
indicate why the government is not extending the bill to
entertainment, because it is putting money into the
event to help fund Paul McCartney’s appearing in
Victoria.
Hon. R. A. Best — But he’s a millionaire!
Hon. I. J. COVER — That is an interesting point,
Mr Best. You would imagine he could come and stage
his own event without government support, while
football clubs in Victoria, which are under increasing
financial pressure as I have mentioned, are not
receiving the same assistance and, indeed, will perhaps
suffer under this legislation.
I will make a couple of other remarks based on the
discussion paper I referred to earlier which the
government put out in July last year and which seems
to have driven the development of the legislation. I
mentioned the administrative and financial cost
pressures put onto clubs and event organisers, and in
fact it was said at page 25 of the discussion paper that a
disadvantage of the requirements of supervising and
modifying ticketing practices was:
… the potential increased costs to the promoter-owner of the
event in respect of administrative and legal expenses.

That was something identified by the government’s
own discussion paper. That position was echoed at
page 29 by the statement that:
The disadvantage of legislation is that the costs of
administration together with the resources required to pursue
and prosecute cases may outweigh potential public benefits.

Further, among the conclusions in section IV at page 30
was the conclusion that:
A fundamental issue in regards to scalping is ticket
distribution practices. Such practices will be difficult to
address through a legislative approach.

The government’s own discussion paper said that ‘such
practices will be difficult to address through a
legislative approach’!
Accordingly, the event owners and/or the industry ideally
need to develop and implement standards and guidelines for
itself and its employees and ensure that these guidelines are
monitored and enforced.

The major event organisers in Victoria seemed to be
under the impression that that was the way things were
heading in Victoria having not only read the discussion
paper in July but also having attended the seminar
earlier this year. They thought the way for them to go
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was to develop and implement their own standards and
guidelines. They were pursuing that path, and the next
thing they heard a short time later was that this
legislation had been introduced in the autumn sitting in
the other place.
Indeed, the AFL as the main target of this legislation
said through its general manager of corporate affairs
and communications, Mr Tony Peek, in a letter dated
5 September this year, that:
We believe the best method of administrating this area would
be via a code of conduct. That has been our consistent view
put to government.

They made a number of other points echoing some of
those things I said about the potential to severely impact
on all clubs in Victoria, and the revenue from finals
tickets being —
… critical to the financial viability of our clubs —

particularly those in Victoria. It is interesting that
another point made by Mr Peek in his letter was that:
Various provisions of the legislation are draconian,
particularly the provision for inspectors to enter the premises
of AFL clubs and seize documents and other records.

We look forward to discussing that aspect in committee
this evening as well, because it is interesting that under
this legislation there is provision for inspectors to enter
the premises of AFL clubs and seize documents and
other records, yet in June the Bracks Labor government
and its union mates could not bring themselves to allow
the provision for inspectors from the federal Office of
the Employment Advocate to enter the Melbourne
Cricket Ground redevelopment site and they rejected
$90 million from the federal government. The
government did not like that idea, but it is quite happy
to provide for it in this legislation about the sale and
distribution of tickets to major sporting events, and in
particular to the AFL Grand Final.
It would be an interesting scenario, would it not, to see
inspectors dispatched to the offices of the Brisbane
Lions to go through their filing cabinets and see what
they have been doing with their ticket distribution in
Brisbane.
Hon. R. A. Best — I wonder if it is retrospective.
You could go back through the Carlton files.
Hon. I. J. COVER — Mr Best raises a very good
point by way of interjection about whether the
legislation might be retrospective. Perhaps we can flesh
that out in the committee stage, because inspectors
might want to make their way up to the Carlton
Football Club to see what documents might still be in
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the filing cabinets up there from the time when the
minister actually played for Carlton, although I doubt
whether there would be any record of ticket distribution
at the time the minister was playing.
As I said, the Liberal Party does not oppose this
legislation. Members on this side look forward to the
minister clarifying a number of clauses in the bill, and
we will be seeking some explanations to a number of
aspects of the bill later this evening. It is important,
obviously, that people have access to tickets and that
the sporting public of Victoria is catered for in the best
possible manner, but this legislation certainly has a lot
of flaws in it. We also have doubts that the legislation
will ever actually be used and we suspect that the
government is merely grandstanding in order to be able
to say it is doing something when in fact it is basically
doing very little. On that note, I conclude my
contribution.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — It gives me
pleasure to rise on behalf of the National Party to
contribute to debate on this legislation which, as we
proceed during the evening and reach the committee
stage, may prove to be hypocritical and very hard for
the minister to enforce. It will also confer on a minister
powers that are unprecedented in many other pieces of
legislation.
I will be particularly interested during the committee
stage to ask the minister how certain aspects of this bill
are intended to be implemented and managed by him as
minister of the day, and to ask what he intends to create
by way of an environment within the Victorian sporting
community for clubs to seek sponsorships.
The main purpose of the Sports Event Ticketing (Fair
Access ) Bill is to maximise access by members of the
public to tickets for certain sporting events. It will allow
the minister to declare certain sports events for the
purpose of the act no less than nine months before the
event is to be held; it will require the sale and
distribution of tickets to declared events to be in
accordance with a scheme approved by the minister,
which may involve placing conditions on the sale or
distribution of the tickets to the events; and it will
provide offences for certain breaches of an approved
ticket scheme for a declared event or of conditions on
the sale or distribution of tickets to the event.
On behalf of National Party members I advise the
house at this stage that we will not be opposing this
legislation, but again, as I said, we will be questioning
the minister extensively through the committee stage as
to how this legislation will be enforced.
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As we have heard from Mr Cover, the major issue is
that in the lead-up to the last election the Labor Party’s
policy said that it would address issues associated with
the sale of Australian Football League Grand Final
tickets. This legislation follows the discussion paper
issued in August 2001.
There are many questions to be answered in relation to
the enormous powers conferred on the minister and his
interpretation of the provisions of the legislation,
particularly when you read the discussion paper which
led to the legislation. However, before quoting the text
of the discussion paper I record my belief that this is
simply an attack by the government on the future
viability of Australian Football League clubs.
Unquestionably we have terrible legislation before us.
On the government’s own admission there is a potential
to force prices up. The cost of administering this
legislation will be high, and it will be difficult to get
convictions. It will drive scalping underground.
I now want to quote to the minister some of the text
from the discussion paper he distributed last August
and record the confusion among sporting clubs,
especially AFL clubs, about the way they are to do
future business, particularly in the area of sponsorships.
The foreword to the discussion paper entitled
Controlling Ticket Scalping and Improving Major
Event Ticketing Practices says:
In October 1999, the Victorian government made a number of
policy statements related to improving the rights of spectators
that included legislating to outlaw and control ticket scalping.
Accordingly, Sport and Recreation Victoria (SRV), in
consultation with Consumer and Business Affairs Victoria
(CBAV), has proposed the development of a long-term
strategy to assist in the control of organised ticket scalping
and to improve consumer protection for sports spectators.
This discussion paper has been prepared to canvass the broad
range of issues and evidence pertaining to ticket scalping
practices and the related issues of ticket distribution and
allocation for major events, and in particular sports events …
Preliminary steps in developing an anti-scalping strategy
framework were commenced in July 2000.

It goes on to say how an automated scalping survey line
was established and says:
The survey line was advertised in the press and commenced
operating on Wednesday, 30 August, and was closed on
Monday, 4 September …

I will refer to that scalping line a little bit later. The
executive summary of the discussion paper says in part:
The primary purpose of the paper is to stimulate informed
debate and seek opinion and feedback on a number of issues
prior to forming recommendations to government.
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Legislation and regulation options are often put forward as
remedies to scalping. Overseas evidence suggests regulating
ticket brokers and the pricing of tickets may not necessarily
reduce the incidence of scalping or reduce clandestine
ticketing distribution practices.
The costs of administration together with the resources
required to pursue and prosecute scalpers are high …
Inappropriate legislative responses may also drive scalping
practices further underground, forcing resale prices higher
and making exposure and monitoring as problematic as
prosecution.

So already, on page 5 of the discussion paper, the
government is setting the scene for all the problems
related to introducing scalping. The discussion paper
goes on to say:
The evidence further indicates that the reselling or on-selling
of AFL Grand Final tickets is the most lucrative and
discordant scalping practice occurring in Victoria. The
primary source of resold AFL Grand Final tickets appears to
be the AFL clubs themselves.

Very early on the discussion paper flags that the AFL
clubs and the grand final are the targets of the
discussion paper. The executive summary concludes:
It is concluded that consumers, and the sports and
entertainment industries, would benefit from enhanced
standards of conduct and disclosure as well as better industry
monitoring and control of organised and commercial but
unofficial ticket reselling.

The executive summary suggests that the cost of
compliance will be high and that legislation often drives
scalping underground, which usually leads to higher
prices. It is no accident that there was a very poor
response to the discussion paper. In fact the government
has expressed its own disappointment in previous
forums.
Going on to the overview of scalping and the
experience in the United States of America and
Victoria, the discussion paper says:
Most anecdotal evidence suggests scalping in Victoria is
restricted primarily to sell-out sports events, such as the AFL
Grand Final and the finals of the Australian Open. In respect
of the entertainment industry, the quality of seating, the level
of booking fees and charges and the high (face value) ticket
prices, rather than scalping, are the most frequent complaints.

It continues:
In some instances such as the AFL Grand Final it is not
possible to increase supply, so alternative measures to ration
demand are needed. Price is generally considered an effective
means to ration demand. Thus, for example, tickets for the
opening ceremony at the Sydney Olympics and for the most
popular events were substantially more expensive than for
less popular events.
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With the AFL Grand Final, the need to both attract and
maintain the enthusiast or fan base and concerns about
negative public reactions prevent the league from establishing
a ticket price at the maximum possible level which demand in
the market will support. The AFL therefore employs other
rationing measures — distributing tickets to clubs, sponsors
and other associated groups, requiring that fans queue for
tickets, restricting the number of tickets available to
individual and so on.

Again we see evidence in the government’s discussion
paper that the AFL is the target and that is the
organisation on which it is going to bring down its
heavy hand. It goes on in the review section to say:
Accordingly, the government reviewed the AFL Grand Final
ticket distribution process in late 1990 … The outcome from
the review was a number of suggestions that were
subsequently conveyed to the AFL.

It goes on to include those suggestions:
The review resulted in the AFL revising its ticketing system
to improve its ‘fairness’, the most recent development being
the ticket reservation requirements now placed on AFL
members in respect of grand final tickets. These changes
however have had a limited effect and numerous public
complaints concerning AFL ticket distribution practices
continue to arise during the AFL Grand Final period.

In late 2000 Sport and Recreation Victoria and
Consumer and Business Affairs Victoria established a
scalping surveying line to encourage industry feedback.
The interesting thing about this survey line is that you
would have thought that during the most hectic time of
the AFL finals, with people positioning themselves to
get tickets, there would have been an overwhelming
phone-in of people registering their complaints.
However, for that whole week between August and
early September 103 legitimate messages were
registered on the survey line.
The grand final is attended by almost 100 000 people,
there is a multitude of club members across the AFL
spectrum, and when the government establishes a
survey line to allow members of clubs and the general
public — the definition ‘general public’ is a term that I
want explained by the minister — only 103 legitimate
messages register! So is the government being populist?
Is the government just setting out on its own agenda
based on popularity because there is concern at grand
final time about access? We have here a circumstance
where the AFL, in conducting the grand final, is going
to be the target of this government through legislative
controls.
It is appropriate to look at overseas experiences. The
government’s discussion paper talks about the controls
within the United States of America. It states under the
heading ‘The US experience’:
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Controls in place overseas, such as in New York (USA), have
included the regulation of secondary market (reseller) ticket
brokers and limiting commission or ‘above face value’ price
at which such brokers may operate.
The early US scalping laws tried to control price, location and
nuisance effects of scalping. Changes in regulation over the
years included increasing fines and jail sentences. Some US
jurisdictions turned scalping into a felony rather than a
misdemeanour. However, enforcement of all types of
regulations reportedly remains sporadic and arbitrary and it is
apparently difficult to prosecute scalpers because most people
purchasing tickets from scalpers see no reason to testify
against them.
More recently the US scalping laws have been amended to
differentiate the street scalper from ticket brokers or agents
who operate on the behalf of producers. Some US
jurisdictions accordingly modified general prohibition and
permitted licensed brokers to operate in the market. A number
of US statutes have also legalised producers giving
permission to their selected agents to sell seats above face
value …

We have an acknowledgment within the discussion
paper, right at the very start of this process back in
2000, that the overseas experience showed that
legislating and regulating to willing scalpers did not
work. The first three paragraphs of the conclusion state:
A fundamental issue in regards to scalping is ticket
distribution practices. Such practices will be difficult to
address through a legislative approach. Accordingly, the
event owners and/or the industry ideally need to develop and
implement standards and guidelines for itself and its
employees and ensure that these guidelines are monitored and
enforced.
In respect of events such as the AFL Grand Final, where
clubs and their agents have apparently long been defacto
ticket resellers, the AFL could consider developing a
centralised and formal system of ticket returns and (re)sale.
This would enable non-competing clubs to return any
‘unwanted’ internal allocations for ‘authorised’ resale to
competing club members or the public and without the need
to engage third-party brokers or agents.
The need for continuing the practice of premium pricing of
grand final tickets, at several times their face value, by AFL
clubs (or their agents) ostensibly in order to survive
financially is questionable, particularly in an era of growing
broadcast and, more recently, Internet rights revenue. While
the continuation of such a practice is essentially a matter for
the AFL and its constituent clubs to resolve, the rights of
members and consumers should not be ignored. Accordingly,
the future arrangements for the reselling these allocations
should be improved and need to be made both transparent and
bona fide.

What I gather from that conclusion is that there is an
admission in the discussion paper that in legislating we
are going to cause more problems than we are going to
solve. The comparisons between the text of the
discussion paper and the legislation today are
absolutely worlds apart, particularly the manner in
which it presents arguments and suggests remedies.
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This minister may not adopt a heavy-handed attitude,
but I am concerned that in the future other ministers
may wish to implement the letter of the law. However,
the powers contained in the bill are unbelievably
general and have the potential to create more problems
than they solve. As I said, we intend to pursue the
minister through the committee stages to spell out his
interpretation of the provisions in the legislation and
explain how his government intends to interpret the
way in which this legislation has been written.
I am particularly interested in the minister’s attitude
towards AFL clubs and their relationship with their
sponsors because this bill questions the legitimacy of
certain business practices. It legislates the manner in
which clubs and sponsors can do their business in
Victoria.
This bill is potentially the new rule book for
Victorian-based AFL clubs because whilst the minister
over the years he participated during his football career
enjoyed the benefits of match payments, he also
enjoyed the benefits of sponsorship support. This bill
has the potential to see a number of Melbourne-based
AFL clubs disappear.
I wonder whether the minister wants that on his
conscience because clearly, it is a concern that has been
registered with me in my consultation process. I wrote
to every AFL club, and I received responses from a
number of them. There are three that I would like to
refer to: one from the West Coast Eagles, one from
St Kilda Football Club and the other is from Tony Peek
of the AFL.
The financial difficulties that are causing
Melbourne-based AFL clubs to seek sponsorship are
well known. I do not believe it is unrealistic for
sponsors to make arrangements that if the side makes
the grand final, as part of the price they pay for
sponsoring a club they have access to AFL Grand Final
tickets. But the minister seems intent on driving that
practice out the door.
One of the major concerns I have, particularly for AFL
clubs but also because of the general message we are
sending right across the sporting community is, ‘If you
come to Victoria you will have to be answerable to this
government in any deal you do on sponsoring an
event’.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — And this minister.
Hon. R. A. BEST — And the minister here has the
sole responsibility for eroding the confidence of
companies that sponsor sporting events because clearly,
confidence is a very fragile commodity. As soon as
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people learn that it is not good to do business in
Victoria, we will open the floodgates and provide
opportunities to other states and other capitals around
Australia.
Hon. I. J. Cover — That is why they are paying for
Paul McCartney.
Hon. R. A. BEST — I agree with Mr Cover. That is
one of the most unbelievable allocations of public
money — being spent on providing a billionaire with
the opportunity to come to Victoria and perform. I want
to know what the general public thinks about that and
how the minister will assist the general public to get
access to the tickets, when I think the minimum face
value of a ticket may be around $100.
One of the issues I have is the way in which AFL clubs
will be able to operate with their sponsors, and the
commercial arrangements and the business dealings
that those arrangements will provide.
I wrote to the West Coast Eagles Football Club in early
May and received a response from the chairman,
Michael Smith, on 5 June. He stated:
Thank you for consulting us on this bill. Our specific interest
in this matter is the use of AFL Grand Final tickets. The bill is
vague and general and while it seems to pay specific attention
rightly on the idea of scalping, its general nature might also
have the capacity of allowing governments to take actions
which are not currently intended. Of specific concern to us, as
we suspect Victorian clubs, is the ability to package grand
final tickets that are allocated to clubs with other club
activities.

What he is talking about there is, for instance, the
famous North Melbourne Football Club breakfast,
which has become an institution. Every political leader
loves to be part of the head table at that breakfast,
which I suggest is the biggest head table at any sporting
event anywhere in the world. That very arrangement
will be under threat and the viability and the
sponsorship associated with the clubs will also be
questioned by the government. He concludes by saying:
If the packaging component of the ticket arrangement was
attacked to the extent that it caused unbundling of packaged
elements, we would face significant income implications.

Clearly, the club is saying that if it is asked to unbundle
its sale of grand final tickets and the arrangements it has
for packaging those, along with what may be a dinner
or a plane flight over here or a whole range of different
other club activities, financially it will have a severe
impact on it.
As Mr Cover said earlier, on the back page of today’s
Herald Sun we note that the St Kilda Football Club has
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notified the public that it is facing a $1.6 million loss at
the moment. I think the club president’s words were,
‘And it does not look very rosy’. That is a concern.
That club wrote to me on 3 June stating:
Thank you for sending us this proposed bill to review. It is of
great concern to us that the St Kilda Football Club may lose
some or all of its rights to sell AFL finals series tickets. In
particular, we are concerned that the minister would be
entitled to publish guidelines under clause 15 of the bill that
would restrict such sales without any opportunity for public
comment or review. This is tantamount to a quasi legislative
power without proper review or debate. In light of this, we
strongly request that the bill be amended by including at least
one of the following provisions …

He sets out three provisions in his letter to me.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Did you refer those to the
minister?
Hon. R. A. BEST — I think they will get a run
during the committee stage.
Finally, on 5 September I received a letter from the
general manager, corporate affairs and
communications, of the AFL, Mr Tony Peek. He states:
Further to our telephone conversation of this week the
following sets out our position in relation to the proposed
Sports Event Ticketing (Fair Access) Bill. During the past
12 to 18 months we have consistently advised the government
via the minister for sport, the Honourable Justin Madden, that
in our view the legislation has the potential to severely impact
on all clubs but particularly the Victorian clubs.
It is not inconceivable that some Victorian clubs could be
forced out of the business if finals tickets revenue is
significantly impacted upon by the proposed legislation. The
proposed legislation is unworkable on three counts. Six of our
clubs are based outside Victoria and would not be subject to
the legislation. Once tickets to a major event are sold there
can be no control over what the purchaser does with those
tickets, and why would a Victorian club not enter into some
form of joint venture with a non-Victorian club?

He raises a number of other issues that are relevant to
this legislation.
I conclude on this point: one of the most hypocritical
stances of this government is contained within the
provisions that empower inspectors to enter AFL clubs.
What this government has done within this legislation
is to provide inspectors to go into AFL clubs and open
the books. This is hypocritical given the government’s
stance on the Melbourne Cricket Ground (MCG) and
its refusal to allow inspectors onto the workplace site,
and its refusal of $90 million that was on offer from the
federal government. Labor’s hypocrisy has cost the
Victorian taxpayer $77 million.
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Hon. R. M. Hallam — No, they knocked back
$90 million.
Hon. R. A. BEST — They knocked back
$90 million but they put in $77 million.
Hon. R. M. Hallam interjected.
Hon. R. A. BEST — In that case, Mr Hallam, if you
add the two together it might be $167 million. But the
point that needs to be made is that this government is
prepared to allow inspectors powers to go into AFL
clubs, yet it is not prepared to apply the same rules to its
union mates on the job site at the MCG. And the
general public, which this minister is trying to protect,
has every right to ask the legitimate question: why?
Why is the minister using our taxpayers’ money in this
way? Why is he being a hypocrite? Why has he been,
during his playing days, allowed to enjoy the benefits of
being paid — —
Hon. J. M. Madden — I haven’t done anything
wrong. It won’t change anything. I am happy to answer
all your questions in committee.
Hon. R. A. BEST — Very good, Minister. I am
delighted. But let him answer this one question: as
stated in the second-reading speech, why was the
minister prepared, years after he finished his football
career, to rewrite the rule book about the way in which
sponsors do sponsorship deals with clubs? What is he
doing in this legislation about the way in which
sponsors now interact with the AFL clubs?
Hon. J. M. Madden — I am happy to respond in
committee. You missed the point.
Hon. R. A. BEST — Mr Deputy President, with
those few remarks I look forward to the committee
stage of the debate.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) —
It gives me pleasure to rise and speak in support of this
bill. It always gives me pleasure to make a contribution
on a debate over a piece of legislation that the
opposition too is not opposing. This bill puts in place
fair arrangements for genuine sporting fans so that they
are able to obtain tickets to major sporting events in this
state. The purpose of this bill is to maximise the access
by members of the public to certain sporting events by
requiring the sale and distribution of tickets to declared
events in accordance with the scheme approved by the
minister.
Honourable members know that one of the important
aspects of ensuring that genuine sporting fans have
access to tickets means that the government and the
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community are able to enjoy the excellent regular
sporting events we have here in Victoria and that we
are able to maintain those events and attract new
sporting events to the state. One reason we can do that
is that Victorians are very much a sports-loving public.
Sporting events are attracted here; this state is famous
for its ability to attract new events and maintain existing
events because Victorians love sport. We have the
ability to fill stadiums to capacity, not just for local
sporting events but also for national and international
events.
Hon. P. A. Katsambanis interjected.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — An example of that
is international soccer which I have attended,
Mr Katsambanis, with you, as well as rugby. Victoria
has been able to attract international rugby. We want to
be able to protect our ability to maintain these sporting
events that we currently enjoy and to continue attracting
new events. One way we can do that is to ensure that
genuine fans and sports-loving people are able to
acquire tickets. That is what this legislation is about —
the genuine sports-loving public being able to access
tickets so they can enjoy the many sporting events that
we have here in Victoria.
Previous speakers have talked about the consultative
process in which our government has been involved in
putting this bill together.
Hon. R. F. Smith — We consult.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — Mr Smith is right:
that is what we do, unlike the opposition when it was in
government. It did not understand the word
‘consultation’.
This bill is another example of our government
consulting with stakeholders to ensure that the bill we
bring before you today has been widely canvassed with
all those who have an interest. Not only did Labor
consult with the community and the industry, but it put
the industry on notice that legislation would be
introduced and it did this more than two years ago. It
was up to the industry to take the necessary steps —
and the government made that clear to the industry —
to improve its ticketing practices and to ensure that
there was greater transparency in the ticketing and
distribution arrangements that were made.
More than two years ago the government made it clear
to the industry that it would look at introducing
legislation, like the bill before the house today, unless it
was able to demonstrate greater transparency.
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The government also wanted the industry to be able to
demonstrate that it discouraged the unauthorised
reselling of tickets. In August last year, as has already
been set out by previous speakers, the government
distributed and released a discussion paper for comment
by both the industry and the community. The
discussion paper covered a whole range of important
issues including ticket scalping practices and the related
issues of the distribution and allocation of tickets to
major events, particularly sporting events.
As the minister pointed out in his second-reading
speech, the industry response to that discussion paper
was poor. In fact it was a disappointment to the
government because there were very few responses and
they provided little information or insight into ticket
reselling and distribution practices in Victoria.
The discussion paper that was distributed by the
government for consultation also outlined action that
had been taken by other countries to address the
unauthorised sale of tickets. As we know, that
unauthorised sale and scalping practice means that
people pay a huge price to acquire a ticket to attend an
event. As part of the release of that paper the
government thought it was important to look at the
overseas experiences and to learn something from
those.
One example looked at was the USA, where laws were
introduced to ban scalping and to control prices. The
enforcement of such a ban was problematic and was not
found to be terribly effective in the USA. In some
jurisdictions in the USA the street scalpers were
differentiated from the ticket brokers or agents who
operate on behalf of event operators or organisers. The
prohibition on ticket reselling was lifted in many
instances in the USA and licensed brokers were
permitted to operate in the market.
The Sports Event Ticketing (Fair Access) Bill will
permit the appointment of authorised agents, but in a
transparent manner and without the need to formally
regulate brokers. The authorised agents will be
appointed by the event organisers, who must notify the
minister of the authorised agents — for example,
individual clubs can be authorised agents of the AFL.
If that were to occur it would stop situations such as
those that we saw during the grand final where radio
programs advertised for people to ring in and acquire a
ticket to the grand final as well as a meal. These tickets
should have been made available to the genuine fans
who support the clubs. Such situations result from
individuals or organisations being able to buy large
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quantities of tickets and then being able to sell them on
in this way.
This underhanded ticket selling practice — and we saw
it in a range of ways at the last grand final —
undermines the value of the bona fide corporate and
hospitality packages that are an important part of the
success of any event. The government knows this form
of event depends on corporate sponsorship, and it
recognises and acknowledges its importance. Of course
corporate packages are an important part of that.
Corporations do not simply want to support clubs and
take advantage of the advertising. They also want the
advantages of being able to entertain and to have access
to corporate packages and sponsorship. The
government acknowledges and recognises that that is
an important part of our sporting events.
I draw the house’s attention to the Australian Open,
which is held in Melbourne between 13 and 26 January
2003. I bring this to the house’s attention because the
Australian Open is adopting a good and fair ticketing
practice that is very much in line with the government’s
policy. Its handbook states, under ‘Australian Open
corporate conditions of sale’:
4.1 … Unauthorised on-selling, advertising or solicitation
will result in the cancellation of existing allocations
whether corporate or otherwise, without the guarantee of
refund.
4.2 Corporate packages may not, without the prior written
consent of the corporate sales manager of the Australian
Open, be used for any promotion, fundraising or
commercial purpose (including competition or trade
promotions) or to enhance the demand for other goods
and services. If a ticket is used in breach of this
condition, the bearer of the ticket may be denied
admission or other action may be taken against the
bearer of the ticket or against the purchaser or assignee
of the corporate package.

That is an example of the Australian Open adopting
what are very fair ticket practices.
Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — Minister, you are
right, they are transparent practices. Not only that, they
are in line with the government’s policy.
The bill is designed to maximise the general public’s
access to major sporting events by ensuring a fair and
transparent process of ticketing. It is designed to entrust
the industry with establishing appropriate processes and
standards to ensure they maximise access to tickets for
the genuine sports fan. The bill also provides penalties
when that does not occur.
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The bill provides scope for the government to develop
guidelines for fair access to ticketing for sporting
events. The guidelines will be developed in
consultation with events organisers. This will ensure
that those guidelines will be appropriate and relevant to
each sporting event. The government’s aim is not to
catch out event organisers but to ensure that their
ticketing processes are fair and that the opportunities
for the scalping of tickets are eliminated from the
process. That is what the government is about. The
government wants to make sure that the opportunities
for scalping are eliminated from the process.
The government has developed publications that will
assist the industry. It is not just leaving the industry
hanging. The government has developed guidelines that
will assist the industry in putting these appropriate
practices together. As I said, if these practices and
processes are not put in place, penalties are provided
for: offences as well as penalties are outlined in the bill.
If those processes and standards are not established, the
industry will face the penalties and they are dealt with
in clauses 16 to 19 and clause 21.
There are offence provisions, including for the holding
of prescribed events before there is an approved ticket
scheme and the failure without reasonable excuse by
the event organiser or an unauthorised agent to comply
with an approved ticket scheme. An offence will also
be committed should an event organiser without
reasonable excuse fail to ensure that an unauthorised
agent complies with an approved ticket scheme. There
are maximum penalties of 600 penalty units for an
individual and 3000 in the case of a body corporate.
The sale and distribution of tickets contrary to the
ticketing conditions and without the authority of an
events organiser will also be an offence. This is also
outlined in clause 20, which provides for a fine of up to
60 penalty units for an individual or 300 penalty units
in the case of a body corporate. The bill also provides
for multiple breaches for any event holder on a
particular day.
In conclusion, this is yet another good bill that the
Bracks government has brought before this house — it
looks to me like Mr Best is agreeing with me there.
This bill goes right to the heart of what Victorians love
most and that is sport. This bill is designed to ensure
that Victorian sports lovers and genuine fans gain
access to tickets to events and that they are able to
continue to support the clubs and the sporting events
they love.
We know that here in Victoria supporters of clubs are
there through the good times and the bad and through

SPORTS EVENT TICKETING (FAIR ACCESS) BILL
300

COUNCIL

the thick and the thin. They deserve to have the
opportunity to be able to access tickets to major
sporting events through a transparent and reasonable
process. We pride ourselves as Victorians on being the
sports capital and on being able to turn out capacity
crowds to a whole range of sporting events, even
sporting events that we do not necessarily play
generally in the state, such as rugby.
The bill is designed to protect the interests of the
Victorian sports-loving public. This bill deserves the
support of all members of this house. It is a good bill
and I commend it to the house.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — This bill
highlights the fact that this government has presided
over a return to the nanny state in Victoria. It highlights
the fact that this government wants Victorians to
believe the tooth fairy exists, that the Easter bunny is
alive and well and that there are fairies at the bottom of
the garden. Unfortunately for this government the
people of Victoria see this bill for the charade that it is.
This bill is like the emperor’s new clothes: when you
look at it in reality and totality, there is nothing there.
This bill is a sad joke perpetrated by this government on
the public of Victoria. Unfortunately, the joke is on the
minister, because no-one is buying it. This is his
interpretation of the old class war.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — There they are.
The class warriors are getting up and slagging business,
big business, corporate hospitality, people with money
and everybody else — to perpetuate their class warfare.
I should let them know that it is more than a decade ago
that the Berlin Wall fell over because the downtrodden
and the working class in socialist enclaves all over the
world wanted to join the people in the Western World
who do believe the fact that socialism is dead.
Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. G. B. Ashman) — Order! Minister!
Hon. J. M. Madden — Speak to the bill!
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — Minister, you can
badger all you like because the fact is you have made
absolutely no attempt through this bill to legitimately
provide Victorians with greater access to sports tickets.
The proof will be in the pudding. First of all, this bill is
a misnomer: Sports Event Ticketing (Fair Access) Bill.
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We are going to give the minister fair access tonight to
explain to us which sporting events this bill relates to.
Hon. J. M. Madden — Talk about the bill!
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — Minister, keep
badgering. I am talking about the bill. You do not want
to hear what I am saying because you know you are
going to be exposed. We will continue to expose you.
Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — If you keep
badgering we will keep you here all night.
Hon. J. M. Madden — Get to the point!
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — I am happy to
keep you here all night. I have lots of points,
Minister — this is just the first of very, very many. You
continue to badger across the chamber and I will pick
up each and every one of your interjections. Then we
will go into committee and we will keep you here until
the small hours of the morning to expose what a sham
you are perpetrating on this house.
Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — Minister, you
claim this is a sports event ticketing bill. Unfortunately,
you have not explained to us what sporting events will
be covered other than the Australian Football League
Grand (AFL) Final. If you were being true to
yourself — —
Hon. J. M. Madden — I’m always true to myself.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — First and
foremost, you would have named this bill what it is: the
Minister’s Attempt to Control AFL Grand Final Tickets
Distribution Bill. That is what this is.
Hon. J. M. Madden — It’s a bit longwinded that
one, Katsa — not terribly catchy.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — Minister, you have
in a previous life done a wonderful job to ensure the
financial non-viability of the 10 remaining clubs in
Victoria who compete in the Australian Football
League.
Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — If you want, I will
outline that clause by clause and word by word — I do
not think you do. But tonight, by bringing in this bill,
you are driving the final nail into the coffin of the
existence of 10 Victorian AFL clubs.
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Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — The buck stops
with you!
The enterprise bargaining agreement that earned the
minister his trade union credentials has built the
wage-price spiral in the AFL competition that is driving
clubs broke. And today he is going to take away one of
the last crutches of financial salvation for AFL clubs.
With this bill he is presiding over the demise of
much-loved, historic Victorian AFL clubs.
Hon. J. M. Madden interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — I will get to the
point, Minister; I am on the point right now. It is a point
the minister does not want to hear, a point the Victorian
public knows full well that you are trying to hide from
it.
What sporting events are likely to be covered by this
bill other than the AFL Grand Final? The specifics of
the bill reveal that you need nine months notice to list a
sporting event, so what other major sporting events are
likely to be covered? The Australian grand prix? You
can walk up and buy a ticket 5 minutes before the grand
prix starts. The Melbourne Motordrome grand prix,
which is on this weekend? Again, you can walk up and
buy a ticket a couple of minutes before the event starts.
Hon. R. F. Smith interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — The Honourable
Bob Smith makes the point that there are no scalpers
there. Of course! Scalpers will not exist at events where
the supply of tickets exceeds demand. That is one of
those capitalist economic axioms that Mr Smith
probably understands quite well, but I think his
colleagues on that side might not have any idea about it.
The only reason the minister is introducing this bill is
that he is aware that there is one event in Melbourne
that has, on a regular basis, a demand for tickets that
exceeds supply. The organisation that runs the event,
the Australian Football League, has implemented a
system of allocating tickets to its event, an event which
it has promoted over 105 years and which it has built up
to be Australia’s premier sporting event by a country
mile, year in, year out. The AFL and its constituent
clubs have built up that event and they have every right
to issue tickets in the best way they see fit. Every year
without fail they pack out the Melbourne Cricket
Ground. Of course demand exceeds supply; they are
doing their job fantastically well. Hundreds of
thousands of people in Melbourne and Victoria want to
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go to the AFL Grand Final. That should be a big pat on
the back for the AFL — it is doing its job.
Tickets are given away for many sporting events. The
National Rugby League was giving away tickets to its
semi-final. Sponsors were buying the tickets and giving
them away. They were saying, ‘If you have a New
Zealand passport, come and pick up two tickets’. Do
we want to see the AFL resort to begging for
spectators? No, we do not.
The AFL has done a great job of building up a
wonderful competition that people want to go to see.
And the culmination of that competition every year has
a demand for tickets that exceeds supply. I see that as a
good thing. Unfortunately people miss out, but the AFL
ensures that the people who support it and who have
supported it through the hard times, through the whole
season, get access to tickets first. I believe that is fair. It
is fair in a corporate sense, where corporate sponsors
get access to tickets, fair in a membership sense, where
members of all football clubs get access to a small
allocation of tickets, and then the two competing clubs
get access to the rest of the tickets — and they
distribute them as they see fit.
This year my club saw fit to reward its most loyal
members and supporters, those people who are
prepared to back the club through hard times and good,
who are prepared to commit to the club, with first
access to tickets. In an earlier interjection Mr Smith
asked me whether I had queued up for tickets. Yes, I
did, on the Sunday morning, in the priority allocation
for Collingwood priority members. Collingwood
Football Club has a number of categories of
membership, and people who are prepared to back the
club financially and be there week in and week out
through the hard times are rewarded. We were there on
the Sunday morning. We all got down there early, and
it was wonderful to see the faces of all those whom I
saw through the hard times, all through the 1990s, who
were happy to queue up for a couple of hours to get
their tickets.
In that line of a couple of thousand I knew most of the
people. I tell you, Mr Smith, there are hundreds of
thousands of Collingwood supporters around Victoria
and around Australia. And who are the most deserving?
The Collingwood fans could fill that ground on their
own on grand final day. You know that; the minister
knows that; everyone else knows that.
The minister was a Collingwood fan that day! He put
on a footy jumper. We do not want his support, but he
gave it to us. There were hundreds of thousands of
Collingwood supporters who would have filled the
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ground on that day. Even if every ticket was available
only to Collingwood supporters the ground would have
been full on that day. The minister knows that, and
everyone else knows it.

were still able to access tickets and were there on the
day. The AFL Grand Final is the only regular event on
Melbourne’s sporting calendar that continues to sell
out, where demand is guaranteed to outstrip supply.

But who are the most deserving? Those people who
were there through the hard times. They were there
week in and week out — round 1, round 2, round 3 —
travelling interstate, travelling into the country, going to
training sessions; the boot studders, the people who
wash the jumpers, the families of the players.

I do not know what the class warriors on the other side
think, but I believe that in that sort of situation the best
outcome is to allow the organisation responsible and its
constituent clubs to work out how best to allocate
tickets to that event because, after all, they made that
event. The bill is an attempt to curry favour with the
voting public, to create a charade. It is a bill that
purports to allow more people to access grand final
tickets when in fact it is an attack on the financial
viability of the AFL clubs.

Hon. M. M. Gould interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — You will have
your go. The minister is defeated; he has packed up his
bat and ball and gone home. This is unprecedented!
Hon. M. M. Gould interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — You would rather
change the system into a lottery. Would you rather the
loyal fans and the loyal sponsors not be rewarded? All
those boot studders and people who wash the jumpers
and man the door, the ladies who make the afternoon
teas, all those volunteers in footy clubs, all those
deserving people in football clubs who keep the
competition alive — they get rewarded by getting
access to grand final tickets.
The Hon. R. F. Smith — Some of them do.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — That is a terrible
thing, isn’t it, Mr Smith? What a terrible thing that
those people who put in — —
The Hon. R. F. Smith interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — Unfortunately, as I
said, the MCG does not fit in all Collingwood
supporters in one go. Some people miss out. But those
people were fully aware — —
The Hon. R. F. Smith interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — Hang on,
Mr Smith, I will get there. Members missed out, yes,
but they knew at the start of the year that there were
different categories of membership — some that get
guaranteed grand final tickets and others that do not.
Those categories were well publicised. Every single
person who became a member of the Collingwood
Football Club got a document that said, ‘Here is the list
of memberships that you can buy. One guarantees you
a grand final ticket, lots do not’.
Some people chose to participate in the category that
did not guarantee them access. However, many of them

The only way to increase access to those people that the
minister calls the ordinary members, the ordinary
supporters, is to delve into the current allocation. Who
will miss out? Corporate sponsors will miss out,
relatives and families of players may miss out, and all
volunteers at every football club who put in to keep
their club alive will miss out. Those the Honourable
Sang Nguyen mentioned regarding the Western
Bulldogs who are doing a sterling job to keep that club
alive in extremely difficult circumstances that were
made worse by the escalating salary cap increases built
in by the great trade union work of the current minister,
will now be denied. When the Western Bulldogs go
seeking sponsorship next year they will not be able to
promise their sponsors access to grand final tickets, and
the sponsors will shut their doors on the Western
Bulldogs. Unfortunately the Western Bulldogs may be
forced to shut their door on the people of the western
suburbs. That is what the bill will do, but the
Honourable Sang Nguyen will vote for the bill.
At the end of the day the government has demonstrated
once more that it does not listen to reason or logic. It is
class warfare and an attack on those people it somehow
or other sees as being more privileged or wealthy. Its
attack on those people outweighs any logic that will
come into the argument. It is the perpetuation of the
class struggle.
When the Labor Party at a federal level runs around
trying to appeal to the so-called aspirational voter, and
people like the minister come in here and beat up on
those who like to have a glass of wine or a meal with
their game of football, as the Honourable Kaye
Darveniza put to the house, then government members
have a lot of things to learn about the aspirational voter
and where they might want to be.
Football is no longer a matter of standing in the outer
or, if you are a little kid, about piling up all the beer
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cans so you can see over the heads of the drunks.
Football is not like that any more. It is about people
being able to sit in comfort and enjoy the game, about
families sitting together, and about people being able to
enjoy a meal, a drink or a snack at the football. That is
what it is about. Maybe the minister has not understood
it because he has not been there for a while. I know
Mr Smith has. I know the minister was previously on
the other side of the fence, which probably has kept him
in a lifestyle that he has become accustomed to.
I queued for my grand final ticket in my Collingwood
allocation. Maybe the minister’s fair access regime
could have started from the top. I am sure the minister
was there with a glass of wine or a glass of beer in his
hand. I did not see him in his new-found love for the
Collingwood Football Club march down the street and
find the first legitimate Collingwood supporter or
member and hand his ticket to them. Fair access did not
start with the minister and it did not start this year. It
started with him sitting in a corporate hospitality box,
most probably in the AFL’s corporate hospitality
box — the people he is trying to nobble. He was sitting
in their corporate hospitality box and thinking about the
workers! It evokes images of Animal Farm where all
animals are equal but some animals are more equal than
others.
The buck stops with the minister. I did not see the
minister in the outer with the legitimate Collingwood
fans watching their hopes rise, and then fall at the final
siren, with everyone cheering their team for a
wonderful year. I did not see the minister there; he was
in the corporate hospitality box. It is the people with
their snouts in the trough like the minister that he is
trying to stop. Is it going to stop the minister? He will
still be there next year in the corporate hospitality box.
If the minister were fair dinkum, this year he would
have donned his Collingwood jumper like he did for the
press and walked down the street and given his ticket to
the first legitimate Collingwood supporter he came
across — and the whole cabinet would have done the
same thing. If we took a straw poll most of them would
have been there. They did not give up their seat to the
ordinary fan, and they will not do it next year.
Besides the taking away of grand final tickets, to what
other events will the bill apply? We will find out in the
committee stage. This is the grand final ticket bill, the
minister’s attempt to nobble the AFL and the AFL
clubs, as Mr Best and Mr Cover pointed out, and to
deny them that lifeline to grand final tickets that enables
them to get major sponsorship. The minister has not
thought through the downstream effects. What impact
will the taking away of corporate hospitality from the
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grand final have on tourism in Victoria during that
week?
I watched the grand final parade on the Friday with my
family and observed all those people supporting
Brisbane who either flew or were bused down. They
stayed in accommodation in Melbourne, patronised
restaurants and bars and put some legitimate dollars
into this economy. There were people from all over
Australia here for that event. Do not take it from me
about the impact that it will have on the tourism,
restaurant and hotel sector. The Corporate Hospitality
Association told me that it was not consulted in this
process and believes there are many bigger issues
involved that have not been discussed. The association
talks about the impact it will have on big events
wanting to come to Melbourne if they are to be subject
to this sort of silly regime, the impact on the tourism
and hospitality industry, the lack of direct economic
input into the Victorian economy, and the impact on
employment that it will have. Those matters have not
been addressed.
The minister did not bother talking to the Corporate
Hospitality Association. He does not think the issue
affects it. It does, and that is why we hold big events in
Melbourne: because it brings people to the state.
Corporate hospitality does that. People come here and
stay in hotels, they patronise our restaurants and keep
our economy ticking. This economy is built in large
part on the tourism and hospitality industry. Did the
minister think about the impact it would have on the
industry if he started dishing out tickets in his way to
his mates? That is what the intent of the minister is in
this bill.
What other events will be covered? The bill will not
cover the Melbourne Cup because anyone can walk up
on the day and get a ticket. There has never been an
access problem; nor is there an access problem to the
grand prix in my electorate or the one at Phillip Island
for the motorcycling because you can walk up and buy
a ticket. What other events will be covered? With most
golfing events you can walk up on the day and buy a
ticket. Will the Australian Open tennis finals be
covered? How about the Rugby World Cup? There will
be one game involving Australia — demand will
outstrip supply. Has the minister already done a deal
with the organisers? Is that going to be covered?
How about the Paul McCartney concert? I know it is
not a sports event, but people are going to want to go.
They will be exorbitantly priced tickets, but people will
still want to go. Is that going to be covered? If not, why
will it not be covered? I will tell you why: because this
bill has nothing to do with sports events generally; this
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bill has all to do with some crazy promise made in haste
in opposition by this current government to somehow
or other give more of those ordinary people access to
grand final tickets.

Event Ticketing (Fair Access) Bill, and I will start by
complimenting Mr Katsambanis on his contribution.
Rarely have we seen anyone display such commitment
and passion when stating the bleeding obvious.

We are going to give the minister an opportunity to
explain himself in committee. What does ‘ordinary’
mean? Who are these ordinary people? If they are
members of sporting clubs, which members will miss
out in order for other members to get tickets —
because, as we know, demand fully outstrips supply.
No matter how you cut the cake on most occasions
there will be more people wanting to go to the AFL
Grand Final than can go. Heaven forbid that there
might be two interstate clubs playing, but even then we
can fill the Melbourne Cricket Ground.

The purpose of this bill is to maximise the number of
tickets available to the general public. As we have
already heard from contributions from conservatives on
the other side, they just hate it because it will clearly
take away some tickets that may have been available to
third parties to scalp and make significant profit from.
And the opposite is obviously true: it will mean that
more will be available to those average, everyday
Australian Football League (AFL) members, of which I
am one as a proud ticket-holder who has, on occasions,
stood in a queue for hours and hours in the hope of
getting a ticket. In this day and age we have to be able
to do it better.

The minister has been exposed. This bill is simply a
sham and a charade. It is the minister’s veiled attempt
to nobble the AFL — Lord knows he has done well
already at that! Unfortunately the consequences will be
borne by those ordinary people whom the minister
purports to support in this endeavour — that is,
ordinary people who love their football club, like those
who used to support a club called the South Melbourne
Football Club or a club called the Fitzroy Football
Club, which were honourable historic clubs that were
sent to the wall. I do not accuse the minister of having
any input into sending the South Melbourne Football
Club to the wall, but he had a fair say in what happened
to the Fitzroy Football Club.
Now we will see clubs like the Western Bulldogs, the
North Melbourne Kangaroos, St Kilda — and possibly
others, including a strong regional club like Geelong —
under severe financial threat because the minister is
removing a real lifeline for those clubs. Those clubs
have built up a competition over 105 years through
their own endeavours, through no government
assistance, and through significant government
hindrance on many occasions over that whole century
of AFL football. It is a competition that never puts its
hand out for a handout, but a competition that has been
built on the blood, sweat and tears and on the
volunteers of the 12 original Victorian clubs. There are
10 Victorian clubs left, and this bill will drive another
nail into the coffin of one or two more.

Mr Katsambanis referred to the magnificent way that
the Collingwood Football Club handled its ticket
allocation to its members. That is interesting, because
Mr Wayne Petersen from Frankston, who is not only a
constituent but also a good friend of mine, is a
Collingwood member with a $700 membership
package. He was complaining to me tonight and asking
me to make sure his comments were placed on the
record. His comments were that, despite having a
$700 package, he was made to queue up for 4 hours for
the privilege of buying a $120 ticket that put him
halfway up the Ponsford Stand where he could not see
the top of the posts. His complaints are: why can’t he
get a better ticket from the football club, and why is it
that other people are able to get their tickets through
third parties who get tickets from a football club and
package them up as a corporate package, including a
VB and a Four ‘n Twenty pie, at 550 bucks, while
others sit out on the outer wing? We say that is not
good enough, and we want the average punter to have
better and fairer access to tickets.

I congratulate the minister. By passing legislation such
as this, he will be presiding over the destruction of the
hopes, dreams and aspirations of more ordinary people
as they live them through their Victorian-based AFL
clubs.

In the event that the minister declares that a major
sports event will come under this legislation,
declaration will normally be nine months in advance,
and that is to allow the organisers of such events time to
establish the allocation, distribution and sale of tickets.
The question was asked: what other events? Well, the
legislation clearly states that it is at the discretion of the
minister, so at some time in the future if the then
minister decides that an event is to be covered by this
legislation, then it will be. I do not understand the
concern or confusion about that; it is quite clear if you
read what is being proposed.

Hon. R. F. SMITH (Chelsea) — It gives me
pleasure to rise to make a contribution to the Sports

Also, the minister may revoke in writing a declaration
of an event if considered appropriate to do so. We are
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giving the minister of the day the capacity to deal with
major events in the way that he and his department see
fit. That is no different from a lot of other ministers’
powers and prerogatives.
Once an event has been declared, the organisers have
60 days to furnish the minister with the detail regarding
ticketing arrangements for the event. That is to ensure
that transparency and fairness are maintained. The
minister, having got this information, must within
28 days approve or refuse the proposal or ask for more
information.
The proposed offences contained within this bill
include holding a prescribed event before there is an
approved ticket scheme and failure without excuse by
either the event organiser or an authorised person to
comply with the approved ticketing scheme, which for
multiple offences can attract a penalty of 600 units at
$100 a unit for individuals or 3000 units at $100 a unit
for corporations. In terms of criminality, these charges
are indictable and can be filed only by the department
head.
There will be a process of appeal, and a number of
avenues will be available in the event that organisers
want to appeal the minister’s decision, and that includes
appeals to the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal.
But let’s cut to the chase. This bill is primarily designed
to improve the chances of Joe Public to get access to
tickets for big events, and, in particular, for the AFL
Grand Final. If the other side does not understand the
importance of that to mainstream supporters, there is no
hope. Clearly from what we have heard tonight in the
contributions from the conservatives opposite, they just
do not get it. They are yet again demonstrating their
inclination to back their mates in the corporate sector
above all else, and they seem to think that the general
public agrees with that and understands it.
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interests of the general public. I know that people on the
other side of the fence will disagree; that is their choice.
If you were to poll football supporters, I know who
would have the numbers on this one!
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. R. F. SMITH — Well, you only have to look
at the fiasco with television rights — we are trying to
promote the game. Yet people in Queensland and parts
of New South Wales cannot even see the finals until
late into the night — it is a disgrace!
Hon. I. J. Cover — You had better legislate for that
too!
Hon. R. F. SMITH — I have had a talk to some
people at the Australian Football League about it; let’s
hope they are listening.
The government wants the AFL to recognise the
shortcomings of the current system. It allocates x
amount of tickets to the AFL clubs. Those clubs have
every right to transfer or hand over x amount to their
corporate sponsors. The government is concerned about
what they do with the other parts of their allocation.
They give them to third parties who on-sell them at
significantly higher prices. As a consequence of that,
the ordinary punter cannot access a membership ticket
through his or her club.
The government says to the clubs, ‘Look after your
corporate sector. We understand the importance of that
cash flow to the clubs, but be up front and transparent
about it and let your members know what you are
doing’. Quite clearly it is an election issue in football
clubs. If clubs are more inclined and prepared to give
out the tickets to all and sundry rather than their
members, they are going to pay a political price for that.
This is about ensuring that AFL members of relevant
clubs understand exactly what their club is doing.
An honourable member interjected.

In his contribution Mr Katsambanis was demanding to
know why the minister did not give his ticket to an
ordinary Collingwood supporter. I have to agree with
him. I know I would have, because I would have
wanted every Collingwood supporter possible to be at
that ground to suffer. Anyone who does not follow
Collingwood will know exactly what I am talking
about.

Hon. R. F. SMITH — An honourable member
interjects to say that I do not know what I am talking
about. If he had been here earlier, he would have heard
that AFL clubs are not being up front with their
members and the government is suggesting that they
damn well should be!

The current situation is condoned by the AFL. As an
ordinary supporter of my football club, I do not have a
great deal of faith in the current administration of the
AFL. It has made one major mistake after another, and
in the government’s view it is not acting in the best

I have spent a bit of time in the United States of
America and during the course of one term over there I
was in Boston talking to a couple of friends who were
New England US football supporters. I asked them if
they were going to the football on the Sunday, which
was at Fenwick Park, and their answer was, ‘Are you
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kidding? Do you understand how much it costs?’ And I
did not. They informed me that it would be somewhere
in the order of US$400, or about A$800, for this guy,
his wife and two boys to go to the football, including
parking and something to eat. Clearly it was out of the
reach of ordinary people. We would not want to see that
develop here.
There has to be a balance in the argument. The
government understands the value of the corporate
sector but it should not overwhelm us and take away
our game. The AFL thinks it is its game: it is not. It
belongs to the clubs and the clubs belong to their
members. So the rank and file are very important in this
argument.
The government demands that the opposition supports
this bill. It asks this just once. The opposition should
give up on its mates and do the right thing by the
ordinary public. The government knows the opposition
will not do the right thing by the ordinary public in the
workplace, but it pleads that the opposition does the
right thing by the average punter tonight. I commend
the bill to the house.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
The bill before the house is the sort of legislation that is
introduced when a minister needs a press release. The
Minister for Sport and Recreation has not had a good
run in his portfolio over the last couple of years. He
failed on his promise on Waverley Park and he is
encountering some significant issues with the
Melbourne Cricket Ground redevelopment — he
rejected $90 million from the commonwealth
government in order to preserve a union deal at the
MCG. The minister took office promising to save
Waverley Park for the general public, for the sports
fans, for Joe Public as Mr Bob Smith refers to them and
he failed. He did nothing. It is currently to be
subdivided.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. G. B. Ashman) — Order! There is too much
barracking going on from the sidelines.
Mr Rich-Phillips, without as much interjection!
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you,
Mr Acting President. The bill is a sop for the minister.
It is an opportunity for him to put out a press release
and in due course I will refer to the press release he put
out at the same time as the bill was introduced.
In the explanatory memorandum and second-reading
speech the minister made a number of interesting
references. In his press release he refers to making
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tickets available at face value. He said he wanted them
to reach the average sports fan who follows sport week
in and week out. Again in the second-reading speech
reference is made to protecting the rights of sports fans.
We have heard Mr Smith refer to Joe Public and sports
fans. We have not yet seen who the minister refers to
and means when he talks about sports fans. No doubt
that is something he will be expected to expand upon
during the committee stage. He referred to sports fans
and their rights in his second-reading speech and I am
sure the committee will be interested to know who
those sports fans are and just what rights they are
entitled to.
In his second-reading speech the minister also says the
bill is based on considerable research and incorporates
world best practice in ticketing legislation. Again the
committee will be expecting the minister to produce
some evidence of just what world best practice is being
incorporated into the legislation.
The legislation will not work. It will be ineffective, but
along the way it will cause a number of problems and
Mr Katsambanis expanded upon those in some detail.
They are areas that the opposition would like to explore
in committee and of particular interest are clauses 17 to
20.
Clause 17 establishes the guidelines under which the
minister will accept or reject a ticketing scheme for a
declared event. There are suggested guidelines or
examples contained in the bill of things the minister
would consider. The guidelines listed in clause 17(2)
refer to the distribution of tickets to various classes of
people. Nowhere in that clause is there reference to the
pricing of tickets.
It has been interesting listening to certain government
members during the course of the debate referring to
the prices of tickets. Mr Bob Smith spoke at some
length about examples of the pricing of tickets in the
United States of America. Ms Darveniza, in her earlier
contribution, spoke about tickets being available at
prices for average sports fans. The minister, in
committee, will need to expand upon just how he
proposes to regulate pricing — indeed, whether it is the
government’s proposal to regulate pricing.
Clause 17 is silent on pricing, but indications from
government members are that pricing is a key factor the
government will seek to control. If that is the case it
will raise a whole range of issues. The minister may
well like to expand upon what his intentions are on
pricing.
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Selling of tickets by people who are not authorised by
the event management is apparently not allowed by this
bill. That is a curious clause for this bill to contain. I
have to ask the minister: does that mean that if a person
holds a ticket, cannot attend an event and wants to sell
it to their mate, they are not allowed to do so because
they would be in breach of the legislation and subject to
a $6000 fine? Does the minister intend to prevent
people selling tickets to their mates when they cannot
attend events?
Clause 28 provides the power for entry and search of
premises by the inspectors who are established under
this bill. Curiously this clause only allows the
inspectors to enter premises of an event organiser —
and these are the people who presumably are
complying with a ticketing scheme authorised by the
minister. It does not make any provision for these
authorised officers to inspect or enter premises of third
parties involved in selling tickets, and it seems to me
that that would be completely at odds with the purpose
of the bill. The inspectors can only look at the people
who are authorised to sell tickets and have no power to
inspect or enter premises of people involved who are
not authorised to sell tickets.
There are a number of questions as to this bill’s
operation and implementation about which the
explanatory memorandum and second-reading speech
are silent. The opposition has indicated that it will not
oppose the bill. However, it expects that the minister
will provide substantial elucidation on these matters
during the committee stage.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
Clause 1

Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — Clause 1 outlines
the purpose of the bill, and states:
The main purpose of this Act is to maximise access by
members of the public to tickets to certain sports events …

I also heard the minister in the second-reading speech
refer to the ‘average sports fan’, ‘ordinary fans’,
‘wealthy individuals and companies’, the ‘general
public’, the ‘well connected’, and the ‘general public’
again on another two occasions. Are all those groups of
people mentioned in the second-reading speech covered
by this description of them as ‘members of the public’
in clause 1?
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Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I think I get the gist of Mr Cover’s
question, but he might wish to clarify it again for me, if
that is possible.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — I will keep it
simple: what does the minister mean by ‘members of
the public’?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I mean the public generally.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — If the main
purpose of the act is to maximise access by members of
the public, which the minister now tells us means
members of the public generally, is the minister telling
the committee that currently members of the public
generally do not have maximum access to tickets to
certain sports events?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the purpose of the
legislation is to present transparency into the ticketing
distribution processes and practices of promoters and
those organising the events. The point of the legislation
is also to ensure that that transparency allows fair and
reasonable ticket distribution.
Currently — and it is has been discussed in the
second-reading speech and publicly — the key issue
that this bill deals with is ensuring that the ticket
distribution practices themselves are not misleading and
do not mislead the general public in terms of their
access, whether it be limited or quite substantial in
relation to any of these major events.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — There seems to
have been a fair bit of discussion during the
second-reading debate tonight about the access to
tickets for certain sports events, particularly the AFL
Grand Final, for people in the corporate world or those
who enjoy corporate hospitality. Does the minister
regard people in the corporate world or those who
partake of corporate hospitality to not be members of
the public?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that that is not the case. I
am sure that if the honourable member bears with the
explanation he will appreciate the distinction in relation
to the notion of the public generally or the general
public in relation to this bill.
The key issue is that this bill presents an opportunity to
ensure that the conduct of those distributing tickets is as
they say it is: the allocation of tickets to the corporate
stakeholders, to the club members — if it is an event
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where club members are involved — and then,
whatever the quantum of tickets is, they are then
available for the general public. It will ensure that
tickets are distributed in that manner rather than under
the pretence of allocations set to various types or
classes of attendees or potential attendees at respective
events but in fact being distributed contrary to what is
generally understood by the public to be the case.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — In the
minister’s penultimate answer to Mr Cover’s question
on this clause the minister suggested that the purpose of
this bill was to give greater transparency to tickets as
allocated by promoters. That is not a direct quotation
but the words ‘transparency’ and ‘promoter’ were used
in his answer. If that is the purpose of this bill, why is it
that the word ‘transparency’ does not appear anywhere
in the bill, and certainly not in the purposes clause? And
it appears to me — I could be wrong — that nowhere in
the bill can the word ‘promoter’ be found, either.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Those issues relate to the approach of
the bill. If I have used wording that does not actually
appear in the bill, I am happy to clarify that in terms of
the rest of the bill.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I think I
will let the minister’s answer sit on the record. I would
like the minister to start clarifying things in the bill
starting with clause 1. The minister talks about the
purpose of the bill being to maximise access by
members of the public to tickets for certain sporting
events. Could the minister outline to the committee
events currently held in Melbourne or likely to be held
in Melbourne in the near future for which members of
the public currently do not have maximum access to
tickets?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — In terms of the debate Mr Katsambanis
would appreciate that one of the critical events is no
doubt the AFL Grand Final. In respect of the
transparency, ensuring that we have appropriate ticket
distribution is a critical issue, and transparency is one of
the key drivers behind this bill and dealing with that
event and the distribution of tickets for it.
Other events where that potentially might be the case
include the Australian Open tennis final.
Mr Katsambanis would also appreciate that in recent
years we have had Davis Cup finals. Whilst there may
be the opportunity for them to go to one country or
another depending on the draw, it is generally known
well in advance that there is the potential for a Davis
Cup final to be held in Melbourne depending on who
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wins the draw. That being the case and given the
demand for tickets for an event like a Davis Cup final,
there is the potential to have a Davis Cup final, the
Australian Open tennis final and the AFL Grand Final
declared as events within the definition of this bill.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — By his
answer the minister has doubled the list of potential
events. I will specifically refer to the Davis Cup final,
since the minister raised it. The minister rightly pointed
out that occasionally it is known in advance whether a
Davis Cup final will be held in one country or another,
but the selection of the venue for the Davis Cup final is,
in Australia’s case, up to Tennis Australia to decide. It
decides which venue among all the states and territories
of Australia may host that Davis Cup final.
Given the ticketing arrangement the minister
contemplates and given that a Davis Cup final is a
major fundraiser for Tennis Australia — it funds it then
passes funds through to the grassroots of tennis to
develop sport and the sport of tennis specifically
throughout Australia — is it likely that the potential
existence of one of the ticketing schemes foreseen by
this bill may have a detrimental impact on Melbourne’s
ability to compete against other cities in Australia to
host the Davis Cup final?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that that is not believed to
be the case. In fact it is likely to be the absolute
opposite. This legislation will give security to the event
organiser in relation to second or third-party ticket
distribution for that event. I refer to clause 18, which
gives the event organiser or promoter confidence that
there can be follow-through by way of this legislation
on unauthorised ticket on-selling, and particularly
packages associated with unauthorised ticket on-selling.
Thereby we believe, and I am advised that it is a very
reasonable belief, those promoting events and those
wishing to deliver events will feel far more secure and
confident about their own corporate packages. They
will be confident that pirate or ambush-type packages
will not be established by profiteers who might wish to
obtain large numbers of tickets, package them up in an
unauthorised manner and on-sell them as quasi
corporate packages, thereby undermining the capacity
of the event organisers to deliver their corporate
hospitality packages that will ensure the viability of and
substantial revenue for the event, and also allow for the
offset of ticket prices to the general public. It is part and
parcel of the general business planning of these events,
irrespective of the sport, that the corporate packages
often allow for offsetting the general costs to the rank
and file or the broader community at large.
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Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — Based
on his answer the minister raises a number of issues that
need to be pursued. The first is in relation to his
suggestion that Tennis Australia might welcome the
protection against unauthorised corporate sales of
tickets that may be offered under this bill.

unauthorised ticket distributors can receive the
sanctions imposed on them by Tennis Australia — to
use that example of Tennis Australia — but at the same
time you would appreciate the sanctions — and I am
happy to table this; it relates to a document that Tennis
Australia has recently distributed:

Only an hour or so ago the house heard a member of
the government, Ms Darveniza, laud Tennis Australia
for its existing conditions that seemed to deal very
appropriately with third-party on-sale of corporate
hospitality tickets. The house heard Ms Darveniza say
how fantastic that sort of arrangement was, and she
drew a parallel — I do not want to be unfair to
Ms Darveniza, but it seemed to me she was drawing a
parallel — between the wonderful way Tennis
Australia currently deals with issues of third-party
on-sale for major profit and the way the AFL deals with
that issue.

the sanctions that if a ticket is sold or used in breach of these
conditions —

Is the minister now suggesting that those provisions in
Tennis Australia’s rules for the sale of ticket packages
which Ms Darveniza was lauding are in fact not able to
offer Tennis Australia the appropriate amount of
protection which Ms Darveniza suggested was being
offered?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that whilst the ticket
distribution conduct of Tennis Australia has certainly
progressed in a very positive manner — given that
elements of this debate, which has taken place over the
last two years, have highlighted that to the sector —
this bill will actually give Tennis Australia more
confidence in the fine work it has done because should
any of its events be declared an event under this piece
of legislation it will have legislative backing and the
sanctions associated with this legislation to ensure that
what it is trying to establish through a code of conduct
is achieved. It will have the strength of legislation
behind it. A code of conduct relating to ticket
distribution for events nominated by the minister will
be enshrined through the legislative process, through
this bill the committee is currently discussing.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — The
minister is dealing with some sophistry here. I just want
to finish this point, and one other. The minister is
talking about a code of conduct. As far as that is
concerned, what I heard from Ms Darveniza were
contractual conditions of sale of the ticket. Is the
minister suggesting that those contractual conditions do
not have the force of law?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — What I am saying is that those

and they are the conditions we have previous
discussed —
the bearer of the ticket may be denied admission or other
action may be taken …

While that is a fairly hefty initiative on the part of
Tennis Australia, we can ensure that through the
mechanism of this legislation and the sanctions
contained within it action will be taken against the
profiteer who has packaged or distributed that ticket in
an unauthorised manner, without authorisation from an
organisation such as Tennis Australia.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — The
minister is suggesting there that the sanction of an irate
purchaser of these tickets who has been denied entry
may not in some way or other perturb the third-party
distributor. We will beg to differ on that, but the
minister talks about the sanctions available under this
legislation. In the minister’s third last answer he
specifically referred to the protection that clause 18
would offer event organisers in these circumstances. I
am most concerned because I picked up the legislation
and looked at clause 18. It is a penalty provision against
the organisers themselves.
Clause 18 is a provision whereby the minister or his
department head would take action against the event
organiser if they held an event without an approved
ticket scheme. This seems to be an absolutely ludicrous
answer. Either the minister is not aware of the
provisions of his own legislation or he is trying to ask
us to believe that event organisers will welcome the
protection afforded by a provision that could have those
organisers themselves penalised by up to $60 000 if
they were a natural person or $300 000 if they were a
corporation. This is fanciful and ludicrous. I give the
minister the opportunity to correct the record.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Mr Katsambanis should be aware that
we are still at clause 1. I am happy to go through the
bill clause by clause and elaborate on each of those
clauses as we pursue them through the committee stage.
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Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — I would just
like to go back to clause 1, which is the purpose of the
bill.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. R. A. BEST — The main purpose of this bill
is to maximise access by members of the public to
tickets to certain sporting events. I have heard the
minister talk about the general public and the protection
that is going to be afforded to corporate sponsors, but I
took note of the minister’s response to Mr Cover’s
question about his interpretation of what was the
general public. I happen to have a definition here from
the New Shorter Oxford Dictionary which says ‘people
collectively; members of the community’. Is the
minister now telling us in the committee stage that his
interpretation of maximising access by members of the
public is ‘everybody in the community’?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Mr Chairman, if Mr Best wants to play
semantics I am happy to continue this discussion most
of the night, but what should be highlighted here is the
potential access by the general public. Within this
legislation we are seeking to ensure that that is not
undermined or made opaque by the practices that
currently exist within those organisations that distribute
tickets for these major events.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — To legislate
in favour of maximising the opportunity for the general
public to attend or for corporate sponsorship and the
events to operate profitably.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I know within Mr Best’s speech he
discussed what he perceived as a contradiction in
relation to access by the general public and corporate
hospitality. To clarify that issue for him — and I think
this is where his question may be going but, if not, I am
happy to revisit the question — the purpose of this bill
is to ensure as many tickets as possible are available for
the general public, the general community, appreciating
that clubs need to be able to maintain their corporate
hospitality packages to guarantee their corporate
sponsorship, and the government believes this in no
way undermines the opportunity for AFL clubs to do
that relating to grand final packages or events.
What we are aware of, and what has come to light in
the case of the practices of some AFL clubs, is that
there is a pretence by those clubs that distribute those
tickets to the general membership or make them
available to the public, or, in a sense, both, to define
them as both in this instance. We understand that there
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are cases where some of those clubs on-sell those
bundles or packages of tickets for some profit, but the
most substantial profit comes from a third party who
may roll them into a package.
That package is then sold at a substantial profit to that
individual or organisation outside the sport or the
sector. Hence members of the general public are paying
substantial premiums supplementing profits to
profiteers that are in no way directly associated with the
profits of the club or the ability of clubs to generate
income.
The current ticketing distribution practices of some
Australian Football League clubs ensure that there is no
transparency in their ticket distribution processes,
thereby undermining the public’s confidence and also
increasing the degree of public scepticism in relation to
not only the AFL Grand Final but other major events
with a similar format. Not only is there a degree of
scepticism among members of the general public about
their ability to access tickets for these events, but the
lack of transparency also undermines the reputation of
this state in providing those hallmark events.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — When the
minister reads that answer I think he will identify that
the purpose of this bill, from the explanation he has
given, is that he wants to create a fairer ticketing system
based on his interpretation of it and not a ticketing
system that is aimed at maximising access by the
general public.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised in this instance that we are
confident that ensuring transparency in the ticket
distribution process will mean that tickets currently
being siphoned off for one reason or another — and I
have already alluded to that — will no longer be
siphoned off once a code of conduct is implemented for
ticket distribution practices for events nominated by the
minister through this legislation, thereby ensuring that
the clubs, the organisations and the event managers are
confident they are not competing with pirate ticket
distributors.
As well as that, the general public can feel confident
that tickets that are not associated with the corporate
hospitality packages of those organisations will be
available to the general public. The general public
should and will feel confident that the tickets are
available and are not being siphoned off by those in the
know or those with the ability to influence the
distribution of those packages.
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Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — I am mindful that
the committee does not want to be here all night and
will benefit from precise answers from the minister. I
refer to the thrust of an inquiry from Tennis Australia
itself. The committee has got bogged down a bit on the
purpose set out in clause 1, with some discussion of the
definition of the expressions ‘members of the public’
and ‘the general public’ as used on several occasions by
the minister in his answers.
The definition was a concern to Tennis Australia, which
on 22 May wrote to the minister, after I had sent it a
copy of the bill and the second-reading speech. Given
that the letter is dated 22 May and it is now October, the
minister should have had time to prepare a precise
answer to this. In point 5, Geoff Pollard, the president
of Tennis Australia, said under the heading ‘Public’:
At the forum we asked for public to be defined, as this is the
clear focus of the bill, but this has not been included. We need
some reassurance that we will all have the same objectives for
the success of the event. For example, in the interests of
encouraging tourism to Victoria, we make a reasonable
number of tickets available to Qantas and selected other
tourism operators, which are then packaged, but are naturally
available to any member of the public to purchase and
consequently should be considered public access.

Given that Mr Pollard raised that issue with the minister
in a letter of 22 May, has the minister been able to
define for his benefit if he cannot for the benefit of the
committee, the meaning of ‘public’?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised by officers of my
department that after meetings with representatives of
Tennis Australia it is confident and comfortable that
this legislation will complement what it is setting out to
achieve in terms of its ticket distribution practices.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 2

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I will make just a few concise
comments on the bill — I hope they will be concise. As
I have already highlighted, having worked through this
over a number of years with the sector and having
already indicated a number of times on record in this
chamber, the first intention of the government was to
lead the sector to a point of self-regulation, a code of
conduct. The government put a considerable amount of
time and effort into this, but it became apparent over the
course of time that the sector was unable to regulate
itself in a manner appropriate to the expectations of the
community. The sector itself responded poorly to the
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facilitation of its progressing to the point of
self-regulation.
As was highlighted in the discussion paper and in the
debate in this chamber about that discussion paper, the
legislation we have introduced is very much, from our
point of view, the option we least preferred. But in fact
we believe this option will put into place through
regulation and legislation an industry code of conduct
which will ensure Victoria’s reputation as a sporting
state is not tarnished, one with which we can all feel
confident and one which will mean that we are at the
forefront in ticket distribution practices around the
world.
The discussion paper refers to other models around the
world. Extensive research by the department has
ensured that we have adopted the best practices in
relation to controlling ticket distribution by putting the
onus back on the sector to come up with what it
believes is the appropriate code of conduct when events
are nominated. That is the difference between this and
other models around the world. We believe this will put
the onus back on the sector to think more carefully
about what it is trying to achieve and how to get best
value out of its events, and will ensure that the
distribution of tickets is transparent. In a real sense it
will attack the issue at its core — the distribution of the
tickets — to ensure that the process is right, so that at
the end of the day the outcome is appropriate and
transparent and the public can feel confident with that
process.
Hon. I. J. Cover — Mr Chairman — —
The CHAIRMAN — Order! The honourable
member cannot comment. Clause 2 gives the
opportunity for the minister to make some comments.
The only other debate relating to clause 2 is about the
commencement.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 3

Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — Clause 3 has a
number of definitions and ‘declared event’ means:
(a) a sports event in respect of which there is a current
declaration under section 8.

I thought I would come in now and see whether the
minister could inform us what events he will be
deeming to be declared events.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I suspect that given the currency of the
debate and the issues raised, it would be no surprise to
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members of this chamber that it is anticipated that the
AFL Grand Final will be nominated as such an event
and, as I previously mentioned, consideration will be
given to the likes of the Australian Open tennis
championships, any future Davis Cup finals and I
suspect other major events as deemed appropriate. That
will be given consideration if and when this bill is
passed in the form it currently sits.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — Paragraph (b) of
the definition of declared event states:
if the event is to be replayed or re-scheduled for any
reason …

If we are talking about the AFL Grand Final, it may
well be a drawn grand final and would therefore have to
be replayed. Is the minister saying that the ticket sales
and distribution scheme which will be put into place for
the grand final would apply to the replay as well?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — An event like a drawn AFL Grand
Final — and they have occurred in the past, and I
suppose Mr Cover would appreciate the outstanding
mark taken by Twiggy Dunne many years ago — could
certainly be replayed, but appreciating the differences
associated with the ticket distribution practices, in
consideration of the initial event there would need to be
an appropriate mechanism for a transparent ticket
distribution process relating to the replay of that
event — à la I know that the AFL currently links its
grand final ticket sales to series tickets. That would
have to be different, I suspect, in the case of a grand
final that is replayed, but there would have to be some
acceptable generic-type arrangements for the replay of
such an event to ensure that the public can feel
confident that the principles for the initial event are
applied should the event need to be replayed.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — The definitions
further state:
‘ticket scheme proposal’ for a declared event or a sports event
means a proposal by the event organiser that sets out details
of the ticket scheme for the event.

In the event there is a drawn grand final that has to be
replayed, the details of that ticket scheme may not
necessarily be applicable to the replay as they were to
the grand final. In some cases people who came from
interstate may not be able to make it the next week. We
had a classic example with the Wimbledon final a
couple of years ago when it was held over until the
Monday and a whole different range of people were
able to attend it. They might well have been classed as
ordinary sports fans or members of the public generally,
as the minister referred to earlier in debate on clause 1.
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If we have a ticket scheme proposal that the minister
has accepted for the match that is drawn and then that
has to apply to the grand final, the maximising of the
access to the ordinary fans may not actually occur
because the first scheme has to apply to the replay.
What is the minister going to do about that?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — As I said in answer to the last question,
those inherent principles would need to be reinforced in
the method of ticket distribution for the replay, or the
second event if it were a tennis event, a cricket match or
something that required access because of delayed play
where the length or duration of the event required that,
or the replay took place.
The principles associated with the initial event would
have to be replicated in terms of the second event. The
specifics in relation to the numbers per se may not have
the detail as they might be in the first event, but as long
as the inherent principles are adhered to — and that is
where the key to this is, the principles in the legislation,
the code of conduct and the method of ticket
distribution — there is the opportunity to feel confident
through this mechanism and the legislation and in the
hearts and minds of the public that that ticket
distribution process is one that is fair and transparent.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — I appreciate that
earlier the minister told us that he had looked at
international guidelines for this and no doubt in doing
so he picked up the expressions ‘à la’ and ‘per se’.
What happens in the event that the grand final has been
played at the MCG between, say, Melbourne and
Sydney and it is drawn and the AFL decides, as part of
its expansion of the national game — it is a national
game — that it will give the Sydney people an
opportunity to host the grand final replay the following
week? What if the AFL announces that it could be
played at Telstra Dome because it has a similar capacity
to what the MCG will have when the redevelopment
works are under way? If the AFL announces it is
moving the grand final to Sydney, what happens to the
minister’s ticket scheme then?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Appreciating the hypothetical case, it is
my understanding that in the foreseeable short and
long-term future the AFL Grand Final is contracted to
the MCG and I would expect that it would not be the
case for it to be transferred in that manner.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I just
want to pursue the definition of ‘declared event’. If we
are going to have to extract it from the minister event
by event, I guess we will. The minister has already
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talked about the AFL Grand Final as being one event he
is likely to declare under this scheme, with the
potential — if I heard correctly — of including the
Australian Open men’s tennis final and any possible
Davis Cup events. Some other sporting events that are
held in Melbourne are also quite popular. If the minister
wants it this way I will go through them one by one. I
am happy to take yes or no answers. We will start with
the Anzac Day football match between Collingwood
and Essendon. Is it the minister’s intention to declare
that event under this scheme?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am yet to consider the complete range
of events. As Mr Katsambanis mentioned, potentially
that could be the sort of event that might come under
this category, but there is a whole range of events. We
are able — and this has taken place under respective
governments — to attract major events to this state. As
part of the attraction of that major event market there
might be the potential in the long term to nominate
events or in the short term have them ask to be
contained under this legislation, within some of those
provisions. That could cover a whole range of events.
We could speculate on what they could be,
acknowledging that they could be any of the events that
the honourable member might suggest: events like the
wrestling that has taken place recently at what is now
Telstra Dome. We had significant numbers of
international visitors come to the wrestling because it
was a unique event. Some might not necessarily define
the event completely as sport, but it was an event that
was able to attract substantial numbers and no doubt
tickets were in huge demand.
It could be the likes of any international soccer matches
that have taken place in recent years or international
rugby-type games. Some of those would need to be
considered, but only in the light of what is fair and
reasonable, and what they currently display in their own
ticket distribution policies and the way in which the
public and the government can feel confident in relation
to those practices.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — There
have been a number of events that produce unique
challenges and could really go to the heart of
Melbourne’s ability to continue to attract these events.
Let us start with the wrestling the minister mentioned.
The minister may or may not be aware that through the
early 1990s the McMahon Family, who own the World
Wrestling Entertainment trademark and brand
worldwide, were engaged in several hearings with the
New Jersey Sports and Exposition Authority to find
that wrestling was not a sport. They pursued this quite
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vigorously because if it were found that wrestling was a
sport they would continue to have to comply with
medical examinations of their athletes as required for
boxing and other martial arts. They wanted to avoid
that for cost reasons.
So it has been found in other jurisdictions that wrestling
is not sport. Is the minister telling honourable members
that, despite the findings of authorities like the New
Jersey Sports and Exposition Authority and the
insistence of the McMahon Family and the World
Wrestling Entertainment enterprise that wrestling is not
a sport and is in fact entertainment, that he classifies it
as sport?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I thank Mr Katsambanis and am very
impressed with some of the detail of his wrestling
knowledge. I appreciate, too, that within the context of
his question — and I do not want to get caught up in
what he believes is or is not a sport — a capacity under
other legislation can determine what is or is not a
professional combat sport. That may overcome those
issues, but I am not going to speculate on that.
Rather than go into it sport by sport I think I have made
it clear that generically there could be a number of
sports. I would only be speculating because they would
have to be given full, thorough consideration and
appropriate advice from within the department.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — The
minister raised these issues. He raised wrestling; and I
will get on to international soccer in a moment. He
raised wrestling, and yet when he is questioned on the
specifics of that issue and questioned directly on his
ability to list it as an event or declare it as an event
under this legislation he tells us he does not want to
speculate! I find that extraordinary. I will just leave that
on the record. I do not want to invite him to expand any
further on that one.
I will get on to international soccer. The minister raised
international soccer. This is extremely important. We
have held two World Cup qualifiers in Melbourne in
recent years, and they were very well attended. One
was, I believe, an official sell-out and one went pretty
close to being a sell-out. That is the sort of event that
may become a declared event.
The minister may or may not be aware of very specific
requirements of the Federation of International Football
Associations regarding its selection of venues for
hosting such events. One of the requirements of FIFA is
that it be presented with what it terms a clear ground:
no markings of any kind. FIFA will determine who
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advertises, and it is strict policy that no-one advertises
on the playing field itself, unlike regular practice here in
Australia where all sporting events tend to have
advertising logos on the playing surface. It is FIFA
policy that there is no advertising on the playing
surface. It is also FIFA policy that it is able to choose
which advertisers can do perimeter advertising. Another
condition is that no conditions be imposed on its own
ticket allocation for the event.
If in the future — and I ask this as a direct question —
there is a conflict between the imposition of the
minister’s declared events under this bill and
international soccer or any other similar event, and the
ability of Melbourne to host an event is at stake because
of a direct clash between the requirements of a
promoter or federation, will he choose to still declare
the event under this legislation or will he choose to
exempt that event from the legislation and still have it
held here in Melbourne — or in Victoria?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I think Mr Katsambanis does not
appreciate that I do not need to exempt any event under
this legislation. Rather, the minister determines which
events occur under the legislation. Should advice be
received that it is not appropriate to determine or
nominate an event as a special event under the
legislation, that advice would probably be adhered to,
given any specifics in relation to any specific
international sport or international agreement.
At the same time it is also appropriate to appreciate that
the sport has outstanding facilities, an outstanding
ability to attract events, and outstanding support from
the general community. Many event organisers seek to
hold their event in Victoria because of its outstanding
reputation, which has transpired over many years —
hence the provision within this for event promoters
wanting within a shorter space of time to have their
event deemed a special event within the meaning of the
act. It can do so on shorter notice by providing a code
of ticket distribution practices.
All things considered, they would have to be considered
in relation to which events are or are not determined as
events falling under the discretion of this act and the
minister’s discretion.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I thank
the minister for that answer and will paraphrase it as ‘I
do not know’. That is what I got out of his answer. But
I will move on.
We are talking of declared events, but we will not
worry about wrestling or international soccer that the
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minister mentions; I will move on to some events that
are within his direct purview. I hope the minister has
addressed those. The first event he will have put his
mind to very quickly is the Rugby World Cup, which
will be held here in October–November next year. Is it
the minister’s current intention to declare any or all of
the games to be played in the Rugby World Cup in
Melbourne under this legislation?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that Rugby World Cup
ticketing processes reflect very much the principles of
this legislation and that at the summit held with the
promoters or event organisers that took place earlier
this year Rugby Union Australia made
recommendations that adhered to the legislation to add
value to what those organisers do.
Having already discussed the issue with John O’Neill, I
would expect that it is not necessarily the case that that
event would need to come under this legislation,
because it has quite a transparent ticketing process and
a fairly open policy in relation to the way ticket
distribution processes are conducted.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — That is
all the more reason why the minister would probably
want to declare that event under this legislation to
actually indicate a success. Again, I think the minister’s
answer speaks for itself. This is wholly a piece of
legislation where he has sole discretion. In this
particular case he is going to exercise his right not to
list the Rugby World Cup as one of these events. That
is his choice.
I will move on to the Commonwealth Games, another
area that is within the minister’s purview. Does the
minister have any intention at all to declare any or all
Commonwealth Games events under this legislation?
The minister should be careful how he answers because
I am happy to forensically pursue this event by event.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — The extent to which this may be
implemented with the Commonwealth Games will have
to be considered in relation to aspects of specific events
within the Commonwealth Games and whether there is
a need for this to be introduced for the games.
Clause agreed to; clauses 4 and 5 agreed to.
Clause 6

Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — Clause 6 appears
to have been added to the bill since it was first
introduced in the autumn sitting, perhaps as a response
to concerns that state legislation could not have
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jurisdiction over national competition. Perhaps the
minister will explain that, but I am interested in the fact
that the act operates both within and outside Victoria.
Will the minister explain how it operates? Does that
mean it can be enforced outside Victoria?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that within the capacity of
the Australia Act that that would be the case.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — Could the
minister explain what the Australia Act does? Does it
act in a way that allows reciprocity between states?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that it contains aspects of
extraterritoriality which will allow for that. Also, in
relation to specific events, those organisations which
organise the events would be — and I suppose in
respect to national competition a national competition
would need to ensure that they were — implementing
this legislation, particularly if they were registered in
the state of Victoria, but also if they were conducting
the event within the state of Victoria. It would relate to
the way they establish that event and the way they
ensure they conduct the ticket distribution practices in
line with their own. Honourable members should
remember that the code of conduct in relation to the
nominated guidelines and the ticket distribution plan
that comes back would ensure they are able to make
sure those involved deliver what is expected to be
delivered.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — I ask the
minister to reflect on that and come back and judge
whether he has in actual fact misled the house. Is he
suggesting to me that other states are going to introduce
template legislation so that in cases where investigators
and inspectors can enter premises, legal rights and
responsibilities attributed within this legislation will be
able to be enforced in other states?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Mr Best, I did not say that.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — It says in
proposed subsection (2):
This Act operates outside Victoria to the extent that the
legislative power of the Parliament permits.

What does that actually mean? Does it mean that the act
is unenforceable? Does it mean that the inspection
powers within Victoria are okay for the Victorian club,
but the inspection powers and the powers for the
inspectors to go into premises in other jurisdictions
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where they may need to seek a search warrant are
unenforceable?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the powers within the
bill that are deemed to be outside the boundaries of this
state cannot be undermined by any subsequent
legislation in any other state.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — I would love
to know what that means. What does that mean?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I ask Mr Best to clarify his question,
please.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — The minister
has given me an answer that is totally — —
Hon. G. B. Ashman — Incomprehensible.
Hon. R. A. BEST — Incomprehensible is a very
good word; I thank Mr Ashman for his help. I asked the
minister a simple question. Are the legislative powers
that are provided for inspectors within this act to enter
premises interstate, where a search warrant may be
required from a magistrate within that state, able to be
enforced, or is that where this act becomes
unenforceable?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the extraterritorial
powers of the Australia Act allow that to occur.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — If that is the
case, given the minister’s previous answer, what are the
areas where this act does not cover extraterritorial
issues?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I think I have just explained myself. If
Mr Best wants me to tell him where the act does not
exist, I can tell him about every other country around
the world, but if he just tries to rephrase that question in
a way that is a bit more specific, it might help.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — One thing I
remind the minister is that this is his legislation and his
portfolio. He is responsible for understanding every
interpretation within this legislation.
Hon. I. J. Cover — They have worked on this for
three years!
Hon. R. A. BEST — Exactly, Mr Cover. The issue
for us in Victoria, and for the interstate clubs that are
part of the AFL competition, is this: are all the
measures contained within this act totally enforceable
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on the interstate clubs as to their involvement in the
AFL as a national competition and as to the way in
which they package their potential grand final tickets
for sale?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I believe I have answered that question.
Hon. R. A. Best — What is the answer?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — The extraterritoriality
within the Australia Act allows for that.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — Allows for
what? I express surprise that we do not need
complementary legislation to allow for the enforcement
of this act. I sought legal advice over the dinner
adjournment about whether this act can be implemented
as it has been expressed in the bill or whether template
legislation is required from other states. The legal
advice I received from a solicitor who is no longer
practising but who is fairly well informed was that there
would have to be supportive legislation from other
states. Does the minister not support that view?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I think I have already highlighted that so
long as another state does not have legislation to
undermine this legislation, this legislation has the
capacity to be implemented in other states.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — If there is no
legislation to impede, how is the minister going to
enforce the provisions of the bill?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — There are quite a number of provisions
in the bill. Is Mr Best talking about all the provisions or
about specific provisions?
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — I will be
specific: how is the minister going to enforce the
provisions for inspectors? Quite clearly there are very
heavy provisions within this legislation that allow entry
of inspectors by force. Are they the same provisions
that are available in Queensland, Western Australia,
South Australia or New South Wales?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I do not think the legislation says that
entry by force can take place. Force is not mentioned in
the bill. I think, if you read it carefully, it relates to
getting a court order to access either documents or a
particular location.
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Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — My question
still remains: how are you going to enforce the
provisions of this legislation interstate?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I believe I have already answered that
on a number of occasions.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 7

Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — Clause 7
states that the minister may, no less than nine months
before an event is to be held, give written notice that the
minister intends to declare the event for the purposes of
this act. Mr Katsambanis, being a soccer fan, would
appreciate that sometimes a draw occurs during World
Cup events. What will happen if we only find out eight
months before an event is to occur that we are going to
host the event? Does the minister still retain the
opportunity to declare it an event?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — The minister only retains the capacity to
declare it an event within the nine months if the
organisation conducting the event seeks to have that
event nominated as an event under this act. It must be
done unilaterally, through nomination of the event
organiser. I also point out that, although that reduces the
influence of the minister in determining that event,
given that the period is less than nine months, it is often
the case that the event has been sought by the Victorian
Major Events Company. It is anticipated that where an
event such as an international event is acquired within
the nine months some sort of ticketing arrangement
would be part of the agreed conditions under which the
event would be conducted. Hence, such an event may
not need a declaration because the ticket distribution
practices may be part of an agreement formulated to
enable all parties to feel confident about the conduct of
the event and as part of the acquisition of that event.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — Just a
couple of points on this, since the minister wanted to go
down this line. Is he suggesting that he is going to
instruct the Victorian Major Events Company, or has
instructed it, to include the ticket regimes this bill
imposes as part of its negotiations for the ongoing
strategy to attract major sporting events to Victoria?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — As I mentioned, it would most likely be
in the event organiser’s interests to feel confident that
pirate corporate hospitality packages would not be
permitted if an event were deemed a special event
under this legislation.
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So it might well be in the event organiser’s interest to
have an event nominated if it falls within less than the
nine-month time span to be nominated as a special
event under this legislation, for their confidence, but
also to ensure that members of the public are confident
about the delivery of the ticket system for the event.
Then there is no public scepticism and the event
organisers know their corporate hospitality
arrangements cannot be pirated and have the full force
of the legislation.
Hence some of the provisions make it attractive for
those event organisers to seek to have their event
deemed under this legislation within the space of nine
months. It would be appropriate for the Victorian major
events committee to seek to have events with fair and
transparent ticketing procedures, but it may not
necessarily be the absolute mandatory case to have that
implemented. Certainly it would be a key priority in
order for the public to feel that the attraction of the
event complemented the state’s event history and event
reputation.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I find
that answer clearly contradictory. On the one hand the
minister is saying that event organisers might welcome
this legislation because it enables them to sell more
corporate hospitality and more expensive corporate
hospitality and to cut out the middle man so the event
organiser milks the event for all it is worth, rather than
some third party. I have heard government members
yell and scream about those horrible, nasty people
milking sports events. The minister is suggesting that
should the event organiser milk the event for all it is
worth rather than some third party, that is a good thing.
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whether it will be held in Melbourne — like the
potentiality of hosting a Davis Cup final should
Australia end up playing the right country, because one
country might host a match in their country and then
Tennis Australia might choose to have it in Melbourne.
Does the minister have the power to issue a notice
under clause 7 for a potential event rather than an actual
known event?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — While the honourable member
highlights the difference between a potential event and
a known event, the likes of a Davis Cup may well be
defined as a Davis Cup final in a particular year
conducted in a particular location within the confines of
the legislation. If that is what the honourable member
believes to be a potential event, I believe that is
relatively specific. But the finalised date may not be
known. I understand there is the possibility for that to
take place.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — As I understand
the legislation, once the minister declares an event, it is
declared for all time anyway. Would it not be possible
for the minister to declare the Davis Cup final in
Australia? It might take 5 or 10 years to get into the
final, but the minister has already declared it. Is that
correct?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I understand that I can define an event
either specifically for a specific year or an event in
perpetuity until it is disclaimed as an event or altered in
terms of its nomination.

On the other hand the minister is saying that members
of the public are going to feel really confident because
they will get more tickets. He is telling us that the
organisers are going to sell more corporate hospitality
and the public is going to get more tickets. That is
incongruous, contradictory and crazy but it is basically
the nub of the legislation. There is no need to continue
down that track because honourable members know
that the legislation is a mess.

My understanding is that it can be either one specific
event or if the event takes place over a number of years
that could also be defined as an event. So there is a
degree of difference in terms of the way in which a
nominated event can be defined. Given that a Davis
Cup could take place in any number of years, and that
might well be the case, it would be prudent to only
nominate in relation to specific years that being the case
rather than forecasting too far in advance. In this place
we all know that it is not necessarily good practice to
forecast too far in advance.

I want to stick to the nine-month notice period and the
declaration of events. Earlier on the minister mentioned
the Davis Cup and how, although we might not
necessarily have confirmation that it will be held in
Melbourne, we can know some time in advance so that
potentially he can declare the event. I ask the minister
to turn his mind to his own legislation and a potential
event — not an event, there are plenty of definition
clauses — that might or might not be held and whose
date or venue we do not know — we do not even know

Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — If you want to give
certainty to the organisers and to the fans that they are
going to get access to the maximum number of tickets I
think everyone would be better off if they knew where
they stood. If the Davis Cup final were to be played in
Australia, more particularly in Victoria and, because
this bill now has extraterritorial powers, if the minister
said, ‘I, the minister, declare it an event,’ everyone
would know where they stood. The minister would
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fulfil the purposes of the bill by maximising or doing
the right thing by the ordinary fans. They would know
that there will be certainty about the Davis Cup. Would
that not be the better way to go?

we are talking about. We are continuing to talk about
them. Mr Best can carry on all he likes about the
elements of the extraterritoriality of the bill, but given
commonsense this bill is about Victoria.

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — It is certainly worth considering,
Mr Cover.

Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — I thank the
minister for his advice, and it is very helpful, but I do
not accept it. In clause after clause we have asked how
the minister is going to be able to manage the powers
within this bill and within the events that he has
declared as events and how he is going to enforce the
provisions of this legislation.

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — Given
the discussion of extraterritoriality and this clause
relating to notice of intention to declare an event, could
the minister advise the chamber whether he believes he
has the power — and I am not suggesting that this is
something he would do — under this bill to declare an
event not being held in Victoria as a declared event
under this legislation?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Mr Katsambanis, while we all have
grander visions, I am quite happy to just nominate
events within this state.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — The event
organiser is based in Melbourne and I imagine it would
be doing its ticket distribution from Melbourne. So
there might be a possibility for Tennis Australia, as the
event organiser for the Davis Cup final. This would
make tennis officials, organisers and the like in other
states a bit nervous thinking that down here in Victoria
we have a minister who has an act that allows him to
operate both within and outside Victoria to declare an
event. The goalpost has shifted a bit since this bill was
introduced in the autumn sitting.
Hon. R. A. Best — We are worried about the world
now.
Hon. I. J. COVER — Yes. Given the event
organiser is based in Victoria the minister has actually
said he will concentrate on events in Victoria, but the
organiser being based in Victoria operates in an
environment where it knows the minister has an act at
his disposal and has enunciated it to the Parliament
tonight, I think, that he has extraterritorial powers
auspiced to him under the Australia Act — did I get
that right? — where he can declare an event and have
some control over it at his whim. The minister is
extending his powers here. Would the minister agree
that he might make people involved in various sports
that are conducted across the nation very nervous?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Mr Cover and Mr Best should
appreciate that this is the state Parliament of Victoria.
We are interested in issues related to Victoria, and those
events that are conducted in Victoria are the events that

Clearly the minister has said that under clause 6 of the
bill he has extraterritorial operation of the act because
of powers under the Australia Act. The issue for us is in
clause 7 where there are a number of events that may be
held on a national basis that are exposed to national
competition, the same as the Australian Football
League. Why does the minister not have jurisdiction
over declaring them an event and why does he not have
a ticketing control system that allows him to approve a
ticketing system in Victoria or interstate?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I believe I have just answered Mr Best’s
question.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — That is the
most appalling abuse of this chamber and legislation
that the minister has supposedly worked on for
three years. The minister is supposed to know every
provision of this bill and he is supposed to understand
every interpretation and every intention of this
legislation. This is not only sloppy, this is abrogating
his responsibilities.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I suggest that Mr Best read the bill in
detail and give himself time to comprehend it. In the
conduct of every committee that I attend — and I do
attend many of them — I try to conduct myself in the
best possible way in order to give the fullest and
frankest answers to every member of this chamber. I
think I go to great lengths to conduct myself in the most
appropriate manner, I have respect for all members of
this chamber in every circumstance and I hope Mr Best
takes that on board.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — The minister
is a minister of the Crown and as such must accept the
responsibilities that that involves, which means that he
has responsibility for legislation. I have simply asked
the minister questions relating to certain provisions in
this legislation which I believe he should be on top of
as part of knowing his portfolio. I am disappointed
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because the answers that the minister has given tonight
are not only confusing but are in a lot of cases
contradictory and are not leading the committee to
understand how he will interpret the act and, as I said in
my second-reading speech, how ministers in the future
will interpret their act. My question specifically referred
to clause 7 of the bill and how the minister intends or
how future ministers intend to use the powers that he
says will apply to the declaration of an event under the
bill.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — The bill clearly defines that there is a
nine month provision for notice of any declaration of
intention to declare an event. There are also
mechanisms for appeal in relation to the notice of the
potential declaration of the event and also to accepting
the ticketing distribution mechanism supplied by the
event organiser. I think that is relatively clear in relation
to this bill and I am happy to give the honourable
member more specific answers in relation to that as we
move through it.
Clause agreed to; clauses 8 to 10 agreed to.
Clause 11

Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — We have skipped
past clauses 8, 9 and 10. I thought we would come to
clause 11 and ask the question here. Many of the
clauses relate to the powers that the minister has and the
decisions he has to make and this is a good point to ask
a question about the minister’s abilities or expertise to
make decisions.
This one is in relation to decisions on whether a ticket
scheme is approved. Clause 11(1) states:
If an event organiser gives the minister a ticket scheme
proposal for an event, the minister must —
(a) approve the ticket scheme for the event set out in the
proposal (with or without modifications); or
(b) refuse to approve the ticket scheme for the event set out
in the proposal —
and notify the event organiser accordingly …

What expertise does the minister have in setting up the
sale and distribution of tickets for sporting events to be
able to make decisions about approval or refusal of
ticket schemes?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — To assist those presenting ticket
distribution schemes there would be a series of
guidelines presented to those event organisers, and it is
based on those guidelines and the advice received from
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the department and those officers with expertise in this
area that would assist the minister in making a
determination in relation to approving or refusing any
new ticket scheme.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 12

Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — I have one
question about this clause. Clause 12(2) states:
If the minister considers it appropriate to both —
(a) declare the event for the purposes of this act; and
(b) approve the ticket scheme for the event set out in the
proposal (with or without modifications)…

Who will set the price and who will approve the face
value of the tickets?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — The event organiser will determine the
ticketing price and the face value of those tickets, but it
is also important to recognise that they must be
legitimate in terms of the pricing and that, as we have
mentioned previously, the bill seeks not to allow tickets
to be sold over and above the face value of that
particular ticket.
If the face value is what the promoter or event organiser
believes is an appropriate price to ensure the viability of
the event, that would no doubt be an appropriate ticket
price allocated on that ticket and appreciating, too, the
earlier comments in relation to corporate hospitality, it
would be expected that those tickets would highlight
that they were associated with that corporate hospitality
package, not just the standard ticket that may appear to
be of the ilk of a standard ticket to the general public.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — Will the
minister have to approve the price of a ticket?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — It will be something I will not be
involved in — that is, approving the price of the ticket.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I
understand the minister will not have a role in
approving the price of a ticket. If the minister believes
prices of tickets for a particular event are unreasonable
or — he used the word ‘legitimate’ — illegitimate,
would he then be at liberty on that basis not to approve
the ticketing scheme under this bill?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised the answer is no, and that I
have no power over the pricing of tickets.
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Clause agreed to; clause 13 agreed to.
Clause 14

Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — This relates to
authorisation to sell or distribute tickets. At the risk of
again overworking the committee, it would be
advantageous to get a definition of the word ‘distribute’
from the Minister for Sport and Recreation. I take
‘distribute’ to mean that if I have a grand final ticket
and I hand it to someone who has paid for it and
everything is above board, that is distribution. The
attendants here distribute copies of second-reading
speeches and bills around the house. I have given the
minister my definition so he knows where I am coming
from. The clause says:
If there is an improved ticket scheme for a declared event, the
event organiser must —
(a) ensure that any authorisation to sell or distribute tickets
to the event on behalf of the event organiser is given in
writing; and
(b) notify (in writing) the Minister of the name and contact
details of each person who is, from time to time, given
such an authorisation.

Does that mean that the event organiser advises the
minister of the names of all the people who have been
given tickets to sell or distribute? In the case of the
Collingwood Football Club, which has had a few
mentions tonight, before the grand final this year tickets
would have been distributed at the club through perhaps
the football manager, who would have given an
allocation to each of the players playing in the senior
side; they get some for their wives or parents or
brothers and sisters. Suppose Nathan Buckley receives
a couple of tickets and distributes them to his fiancée so
she can go to the game and perhaps give one to her
parents. Would this mean that Nathan Buckley’s name
and that of his fiancée and anyone else distributing
tickets in that family have to be furnished to the
minister?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I thank the member for the question.
That is not the case. It is those who are distributing
tickets through a commercial arrangement. In that
instance it would be the likes of the club and then any
other relationship it might have with somebody else
who may distribute tickets on a commercial basis. If the
club had an arrangement with either a sponsor or a
radio station for a competition in terms of who could
continue to distribute those tickets, there would need to
be some notice of the likes of that arrangement,
indicating why that was the case.
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Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — If, for example,
Ticketek is authorised to sell or distribute tickets to an
event on behalf of the event organiser, being the AFL in
the case of the grand final, would it only be Ticketek as
the seller or distributor of those tickets that would have
to have its name as a company provided to the minister
or would each of the individual telephonists on the end
of the phone who take the calls when people ring up to
buy a ticket have to have their names provided?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Just the organisation, the likes of
Ticketek.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 15

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I have a
quick question. There are very elaborate schemes for
the approval of these ticketing arrangements yet
clause 15 provides a very simple way in which an event
organiser, with the written approval of the minister, can
vary a scheme after it has been introduced. Why go
through such an elaborate charade if the event organiser
and minister can get together and change the scheme
anyway?
Hon. J. M. Madden — Can I ask the honourable
member to repeat the question?
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — We have a whole
bill here telling us how the government is going to set
up this scheme and then in one fell swoop in clause 15
it can actually change — ‘vary’ is the word in the
bill — that ticketing scheme simply by agreement
between the event organiser and the minister. Why are
there not more specific guidelines as to how and why a
variation can be effected?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — You would appreciate that there are
guidelines in relation to the general form of the ticket
distribution practices. They would be expected to be
part of the general ticket scheme. The details might be
the issues that need to be altered or amended, such as
who the ticket distributors are.
Should the company change from Ticketek to the next
distribution company for some reason, or they enter
into some other arrangement à la distribution in relation
to a sponsors competition, those would be the details
that may need to be altered in relation to the scheme,
but there may be more substantial elements as well.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — If the
intention was and is that such variations will be in line
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with the draft guidelines issued by the minister, why is
it not spelt out in the bill that such variations will only
be approved if they are in accordance with the
guidelines? Given that it is not spelt out, how is it going
to be read that way?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I expect that would be the case because
at the end of the day the ticket scheme must continue to
be approved by the minister, and should the minister no
longer wish to have that scheme approved it would be
in everyone’s interests to maintain a ticket distribution
scheme that was appropriate even with potential
changes that may be made and that would conform to
the requirements of the guidelines and the expectations
of the minister.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 16

Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — Clause 16(1) says
that the minister may cancel the approval of a ticket
scheme for a declared event because:
(c) the approved ticket scheme is not operating adequately
in practice …

Has the minister got guidelines or benchmarks for how
to determine if something is not operating adequately?
Hon. J. M. Madden — Can Mr Cover highlight
which clause he is referring to again?
Hon. I. J. COVER — This is clause 16(1)(c). It
says, for example, that you could cancel the approval of
the ticket scheme because the approved ticket scheme is
not operating adequately in practice. How would the
minister determine that it is not operating adequately?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I would anticipate that would be either
on the advice of a representative of the department or
potentially from representatives of the community. It
may well be associated club members or it might well
be the event organisers themselves who wish to make
alterations to elements of the way in which the ticket
distribution process is conducted.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 17

Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — The question
I have relates to clause 17, which is about the
guidelines. Subclause (2)(a) says they may require that
an approved ticket scheme:
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… provide that a specified minimum proportion of tickets to
the event must be made available for sale or distribution to the
public generally or to particular classes of persons …

Will the minister outline for the committee what his
definition of ‘classes of persons’ is? Is it social,
financial, indigenous, blonde, short, tall, old or young?
What is a class of person?
Hon. J. M. Madden — Can I ask Mr Best to refer
to that clause again? I think I have strayed from the
clause he is referring to.
Hon. R. A. BEST — It is clause 17(2)(a), which
states:
(2) The guidelines may, for example, require that an
approved ticket scheme for an event —
(a) provide that a specified minimum proportion of
tickets to the event must be made available for sale
or distribution to the public generally or to
particular classes of persons …

What is the definition of ‘classes of persons’?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I think in that instance that may well
refer to the likes of club members in the context of an
Australian Football League event.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) —
Clause 17(2)(c) will require certain information to be
printed on tickets for the event. The information could
be quite voluminous. Are we likely to see a gigantic
ticket produced, or are we likely to see the information
in such small print that it requires a magnifying glass to
be read?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I think it would be appropriate to have it
so that it is readable, but not inappropriately so that the
ticket cannot fit into the automated ticketing systems
that are often used at events like these.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — I refer the minister
to the letter he received from Tennis Australia back in
May. Geoff Pollard, the president of Tennis Australia,
in commenting about the guidelines said:
This clause specifies that the minister must make written
guidelines setting out the requirements for ticket scheme
proposals.

He said:
We hope that these guidelines are established in consultation
with industry (including the Australian Open) as mentioned in
the government’s forum.
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Is it the intention of the minister and the government to
establish those guidelines in consultation with the
industry?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that some draft guidelines
based on discussions with the industry have been
circulated and that the industry has been given the
opportunity to comment on those draft guidelines. I
understand they have been generally well received, and
that has also assisted event organisers to understand
more clearly the mechanism by which they can ensure
that their ticketing schemes are appropriate in terms of
the legislation.
I also understand that today was the final day for
responses from the sector on those draft guidelines. I
am advised that up until earlier this evening no
objections to or comments about those draft guidelines
had been received from the sector. Based on that, I
would expect that they have been relatively warmly
received.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — Is the Australian
Football League part of those discussions and
consultations?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I understand that to be the case.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — The minister is
aware that the AFL has been doing its own work on
self-regulation processes, including having a grand final
ticketing review working party attempting to deliver
more tickets to members of the competing clubs,
particularly with the redevelopment of the Melbourne
Cricket Ground coming up over the next few years. Am
I to understand that those talks with the AFL include
taking into account what its grand final ticketing review
working party has been doing?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I understand from a number of
discussions that have taken place, either between
myself and representatives of the AFL or between
officers from the department and representatives of the
AFL, that the grand final ticketing review conducted by
the AFL relates more specifically to the number of
tickets distributed to individual clubs and the need to
make tickets available to the competing clubs in that
particular grand final. Whilst we are supportive of that
review, it may not get to the core of the problem, which
has been highlighted on a number of occasions and
which relates to on-selling by some AFL clubs.
What we are setting out to achieve is to complement
what the AFL is doing in relation to the numbers of
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tickets et cetera allocated to either member clubs or
competing clubs in a way that ensures that club
members and the general public feel confident that the
distribution of those tickets by those clubs is transparent
and fair.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
Clause 17 is the crux of this bill. It requires the minister
to make guidelines with respect to the distribution and
sale of tickets for declared events. A number of the
provisions that are included in subclause (2) as possible
examples of requirements which will be imposed on
event organisers provide that the sale and distribution of
tickets will in one way or another be restricted — that
is, the organisation, the event organiser and potentially
other operators in the market for tickets are restricted in
the way in which they can distribute and sell tickets.
I listened to the second-reading debate and the
contributions of government members, and it would
appear it may be the government’s intention that the
pricing of tickets also be restricted in the operation of
these provisions in the guidelines. Given the examples
that are listed in subclause (2), it would appear there is a
potential breach of the commonwealth Trade Practices
Act, specifically part IV relating to restrictive trade
practices — for example, subsections relating to
exclusive dealing.
It is my understanding that under the commonwealth
legislation, specifically section 51, actions in
accordance with an act passed by a state Parliament, or
regulations made under that act, are exempt from the
requirements of the commonwealth Trade Practices
Act. My concern is that what the minister is doing with
this provision is not making a requirement under an act,
or regulations under the act. The minister is imposing
on event operators a requirement according to
guidelines. I seek the minister’s assurance that in
imposing a requirement under guidelines, people who
comply with those guidelines will in fact be exempt
under section 51 of the Trade Practices Act.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that those who come under
this act should not feel in any way concerned in relation
to the Trade Practices Act as mentioned by
Mr Rich-Phillips because, as I have mentioned
previously, this does not specifically relate to ticket
pricing but rather the ticket distribution mechanism, and
not nominating the ticket prices or the pricing of tickets
would mean that we have alleviated the honourable
member’s concerns.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
Those provisions of the Trade Practices Act relate not
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only to pricing but also to the supply of goods and
services, and thus restrictions on the distribution of
tickets may well be a factor that is picked up by those
provisions of part IV of the commonwealth Trade
Practices Act. I again seek the minister’s assurance that
an exemption under section 51 of the commonwealth
Trade Practices Act will apply to event organisers
operating under the bill.
Hon. J. M. Madden — I ask Mr Rich-Phillips to
repeat that question.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — The
commonwealth Trade Practices Act relates to the
supply of goods and services as well as pricing of
goods and services. As such, operators under this act
would require an exemption under section 51 of the
commonwealth act. I seek the minister’s assurance that
event operators will be entitled to an exemption under
section 51 of the commonwealth act.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that I cannot give an
exemption within this act, but I am also advised that the
High Court has confirmed what is set out in this act in
previous cases in relation to ticket distribution practices
by the Australian Rugby Union. In a court challenge in
relation to issues associated with the ARU, I understand
somebody else was selling tickets and the ARU took
that up with that organisation. Hence that has already
been dealt with through that decision of the High Court.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
The provision will not apply with respect to this act?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I understand that to be the case.
Clause agreed to; clauses 18 and 19 agreed to.
Clause 20

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — This
clause goes to the heart of the ability to prosecute
so-called scalpers. During the AFL final series the
minister made a point of distinguishing between what I
will colloquially call the garden variety scalper and
what he termed corporate scalpers.
Can the minister clarify once and for all whether this
provision, clause 20, will apply to all scalpers or only
that category of persons that during September he
referred to as corporate scalpers, who are not defined in
any way in this legislation?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — For clarification, I appreciate the
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question being asked by Mr Katsambanis. The garden
variety scalper, as I have previously referred to him, is
the bloke in the pub with the scarf and the beanie. The
key focus of this bill is the broader, more structured and
organised form of ticket scalping which might be
loosely known as corporate scalping. I think I have
used that term publicly on a number of occasions and it
is where large blocks or banks of tickets are made
available to a third party who then sells them at fairly
substantial prices.
Both those types of scalpers would potentially be
committing an offence but within the confines of the act
it is likely that a report of a situation related to scalping
and the breach of the ticket distribution practice would
be more readily recognisable and likely to be filed by
the department in relation to the broader corporate-type
scalping.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I do not
know how the minister is going to draw that distinction,
and I will give him a real-life example. During the
finals series this year, the preliminary final, an entire
batch of tickets which was purportedly part of the West
Coast Eagles finals series allocation — the whole group
series of tickets — was made available through various
premises in Melbourne suburbs. The people scalping
these tickets made it very clear the tickets were part of
that West Coast Eagles allocation. As for the grand
final tickets — do not even talk about those as they will
be dealt with in another way. These tickets were
distributed to that scarf-and-beanie-variety fan that the
minister likes to refer to in what seemed to me to be a
fairly organised manner. That is not necessarily
corporate scalping. It is not selling, as Bob Smith said
before, a pie and a can of beer with the ticket; it is
selling the ticket itself at an exorbitant price because of
the demand for the tickets. Would that be caught?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Potentially within the confines of the
guidelines and the legislation that could be caught.
Probably the key element in breaching the guidelines in
that instance would be the club which had taken the
bank or the block of tickets and not made them
available to its members or the general public but had
sought to have them sold or scalped in that manner. So,
while those individuals might not have charges filed
against them the club might for breaching the
mechanism through which it should distribute the
tickets in a fair and transparent manner.
Clause agreed to; clauses 21 to 30 agreed to.
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Clause 31

Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — This clause relates
to seizure of documents under the order. An authorised
officer can seize documents, inspect them, et cetera —
and make copies and take extracts. I just want to know
from the minister whether that action, if it was being
undertaken prior to, say, the AFL Grand Final taking
place, would also include the seizure of the grand final
tickets themselves.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised there would have to be
fairly substantial evidence that there was a breach of the
act in that instance for that to take place. I would expect
it would be more likely in that instance that those
tickets would be made available back to the AFL in
some form or other, rather than having them just go
wanting.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — That is absolutely
where I was leading. If the tickets were seized as part of
some action that is having to be taken because of some
problem, that might lead to the fact that the tickets were
not being maximised then for members of the public
because some were being held by the minister’s
enforcement agents or whoever seized them. The
minister would seek, would he, to get them back to the
AFL to distribute them for the maximum benefit?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Yes, that is the case.
Clause agreed to; clauses 32 to 40 agreed to.
Clause 41

Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — This clause
relates to a requirement to publish or produce
information. Can the minister advise the house of the
amount of budgetary allocation this financial year for
the implementation of this legislation?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that in this financial year
those anticipated costs will be delivered within the
operating costs of the department. In relation to future
years, that will be a matter for government to
determine.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — Could the
minister give us an amount that has been set aside
within his departmental budget for the implementation
of this legislation this year?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — As I previously mentioned, those costs
associated with the implementation of this requirement
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will be and have been to this date absorbed within the
operating costs of the department.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — Has there
been an estimation of the costs by the minister’s
department?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — It is anticipated that there will be an
ongoing cost once the legislation is further established.
Those costs are being more fully determined within the
department based on the experiences of the
administration of this system and what will take place
over the next few months.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — Are
inspectors likely to be appointed before the end of the
financial year or will the department have to wait until
after the end of the financial year to appoint inspectors?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that inspectors do not
necessarily need to be appointed on an ongoing basis
and would expect if and when the need arose those
inspectors would be appointed when those instances
occurred.
The CHAIRMAN — Is the honourable member on
the same clause? I cannot find anything about
inspectors in clause 41.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — I see the words
‘Department Head or an authorised officer’ in
clause 41, which concerns the requirement to publish or
produce information. Clause 41 says:
(1) For the purpose of monitoring compliance with this Act,
the Department Head or an authorised officer may
require a publisher of a publication to produce specified
information which has been published by the publisher
in the form in which it is kept by the publisher.

Is that not the same as just cutting it out of the
newspaper? Is that what the minister is saying? He may
require them to produce it, but he could do it for
himself in the office by getting a pair of scissors and
cutting it out of the paper.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Can I confirm which clause Mr Cover?
Is it clause 41?
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — It is clause 41(1),
which states:
(1) For the purpose of monitoring compliance with this
Act —

are you reading along with me? —
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the Department Head or an authorised officer may require a
publisher of a publication to produce specified information
which has been published by the publisher …

I take that to refer to stuff in the newspaper. As I am
saying, rather than the minister’s department head or an
authorised officer requiring the publisher to produce the
information, the minister could get a pair of scissors
and cut it straight out of the newspaper in which it has
been published, could he not?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I appreciate what Mr Cover is saying. I
suppose you could well do that, but it might only be
relevant in the case where a certain instance is brought
to your attention after it has been published and you
may need to access it through the publisher, not being
in possession of those papers or publications that you
need to refer to.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — Yes, but it is
information that has been published. If such
information comes to the minister’s attention in, say,
the library here at Parliament House, in newspaper
archives or on the Internet — newspapers are archived
these days — is this actually suggesting that the
minister is looking for more information than is actually
published?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Yes. I think the imperative there is ‘in
the form in which it is kept by the publisher’. That
might be an account record that relates to particular
advertisements by a particular scalper.
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — So it might just be
a telephone number. The minister might want to see
when the advertisement was lodged and that it had a
name and address so he could get his authorised
officers on to them.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I think it is worth highlighting, too —
and this might be of interest to honourable members
generally — that often an instance of, say, two tickets
being for sale in the paper, or a ticket being for sale, or
even a ticket being offered, may also be a front for a
much more substantial operation. That number may
really be the equivalent of 20 or 30 tickets in the hands
of a scalper who apparently has only an individual
ticket. It might represent substantially more tickets in
large blocks than are overtly advertised. That person
might have been hoping for a quite substantial number
of telephone calls so they could offload those tickets
accordingly.
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Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — What the minister
has just said in answering the question about clause 41
is, as we get to the end of the bill, an admission that all
that has preceded it is not going to work, given what the
bill is designed to prevent and stop. The minister is
going to have ticket schemes put to him, and he is
going to approve them and therefore seek to serve the
first purpose of the bill, which is to maximise the
number of tickets available to the general public.
The legislation says in clause 41, and the minister is
saying it by his response here, that there is still the
likelihood that people will be advertising perhaps only a
ticket or two in the newspaper when really they have
got lots and lots of tickets in their possession. And they
could only have them in their possession if the
minister’s legislation had failed to crack down on the
scalping and to put in place an approved ticketing
scheme that puts an end to the practices the government
is trying to outlaw. Will the minister admit that he is
saying that the legislation will not work?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I appreciate at this late stage of the
evening the route into which Mr Cover is attempting to
lure me. Whilst any piece of legislation seeks to ensure
compliance, the advent of that law does not necessarily
ensure that the law is complied with. There must be
mechanisms to ensure that if there is not compliance
with that law there are means to seek out those who
have not complied with that law and that they are dealt
with appropriately. Therefore penalties within this bill
are applicable to those who are found to be in breach of
what this legislation seeks to achieve.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 42

Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — My final question
relates to part 7, headed ‘Other matters’, and the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT)
review of certain decisions. Mr Best sought to discover
what this legislation was going to cost and whether it
has been budgeted in the minister’s department or
elsewhere. I have a similar question in relation to
VCAT having the responsibility to review certain
decisions. Will VCAT be given extra resources now
that it is likely to have to play a role in the conduct of
this legislation? If so, what are those extra resources
going to cost the Victorian taxpayer?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I understand that at this point in time the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal will absorb
the cost within this financial year and that in future
financial years it may be appropriate to make
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appropriate allocations on the basis of need in relation
to the implementation of any review mechanisms under
this bill.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — On that
answer, if such an allocation in future years is made to
the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal budget,
will it be made from the minister’s department or from
the Department of Justice? Also, which division of
VCAT will hear these matters and on what grounds will
people be permitted to make application for review to
VCAT?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the allocation would
not come from my department or the Department of
State and Regional Development; that allocation would
be made within the budget of the appropriate
department or division. I understand that would be
determined by the head of VCAT, but it is most likely
to be more appropriately placed in the general division.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — In the
last part of my question I asked the minister: on what
grounds people would be able to seek a review of the
minister’s decision at VCAT?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — My understanding is that it is if they
believe they have legitimate cause to seek a hearing in
relation to determinations that they believe are not
acceptable because of the manner in which they want to
implement their events.
Clause agreed to; clauses 43 to 45 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.

Third reading
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — By leave, I move:
That this bill be now read a third time.

In so doing I thank the Honourables Kaye Darveniza
and Bob Smith. I thank the Honourable Ian Cover for
the arm wrestling and the Honourables Ron Best, Peter
Katsambanis and Gordon Rich-Phillips for their
contributions.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
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Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Helmeted honeyeater
Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) — I raise a
matter with the Treasurer in relation to the helmeted
honeyeater which, together with Leadbeater’s possum,
is one of Victoria’s fauna emblems. I refer to the great
work being undertaken by the Friends of the Helmeted
Honeyeater at Healesville, Yellingbo and in the Bunyip
State Forest to ensure that the bird continues to exist.
Sadly the state government is trying to blame the
federal government for a funding shortfall in relation to
the ongoing work with the helmeted honeyeater. It is a
great shame that the spin the government is attempting
to put suggests that the federal government is
responsible, but it is the state government that is
responsible. The works I have mentioned are deserving
of great support and further funding. It is upsetting to
me — and I am sure to people such as the Friends of
the Helmeted Honeyeater, of whom I am one, as are, I
think, the Honourable Dianne Hadden and the
Honourable Geoff Craige — that while $90 million has
been forgone by the state government at the Melbourne
Cricket Ground, works on the helmeted honeyeater and
other worthwhile projects could have been undertaken.
Given that the government can evidently afford to forgo
$90 million of commonwealth funding for the MCG
redevelopment, I ask the Treasurer to give
consideration to making further funding available for
the helmeted honeyeater captive breeding and release
program.

Seniors: travel concessions
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — I raise an
issue with the Minister for Senior Victorians in another
place. I received a letter from the president of the
Victorian division of the Association of Independent
Retirees (AIR), Mr Ralph Neylan. The same issue was
raised with me by members of the Goulburn Valley
AIR. The issue is that the Goulburn Valley AIR is
frustrated at the lack of the Victorian government’s
response to funding of $25.5 million over four years
from the federal government to provide reciprocal
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interstate concessional travel for Seniors Card holders
on public transport.
I raised this issue in the adjournment debate in June this
year and asked the Minister for Senior Victorians when
the reciprocal rights for seniors travelling around
Australia would be implemented. The minister
responded in August and said that the rights have not
been implemented because the Victorian government
believes the funding is inadequate and that the minister
was also writing to the federal Minister for Family and
Community Services, Amanda Vanstone. On
30 August I wrote back to the Minister for Senior
Victorians again urging her to implement the subsidy as
soon as possible and to talk to the federal government
about redressing the shortfall if there was any. I still
have not received a reply.
The Western Australian government has already
implemented the concessions. The Queensland
government and the federal government are
negotiating, and members of the Goulburn Valley AIR
have raised concerns that the funding will disappear if
agreement is not reached. I again ask the minister to
come to an agreement with the federal government to
implement the reciprocal interstate travel concessions
for Seniors Card holders so that our Victorian seniors
are not disadvantaged when they travel throughout
Australia.

Manningham Road, Bulleen: traffic control
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — I raise
with the Minister for Energy and Resources as the
representative of the Minister for Transport in the other
place an issue of concern to the City of Manningham
and to residents of Bulleen. The Bulleen Plaza shopping
centre on Manningham Road is a very heavy traffic
area and the council has sought assistance from
Vicroads to move the traffic lights to overcome current
traffic management problems.
The area has high traffic flows, with traffic from local
schools and the shopping plaza entering onto a major
road — namely, Manningham Road. The area needs
one-way flow management, but Vicroads has told the
City of Manningham that because the area has no
accident history it has a low priority. However, the
council believes because of the current traffic flow
management in the area it has high potential for serious
accident and, of course, it does not want to wait for a
serious accident to occur before Vicroads will be
convinced of the need to allocate the funds necessary to
fix the problem.
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I call on the Minister for Transport to direct Vicroads to
reassess its earlier determination, to accept the expert
opinion of a responsible council and to take steps
immediately to resolve the traffic flow problem at that
intersection.

Royal Exhibition Building: World Heritage
nomination
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra) — I raise for
the attention of the Minister for Planning in another
place a matter relating to the Royal Exhibition
Building. I congratulate the Howard government on the
announcement on the weekend that the Royal
Exhibition Building will be nominated for World
Heritage listing, and I particularly welcome the
following comments of the federal Minister for the
Environment and Heritage, Dr David Kemp:
Australia is world renowned for its natural and indigenous
World Heritage sites. I hope that the Royal Exhibition
Building will be the first in a series of significant Australian
buildings to be recognised by the world for their built heritage
value.

This is a very important step and will hopefully mean
that at long last Australia will get its first piece of the
built heritage on the World Heritage list and that, in
particular, that first achievement will be our great Royal
Exhibition Building. I also welcome the support of the
state government for this nomination and record the
fact that this bipartisan initiative should be very strong.
The Royal Exhibition Building is a marvel of
19th century design and engineering excellence, and
along with its surrounding gardens it certainly deserves
the international recognition that is part of being put
onto the World Heritage list. It is grand in scale, it is
visually stunning and it is now beautifully restored. It
also has significant cultural value, having a celebrated
role as the birthplace of our Federation and, of course,
the home of the first Australian Parliament. It was also
the place where the Australian flag was flown for the
first time.
This long and rich history saw the Royal Exhibition
Building get registered on Australia’s register of the
national estate many years ago, and it has the highest
level of protection from the National Trust.
I call on the state government, consistent with its
support for this project and its public statements of
support over the weekend, to form an officer-level
alliance with the relevant commonwealth government
offices to progress this nomination and effectively
establish something of a battle group to ensure that we
do everything we can to influence the often
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European-centric World Heritage Committee to take up
this nomination.
I do not think we should be under any illusion as to the
difficulty of the challenge and the fact that it may take
well over a year to get this nomination up. The
bipartisan effort is welcome, as I said before, and I hope
we can marshal resources within the commonwealth
and state public services to get the outcome we all
want.

Narre Warren–Cranbourne Road–Fleetwood
Drive: traffic control
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I wish to raise a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Transport in the other place. As usual, it relates to
the provision of roads infrastructure in Eumemmerring
Province. As I hope the minister is aware, the City of
Casey in the centre of Eumemmerring Province is now
the third-fastest growing municipality in Australia, and
the Narre Warren South area is the fastest growing
suburb in Australia with, at peak, 80 families a week
moving into the area, which implies about 160 to
200 cars a week moving in, putting enormous strain on
the roads in the area, which were built as country roads
and are now required to carry metropolitan traffic.
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upgrading that intersection with the installation of
traffic lights.

Bright Futures programs
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — My
question is for the Minister for Education and Training.
It is in regard to the Bright Futures programs, which
were implemented under the previous government as
part of its Bright Futures policy.
The Bright Futures policy implemented various
programs for children considered gifted and for
professional development for their teachers, to help
them nurture these gifted students. It was the first time
the Victorian government had recognised the needs of
gifted students.
An evaluation of these programs was carried out in
1999, and it found that the Bright Futures programs
were a:
… watershed in the history of gifted children in Victoria.

However, under the Bracks government it looks as if
the programs have totally disappeared. There is no
mention of the programs on the department of
education’s web site, for example.

One of the key roads in need of upgrade in that area is
the Narre Warren–Cranbourne Road. Under the
previous administration the section north of the Princes
Highway was upgraded, and it is now the section south
of the Princes Highway — from Narre Warren to
Cranbourne — that is in need of upgrade. There are a
number of key intersections along that road needing
upgrade — some of which have in the last 12 to
18 months been the site of fatalities.

I have been contacted by the CHIP Foundation —
CHIP stands for Children of High Intellectual
Potential — which is based in my electorate. It is very
concerned that these programs have been scrapped by
the Bracks government. I ask the minister: what is the
current status of the Bright Futures programs, including
the Horizon programs, in Victoria?

I have received a letter from a constituent, a Mr John
Laughton of Narre Warren, specifically raising for my
attention the intersection of Fleetwood Drive in Narre
Warren and Narre Warren–Cranbourne Road.
Mr Laughton has indicated that this intersection is a
particular problem for traffic turning right into
Fleetwood Drive and attempting to turn across traffic
while there is traffic from behind coming from
Cranbourne, heading towards Narre Warren.
Mr Laughton has indicated that this intersection is in
need of upgrade, that the whole road needs to be
increased to dual carriageway and that the possibility of
the installation of traffic lights at that intersection
should be examined.

Hon. W. I. SMITH (Silvan) — The matter I raise is
for the Minister for Housing in the other place, and I
must say that I have raised a number of issues with this
minister and it is because I am having a lot of
constituents come to me at the moment with issues in
that area which are not being attended to and which are
causing serious problems.

I seek from the Minister for Transport his undertaking
to look into the issue of the Fleetwood Drive and Narre
Warren–Cranbourne Road intersection with a view to

Housing: eastern region

The matter I wish to raise is in regard to a Ms Debra
Porter, who lives in Ringwood and came to see me on
Friday. In 1989 she applied for rental housing in the
eastern region. I rang the Ringwood housing office to
find out where that particular application was and was
told that in the eastern region it used to be an 8-year
waiting list, but it is now a 12-year waiting list for
housing.
I will not go into the plight of Ms Porter. It is like that
of many people who need public housing — their plight
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is desperate and they have a whole range of issues, both
personal and social.
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Planning: Narre Warren North land

Possums: control

Hon. M. T. LUCKINS (Waverley) — I refer the
Minister for Planning to an advisory committee
established to advise on the proposed rezoning, use and
development of land at 127–137 Belgrave–Hallam
Road in Narre Warren North. Two applications for
separate places of worship were rejected by the City of
Casey, a decision upheld by the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal in 1999 after significant
community objection. The land in question is currently
zoned part low density residential and part urban
floodway, where development is prohibited.

Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — I raise the
issue of possums for the Minister for Environment and
Conservation. Now that spring is here, the possums are
happily devouring the new buds in the gardens of
Melbourne. It is absolutely ludicrous to think that
possums, which are a protected species, are in any form
of danger. It is a joke because they are in plague
proportions. I have raised the issue with the minister on
several occasions, as have other honourable members.
The minister’s response to me and many of the other
people who have raised the issue with her has been to
refer us to Living with Possums, a publication of the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment.

The City of Casey rejected a subsequent reapplication
in 2001, which prompted the former Minister for
Planning, the Honourable John Thwaites, to appoint an
advisory committee — formerly known as planning
panels — to consider the application for rezoning. The
terms of reference for the advisory committee were
signed off on 17 August 2001. Nothing happened for
almost seven months until 4 March when a
three-person advisory committee was appointed. Public
hearings were held over five days in May this year.
Under the terms of reference the advisory committee
was to report within two months of the final hearing —
in this case 16 May.

It transpires that that publication is in considerable
error, and perhaps I might outline where. It says that
one is able to capture and trap possums under certain
circumstances defined in the booklet. In this trapping
arrangement one is allowed to release the possum
nearby or, in extreme circumstances, take it to a vet
where it can be put down — and it is wonderful to think
that vets would be doing such a job. However, the key
issue is under what statute possums are protected. They
are protected under the Wildlife Act 1975, but to be
able to deal with them in this way they have to be
declared unprotected.

The current Minister for Planning was provided with
the report of the advisory committee on 2 July.
Ordinarily the minister releases the recommendations
and the decision within 28 days, but almost four months
have elapsed since the report was tabled and a
recommendation has not been released. That is of
concern to the applicants and the objectors.

The Office of Community Services was extremely
helpful. It was also concerned that the waiting lists had
blown out to 12 years. I would like to know from the
minister why people on waiting lists in the eastern
region are now waiting for 12 years for public housing,
particularly when this government has announced
$100 million to be spent on public housing. I
understand it has not been spent but has stalled.

Three species are declared unprotected under the act:
the common wombat, the long-billed corella, the
sulphur-crested cockatoo and the galah, and the
common brushtail possum, all of which can be trapped
and under certain circumstances destroyed by owners
or licensed wildlife controllers. The guidelines are in
error because there are two types of possum — the
ringtail possum and the brushtail possum. Certainly in
the Bayside area, the ringtail possums do all the
damage. People believe they can trap those possums
legally, but they cannot. I call on the minister to
investigate the guidelines and correct them — —
The PRESIDENT — Time!

The Narre Warren North Community Association has
raised from the community and spent in excess of
$15 000 on a planning consultant, legal advice and
representation on this matter. On 13 September the
association wrote to the minister and said:
We request that a decision be made without further delay and
at the latest by 30 September.

Not only has the minister failed to release her decision,
she has failed to even acknowledge, let alone reply to,
this letter.
On 24 September on 3AW the president of the
association raised this issue with the Premier, who
agreed to follow it up. Following an email from the
association a reply was received from Tim Pallas on
11 October stating that the matter had been referred
back to the Minister for Planning. The community
association and the applicants are back to square one.
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I call upon the minister to immediately release her
decision on this matter so that the applicants — in this
case two church organisations — and the Narre Warren
North Community Association have some closure and
the matter is finally put to rest.

in the north-west of the City of Boroondara. I have
raised this matter, and the Honourable Mark Birrell and
others have raised this matter in various ways, in this
place and other forums, for the attention of the Minister
for Transport in the other place.

Rail: South Gippsland line

In our region there is a good deal of transport of various
types, but not much that actually moves from the
south-east corner of the City of Boroondara to the
schools in the Kew corner of the municipality. I have a
submission from a group of about 30 to 40 local people
that points to the fact that around 3208 students move
between these regions every day.

Hon. K. M. SMITH (South Eastern) — On reading
through a document entitled The Public Sector Assets
Investment Program 2002–03, which was released last
Thursday, I was delighted to see reference to the
restoration of the passenger rail service to Leongatha in
South Gippsland. The document shows that
$5.6 million is supposed to be spent on that track. No
money was allocated to 30 June.
People should be aware that the Minister for Transport
and the honourable member for Gippsland West in
another place have promised that this track will be up
and operational and that the train will be running at the
end of 2004. The government has allocated $5.6 million
under estimated expenditure in 2002–03. Half of that
financial year is already as good as over. I know of no
tenders that have been let. I know of no works that have
been done for this rail service apart from some bridges
which are being built between Korumburra and
Leongatha which were not part of the original
$5.6 million.
I would like to know from the minister when he is
actually going to get fair dinkum with the people and
stop trying to con them about this rail service going
ahead. It cannot go ahead, and it is not supported by the
Department of Infrastructure, which has put out a report
saying that for the service to be feasible the line needs
to have freight moving on it. As I explained to the
house at about this time last week, there are no people
or businesses down there that are even remotely
interested in putting freight on this train line.
I would be pleased to know if the minister could inform
me and the house — and I will let the house know
when I do get a response from him — of when he is
going to stop trying to con the people down in
Gippsland. He has no intention of ever putting this train
back on the track, and no idea as to why he would do
so.

Buses: eastern suburbs
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — The matter I
raise for the attention of the Minister for Transport in
another place concerns the provision of a bus service
between the families in the south-eastern area of the
City of Boroondara and the schools in the Kew region

I note that the Minister for Transport has written to the
bus committee that has been working assiduously on
this matter. I was concerned about his comments on
page 2 of his letter dated 13 September 2002, where he
said public transport from the Glen Iris area,
specifically around the location of Summerhill Road
and Toorak Road, can provide a path to schools in
Kew. For example, students travelling to school around
the Kew junction can travel into the city via tram 75, or
on the train from Burwood to Hartwell station and then
transfer to tram 109 or tram 48 for the journey to Kew.
I have to say that most of the families in the area that I
have spoken to are disappointed that the minister would
take the approach that young students, often at the age
of five or six and some into the early teenage years,
should be prepared to catch public transport into the
city and back out again. This is clearly inappropriate.
I also note that although the honourable member for
Burwood has taken very little interest in this project, the
Liberal candidate for Burwood, Di Rule, has been very
active in pushing for an appropriate bus service from
the south-east of the City of Boroondara to the
north-western region where the schools are based.
I call on the minister to reconsider his opposition to this
proposal. It is clear that some accommodation needs to
be made here. I am not being prescriptive in this, but I
ask him to reconsider the situation with regard to the
proven safety needs of students, very young students in
many cases, in finding appropriate transport and their
need for public assistance to do so.

Belgrave–Gembrook and Selby–Aura roads:
safety
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I seek the
assistance of the Minister of Transport with regard to
improvement to the safety conditions at the intersection
of the Belgrave–Gembrook and Selby–Aura roads,
Menzies Creek. My colleague the honourable member
for Monbulk in another place, Mr Steve McArthur,
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recently presented a petition in the lower house from
almost 500 local residents calling for safety
improvements at this intersection. The petition states:
… construction of a roundabout and lowering of the speed
limit to 50 kilometres per hour to achieve safety
improvements is required as an urgency for this arterial road
and intersection to reassure the safety concerns of the
community.

The shire council has tried its best with the limited
funding provided to it by installing two traffic mirrors
west of Selby–Aura Road, but additional works are
most necessary and should receive urgent government
moneys. I call on the minister to provide these moneys
to the Shire of Yarra Ranges.

Fishing: East Gippsland licence
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the minister responsible for
fisheries, the Minister for Energy and Resources. It
concerns a matter which has been brought to my
attention by the East Gippsland Estuarine Fishermans
Association concerning the consequences of the
department and the government agreeing to implement
a new regulatory regime which overrides what was a
ministerial directive pertaining to consolidation of
licences. The minister will recall that subsequent to the
voluntary buy-out there was a ministerial directive
requiring consolidation of licences for transferability.
A problem has arisen in relation to a particular licensee
who has suffered a serious injury which now means
that he is unable to undertake the normal activities of
estuarine fishing. This means that not only is he without
income, he is unable to dispose of his licence. There is
effectively a cap on the number of licences in the
fishery, which means there is no financial incentive or
benefit to anybody in consolidating a licence and there
is therefore no market for his licence. He cannot exit the
fishery formally. He wants to exit the fishery because
he has no capacity to generate an income.
What is of great concern about this is that while he was
in negotiation with Victorian fisheries he was not aware
that regulations had been introduced that dealt with that
ministerial directive but there was no regulatory impact
statement. Now that the regulations are in place it is not
possible for him to treat with this licence in any way
whatever.
I ask the minister to deal with this matter
sympathetically. I am aware that the East Gippsland
Estuarine Fishermen’s Association has written to the
minister seeking an opportunity to discuss the matter
with her. I would be grateful if the minister would
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ensure that members of her staff facilitate such a
meeting or at least investigate and brief her promptly
about this particular circumstance, because I think there
is a question of natural justice in relation to the way the
regulations have been introduced.

Responses
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The Honourable Neil Lucas requested
that the Treasurer in the other place consider making
further funding available for captive breeding and
release programs for the helmeted honeyeater. I will
refer that request to the Treasurer.
The Honourable Jeanette Powell requested that the
Minister for Senior Victorians in the other place
implement reciprocal travel concessions for seniors. I
will refer that request to the minister.
The Honourable Carlo Furletti requested that the
Minister for Transport in the other place require
Vicroads to reassess an intersection in the City of
Manningham. I will refer that request to the minister.
The Honourable Mark Birrell called on the Victorian
government to form an officer level alliance with
commonwealth officers to maximise the resources
brought to bear on the task of achieving World Heritage
status for the Royal Exhibition Building. I will refer
that request to the minister.
The Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips requested that
the Minister for Transport undertake to examine the
upgrade of the intersection of Fleetwood Drive on
Narre Warren–Cranbourne Road to include traffic
lights. I will refer that request to the minister.
The Honourable Andrea Coote requested that the
Minister for Education and Training in the other place
advise her regarding the future of certain programs
following an approach from the Children of High
Intellectual Potential organisation. I will refer that
request to the minister.
The Honourable Wendy Smith raised the matter of a
constituent and their needs in relation to access to
public housing and sought information regarding the
availability of public housing. I will refer that request to
the minister.
The Honourable Chris Strong raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Environment and
Conservation in the other place regarding possums
devouring Melbourne’s gardens and requested the
minister to review guidelines in relation to protection of
certain types of possums — or at least that is what he
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was getting around to. I will refer that request to the
minister.
The Honourable Maree Luckins requested that the
Minister for Planning in the other place release her
decision on a planning matter of concern to the Narre
Warren North Community Association. I will refer that
request to the minister.
The Honourable Ken Smith requested that the Minister
for Transport respond to certain transport matters
regarding rail freight in his electorate. I will refer that
matter to the minister.
The Honourable David Davis requested that the
Minister for Transport consider a bus proposal in the
interests of safety in his electorate. I will refer that
matter to the minister.
The Honourable Andrew Olexander requested that the
Minister for Transport consider an intersection raised
by the Shire of Yarra Ranges for consideration. I will
refer that matter to the attention of the Minister for
Transport.
In relation to the matter raised by the Honourable Philip
Davis for my attention concerning the particular
circumstances faced by a constituent about ministerial
directives and regulations, I will consider that matter
and advise him accordingly.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 12.32 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. A. Chamberlain) took the
chair at 10.03 a.m. and read the prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
MCG: redevelopment
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — I refer the Minister
for Sport and Recreation to the Melbourne Cricket
Ground redevelopment where the Bracks government
will spend $77 million of Victorian taxpayers’ money
to buy industrial peace, and I ask: has the site
agreement for the MCG project been finalised?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I welcome the question because this
government is very proud of its ability to bring together
the Melbourne Cricket Ground redevelopment works
and all those appropriate agreements that have been
required to deliver that project. I understand that the
memorandum of understanding with the relevant
industrial groups is in the process of being signed off. I
also understand that works are proceeding as required
and that the site agreement between the contractor and
the appropriate unions is being determined and will be
determined in the very near future.
Supplementary question
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — In answering the
supplementary question the minister might make it
clear if he said it ‘is’ being or ‘it has been’ finalised.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — He said ‘being’.
Hon. I. J. COVER — I think the minister said
‘being’, which would indicate it is still a work in
progress. If that is the term used by the minister in his
answer — that the memorandum of understanding was
in the process and that things are being finalised — I
ask the minister by of way of supplementary question:
if the negotiations are still continuing, can the minister
guarantee that the delay will not expose the Victorian
taxpayer to a cost blow-out?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Again I repeat that we have been able to
deliver a project — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask both sides of the
house to allow the minister to answer in a way that can
be heard by the rest of the house.
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Hon. J. M. MADDEN — We have been able to
deliver a project that the opposition would not have
been able to deliver. I reinforce that: the opposition
would not have been able to deliver. The government is
proud of the way it has been able to bring that together.
I reinforce that there will be no problems with the
delivery of that project because we have ensured, and
will continue to ensure, that the project is delivered on
time and on budget. As I have continued to repeat, the
project will be delivered on time and on budget.

Schools: computer access
Hon. E. C. CARBINES (Geelong) — Will the
Minister for Education Services advise the house of the
investment the Bracks government has made in
information technology in Victorian schools and
specifically outline what impact this has had on school
communities?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — I thank the honourable member for her
question; her ongoing commitment to education is well
known. The Bracks government has invested heavily to
ensure that our school communities have access to
world-class information and technology. This is unlike
what the previous government did. The previous
government failed to genuinely invest in information
technology and recognise the benefits that it provides to
the entire school community.
I am delighted to inform the house of the fantastic
outcome of the 2002 census of computers in our
schools. This census shows that the average computer
to student ratios have improved under this government.
The ratio has gone down to one computer to
3.9 students — that is one computer to less than every
4 students — compared with last year when it was over
4.3. This is a phenomenal result and one that reflects
the investment this government has made in education.
Victoria now has the best student–computer ratio in the
country. We are delivering a brighter future for all
schools, not like the opposition.
This year the Bracks government has purchased over
22 000 computers.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — How many?
Hon. M. M. GOULD — In this year alone, 22 000.
That’s a huge investment to ensure we have additional
computers in our schools. This ensures that Victorian
students are well placed to take full advantage of the
growing opportunities in information technology. In
addition to these extra computers the government has
provided funding of $30 million for an IT support
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program, along with IT grants of $7 million, which are
provided into schools each year.

Hon. M. M. Gould — Didn’t you listen to the
news? I said that.

This investment is on top of the funding the Bracks
government has provided through the access@schools
program. This allows over 130 schools in remote and
rural Victoria to make their Internet facilities available
to the community. I know the National Party members
in this place support such a program so their
communities can get access to that asset, so bringing
the community together.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Thank you for saying
that. Will the minister outline the purpose of the
original memo?

The government is proud of delivering IT facilities to
our schools to ensure that we have world-class
environments and facilities. The government will
continue to work to ensure that the entire school
community benefits from our investment. The Bracks
government is turning things around in this state. It is
turning education around. We have listened to the
communities and we have acted.

Minister for Education Services: departmental
memo
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) —
Obviously the minister has turned around so many
times she is going around in circles!
My question to the Minister for Education Services also
deals with school computers. I was slightly amused at
the minister’s response to her dorothy dixer. I draw the
minister’s attention to an article in the Herald Sun of
1 August which pointed out that the government had
decided to charge a fee of $130 to supply recycled
computers in Victorian schools, which was later
withdrawn when the minister said that the memo had
gone out without her authorisation or knowledge. Could
the minister please advise the house how come she
could have a memo sent out charging schools $130
without her knowledge?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — Obviously, the Leader of the Opposition is
dredging through what happened back in August. As I
indicated at the time, a memo had been sent out to
schools. I intervened in that matter and had that memo
withdrawn. I had an apology from the department as to
the sending of that memo, and that matter is completed.
Supplementary question
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I am
delighted that the minister has now admitted that the
memo went out from her department and it was then
withdrawn.

Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — As I have advised the house, that memo
was withdrawn. I intervened in that matter. I indicated
that that memo had been withdrawn and all schools had
been advised to disregard it. I indicated to the media the
next day that I had intervened in the matter, had the
memo withdrawn and received an apology from the
department.

Cycling: track world championships
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Jika Jika) — Will
the Minister for Sport and Recreation advise the house
as to what steps the Bracks government has taken to
ensure that Victoria’s record as the major events state is
maintained?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Members of the chamber may not be
aware, but I would like to inform them that the state
recently hosted 200 overseas riders and officials at the
2002 international cycling union, known as UCI, track
cycling junior world championships. This was a very
significant event in terms of showcasing the new
velodrome at the Vodafone Arena and giving the
international cycling community — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am interested in
hearing the minister’s answer. I am sure if Mr Smith
stopped talking he would hear the answer, and if the
people on my left stopped talking — —
Hon. M. M. Gould — And Mr Boardman. Name
them too, if you are going to name our side!
The PRESIDENT — Order! I just heard a mass of
noise, but I heard Mr Smith very clearly. I want to hear
the minister. I do not want to hear anyone else.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I appreciate that the
collective noun for a rabble is the Liberal Party!
This international event provided an opportunity to
showcase the Vodafone Arena as an international
cycling venue. It proved itself as a premier cycling
venue with excellent amenities for both competitors and
spectators. The funding for the event was provided
through the major events funding, and event planning
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support was provided by the Department of Tourism,
Sport and the Commonwealth Games.
Twenty-five countries competed, with Germany
providing the largest contingent of overseas
competitors. Fortunately, the Australian team
performed extremely well and was the top-placed
nation. This very important event is also part of the
major events strategy, and it reflects how major events
contribute to grassroots sporting development. It was
part of a strategy to showcase the cycling venue in the
lead-up to the 2004 UCI track cycling world
championships, which have recently been awarded to
Melbourne. Having the junior titles here has allowed
many of the volunteers who support these events to be
upskilled to support the event in 2004.
That event in 2004 will be extremely exciting because it
will be the last major international event in the lead-up
to the cycling in the Olympics in Athens. We will have
some of the best international riders here. We will have
international worldwide coverage on television through
which we will highlight Melbourne as the sports capital
not only of Australia but potentially the world.
All this strategy, this upskilling and the bringing
together of these cycling events in the Vodafone Arena
will no doubt ensure that, come the Commonwealth
Games in 2006, we will be confident in showcasing the
sport and the state and ensuring that our volunteers are
sufficiently skilled and confident to ensure the
successful delivery of the games in 2006.

MCG: redevelopment
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I want to
again raise the issue of the funding for the
redevelopment of the Melbourne Cricket Ground
(MCG), and in particular I refer the minister to his letter
addressed to me, dated 4 September, which responds to
an earlier inquiry.
The PRESIDENT — Order! This is addressed to
the Minister for Sport and Recreation?
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — Yes. I thank the minister
for the courtesy of his response, but I am disappointed
that he expects me to be satisfied with mumbo jumbo.
There are several points I would like to explore in his
response, but I begin with the most obvious. Can the
minister please explain to the house his assertion that
the commonwealth’s offer of $90 million has been
withdrawn?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — The honourable member will appreciate
that the commonwealth made the offer some time ago.
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At the very last minute the federal government was
potentially about to scuttle the project by going against
its own guidelines and entering into the process after
the tender had been released. That was contradicting its
own guidelines on its industrial relations policies.
It was very obvious that, as I have mentioned on a
number of occasions in this house, our old favourite,
Tony Abbott — that zealot up in Canberra — was very
pleased to use the Melbourne Cricket Ground as a
political football. It definitely shows that Mr Abbott
does not appreciate or understand the significance and
symbolism of the MCG to the Victorian community.
The Victorian community would not allow, and would
not expect the Victorian government to allow, the
federal government to try to scuttle or sabotage that
project by introducing elements of its industrial
relations policy that contradict even its own guidelines.
We would expect that the federal government would
support the Commonwealth Games in conjunction with
us, and I feel confident that it will. The Commonwealth
Games will be fantastic not only for Victoria,
showcasing Melbourne, and showcasing Victoria and
elements of regional Victoria, but it will also showcase
Australia to the world in the same way that Sydney
showcased us to the world. We expect that the
commonwealth will provide pro rata support, similar to
its pro rata support for the Olympic Games.
We anticipate that in an atmosphere of goodwill,
support for sport and a recognition of the contribution
that sport makes to the greater and broader community,
the Commonwealth Games will supplement other
elements of the games with that money.
Supplementary question
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I thank the
minister for his response but point out to the chamber
that it did not go anywhere near the question I posed.
I would like to go back to the central issue. I make the
point that it took but one phone call from me to the
Prime Minister’s office to establish that the $90 million
has not been withdrawn. I am told that the $90 million
is available as of today. So my supplementary question
to the minister responsible — and I use the word
advisedly in respect of the Commonwealth Games —
is: can the minister explain to Victorian taxpayers why
he insists on looking a $90 million gift horse in the
mouth?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am happy to say that we will accept
money given to us by the federal government on any
occasion so long as that money does not potentially
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scuttle or sabotage the games. It was obvious from the
way strings were attached to that money committed by
the federal government that it potentially was going to
scuttle the MCG redevelopment.
The MCG redevelopment is a hallmark development. It
shows what we can do as a state: how we can still
continue to have events in the facility while the
redevelopment takes place. It is a development we
should be proud of, but unfortunately the federal
government wanted to pursue its own political agenda
by potentially scuttling the project.

Fishing: Lake Hume and Lake Mulwala
Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I ask the
Minister for Energy and Resources to inform the
chamber of what recent action the Bracks government
has taken in relation to the regulation of recreational
fishing on Lake Hume and Lake Mulwala.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — Lake Hume and Lake Mulwala are very
important recreational fisheries, with Lake Mulwala
being generally considered to be the premier Murray
cod fishery in Australia.
I am happy to inform the chamber that recently I
announced that the Victorian and New South Wales
governments had agreed to end the long-running
confusion over fishing regulations for the state border
waters, following much work done and an in-principle
agreement after the joint meetings of the cabinets of
New South Wales and Victoria last year.
This demonstrates again what can be achieved when
governments cooperate. This is not something that
would have been achieved by the opposition parties.
The Bracks government has listened to recreational
anglers and acted to end this cross-border confusion for
anglers who have been concerned — quite rightly —
about the need to hold two fishing licences and comply
with two different sets of laws.
This confusion is primarily caused by the invisible
borderline which is submerged, of course, by the two
lakes, and the difference in licensing systems which
include different bag limits, size limits and gear
restrictions in New South Wales and Victoria.
The government announced that an extensive public
consultation process had been initiated jointly by the
two governments to determine the level of community
support for establishing new fisheries management
arrangements for the two lakes. Under our proposal
New South Wales will manage Lake Mulwala and
Victoria will manage recreational fishing in Lake
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Hume. This means in practice that a New South Wales
recreational fishing licence will be required for Lake
Mulwala and a Victorian licence will be required for
Lake Hume. It will also mean uniform seasonal
closures and uniform bag limits and size limits to apply
to each of the water bodies.
This government understands how important
recreational fishing is to many Victorians, and it is
delivering on projects which maximise the enjoyment
of this great activity. We are delivering outcomes, such
as the ending of this confusion, which will directly
benefit New South Wales and Victorian anglers. I take
this opportunity to invite all interested anglers to make
public submissions up until 15 November on this issue.
In addition I indicate that a community liaison group
will be formed to monitor the implementation of this
historic decision.
Certain members opposite have criticised these
arrangements despite the fact that when in government
they provided no solutions to this long-running
problem. Once again they demonstrate that they stand
for nothing, that they do not care and that all they can
do is carp and criticise. In contrast, the Bracks
government continues to deliver on initiatives to
support recreational angling in Victoria.

Marine parks: enforcement officers
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — I refer
the Minister for Energy and Resources to the recent
review and allocation of staff under the Victorian
marine parks fisheries officer placements by the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment,
pursuant to which the Yarram office has received one
extra enforcement officer. Can the minister assure all
Victorians and the Corner Inlet community in particular
that the three enforcement officers allocated are
sufficient to police the fisheries and marine parks to a
standard at least comparable to other DNRE offices?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — Following the passage of legislation to
create marine national parks in this state — an historic
decision that has been enacted by the government —
that decision was accompanied by an extensive package
to ensure not only that the new marine national parks
are properly managed but that we also have adequate
enforcement to ensure compliance in the marine
national park areas and right around the coast. This was
a very important part of the package the government
presented to the Parliament. As a result of that package
being implemented following the passage of the
legislation, notwithstanding the opposition from the
National Party, this has resulted in a number of fisheries
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officers being deployed around the state by the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment.
I am aware that in the deployment of those resources
there has been a good deal of discussion around the
state as to what is the most desirable location from the
point of view of local communities and the precise
location of this large number of additional fisheries
officers. I believe the Department of Natural Resources
and Environment has come up with a very satisfactory
arrangement in deploying these resources to offices
right across the state and has ensured that, as a result of
a high level of cooperation in the way these resources
are deployed not only on day-to-day activities but also
in taskforce enforcement operations, we will get an
excellent result.
Supplementary question
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — I thank
the minister for her answer, but the reason I asked the
question was because there are obvious issues in
Yarram. The issue at the Yarram office arises from the
fact that the appointment of one extra officer still
represents one less officer than before marine parks
were proposed. In other words, there is one less officer
than before. Who will police it and will the policing be
adequate? Will the minister reassess the numbers that
will look after the large marine park at Corner Inlet and
Wilsons Promontory?
The point of the question is this: the minister has sought
support from the Victorian community on the basis of
stronger enforcement. The Department of Natural
Resources and Environment has announced there will
be one less enforcement officer than before the
announcement of marine parks. Will the minister
remedy this situation?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The simple answer for the benefit of the
honourable member opposite is that as a result of this
government’s actions there is a huge boost to the
resources available to ensure enforcement and
compliance with the fisheries laws in this state. There
are more fisheries officers than there have ever been
before — more fisheries officers than were ever
allocated by the previous Kennett Liberal government.
This government is proud of the actions it has taken to
ensure better fisheries enforcement in the state. I am
confident that as a result of the actions of this
government and the Department of Natural Resources
and Environment we will get a better result in terms of
compliance with our fisheries laws and enforcement in
the state.
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Connecting Victoria strategy
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — I refer my
question to the Minister for Information and
Communication Technology. One of the first policies
released by the Bracks government was Connecting
Victoria. Will the minister inform the house what has
been achieved under the Connecting Victoria policy?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — I thank the
honourable member for her question. The past three
years has been a significant period for Victoria’s
information and communications technology industry.
It has seen the maturing of our industry, the
mainstreaming of ICT and the laying of foundations to
establish an ongoing, vibrant industry.
During this period the Bracks government has been
listening to the sector. We have listened and developed
an industry plan and acted on that plan. We have
listened to the community and delivered a program to
close the digital divide and have delivered a range of
e-commerce programs to small business and to business
generally.
Over the last three years the Bracks government has
been delivering a broad range of ICT policies and
programs. The opposition has not delivered one new
policy initiative in this area — not one new policy.
Hon. M. M. Gould — An absolute black hole!
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — It is an absolute black
hole! The achievements of the Bracks government
under Connecting Victoria are extensive. To
demonstrate how the government has helped more
Victorians than ever before to benefit from new
technologies we have produced Connecting Victoria —
A Progress Report 1999–2002. This report illustrates
what can be achieved from a forward-looking
government working in partnership — which the
opposition does not understand — with industry,
education providers and the community.
The major achievements under Connecting Victoria
include: facilitating ICT investments worth over
$660 million which have secured more than 5000 jobs
in Victoria; providing 135 traineeships in the ICT
industry through the Go for IT program; establishing
more than 10 000 public Internet access terminals,
79 per cent of which are in regional Victoria; providing
Internet training and access to more than
82 000 Victorians through the Skillsnet program;
establishing six community enterprise centres in
western Victoria; training 50 e-commerce advocates to
help and assist small business to use e-commerce to
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their advantage; providing $1.7 million to 39 councils
across Victoria for 26 e-commerce projects; and
establishing the first master course in microelectronics
under the Chipskills project.
As we already heard today from the Minister for
Education Services, the Bracks government has
lowered the student-to-computer ratio to 1 to 3.9, one of
the best ratios in the world.
The Bracks government has delivered under
Connecting Victoria. Victoria is now a leader in the
development of ICT skills. Our industry is growing and
maturing, and Victorian small and medium-sized
companies have a greater awareness of e-commerce.
But this is only a progress report. The Bracks
government will continue to listen and work with the
ICT industry to continue to deliver good policies to
grow the Victorian ICT industry.

Fishing: bay and inlet licences
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct a
question to the Minister for Energy and Resources. Last
week, on 4 October, the government announced
without consultation the unilateral closure of Lake
Tyers and Mallacoota estuarine fisheries. Will the
minister advise of further proposed bay and inlet fishery
closures?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The position the government has set out
in relation to that announcement — one which the
government believes is very much in the interests of
recreational fishers in this state and has been warmly
welcomed by the peak body for recreational fishing,
VRFish and by the Rex Hunt Future Fish
Foundation — is one which we believe will also be
very much in the interests of the Gippsland economy in
terms of the contribution which tourism and
recreational fishing makes to the Gippsland economy
alone.
What I have indicated in relation to the process
following that announcement is that the announcement
is subject to consultation. However, based on the
representations that have been made to the government
leading up to the announcement, my expectation is that
the consultation process will demonstrate
overwhelming support for that decision by this
government.
So I think it is important to be honest with the
commercial fisheries licence-holders who are
understandably disappointed at this decision by the
government. I am required under the fisheries
legislation to go through a consultation process, and
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that will be followed to the letter. Should, unexpectedly,
the result of that consultation process demonstrate that
there is not support for this announcement, and from
the opposition benches there appears not to be, I will
certainly respond to those submissions. However, that
is not my expectation; that is not the government’s
expectation. My expectation is that this announcement
will be very strongly supported by the community.
Following that consultation process the government
will move as quickly as possible to negotiate fair
compensation for the commercial licence-holders
affected to ensure they receive the fair compensation
they are entitled to.
Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — On the basis
of the minister’s response, will she now advise that she
can rule out any further bay and inlet fishery closures?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The Fisheries Co-management Council,
I am pleased to indicate to the house, has been working
on a policy to form the framework for these very
difficult resource allocation decisions that affect both
commercial and recreational fishing. As we look to the
future we can expect to see even greater pressures
arising as a result of an increasing number of Victorians
and tourists wishing to engage in this very enjoyable
activity. My preference is that the policy framework the
co-management council has worked on, which involves
all of the stakeholders, should be developed and used
into the future as the framework for making these
resource allocation decisions.

Sport and recreation: AAA program
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) —
Will the Minister for Sport and Recreation advise — —
Hon. G. R. Craige interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Craige! We have
finished with that question and are getting on with the
next one, and I want to hear the Honourable Kaye
Darveniza. I ask her whether she would mind starting
again.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) —
Thank you, Mr President. Will the Minister for Sport
and Recreation advise the house what steps the Bracks
government has taken to demonstrate its commitment
to promoting accessible and inclusive sport and
recreation opportunities?
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Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I thank the honourable member for her
question. On many occasions I have spoken of the
value to the broader community of sport and recreation
and physical activity. That is why I recently announced
grants totalling $247 448 to nine projects through the
Access for All Abilities Initiative Fund, known also as
AAA. These projects focus on developing innovative
planning delivery and evaluation models that can be
readily adapted at a local level by community
organisations delivering Access or sport and recreation
programs and opportunities.
I would like to highlight some examples of those
programs. Canoeing for All Abilities, which is
undertaken by Canoeing Victoria, will create
opportunities for people with disabilities to participate
in canoeing by linking AAA regional providers,
Canoeing Victoria and its affiliated clubs and disability
service providers. Another initiative is Moreland City
Council’s inclusive teenage holiday program. This
project will enable the council to develop a service
enhancement training and resource package that
documents its inclusive teenage holiday program
model. The intent is for those with similar programs to
use the package to enhance their services so that they
are more inclusive of people with disabilities.
The Indigo Shire Council’s program Can You Hear
Me, I Want to Swim will provide for deaf and
hearing-impaired children who want to participate in
swimming lessons. An interpretive video and manual
will be developed to cover differing levels of
swimming ability. The Victorian Soccer Federation has
introduced the Pathways to the World Games program.
Over two years the project will develop a planning
model that promotes the way in which partnerships
between the Victorian Soccer Federation, AAA
providers, local government authorities and special
schools and local clubs can increase participation for
people with a disability. The training package
developed will be transferable to other sports.
As the house can see, the Bracks government continues
to promote opportunities for people with disabilities to
take part in local activities and to build on the many
achievements of the AAA program in communities
across the states.
I want to reinforce the fact that these initiatives show
that this is a government that acts; it is inclusive; it is
growing the whole of the state. It also reinforces the
way in which this government believes sport can assist
in growing the talents of many communities and
investing in those communities.
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MCG: redevelopment
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I move:
That the Council take note of the answers given by the
Minister for Sport and Recreation to questions without notice
asked by the Honourable I. J. Cover and the
Honourable R. M. Hallam relating to the Melbourne Cricket
Ground redevelopment project and funding for the project.

I found today’s answers by the minister to be absolutely
extraordinary. This minister is known for his
filibustering. He is known for raving on about all sorts
of issues and the credentials of the government in
delivering projects and so forth. We heard him again
today, yet we heard it in answer to questions that were
quite specific, questions that actually sought
information on site agreements and the minister’s
position on federal government funding. But again he
refused to indicate to this house what the real position
facing this government is in delivering the Melbourne
Cricket Ground (MCG) project.
The fact is that this minister, while he claims that the
government is delivering the project, is unable to even
deliver a site agreement for it. This project is in strife
and despite the fact that demolition has started, the
project is without a site agreement between the union
movement and the principal contractor for the
development, Grocon Pty Ltd. They are at loggerheads
over the conditions that will comprise that site
agreement. Despite the minister telling us in the last
sitting of the Parliament that a site agreement had been
organised and that the government had arrived at a
position that would enable it to confidently carry
forward this project, the fact is that six months later a
site agreement is still not in place for the Melbourne
Cricket Ground development.
We are looking at a situation where the government
turned down federal government funding of $90 million
for the MCG project on the basis that it was not
prepared to accept the law of the land, the industrial
relations conditions that are set out in federal law to
cover these projects. It is clear why we need those laws
when you look at the results of the Cole Royal
Commission into the Building and Construction
Industry to this point. The union movement involved in
this project under Martin Kingham, the state secretary
of the Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy
Union, is a key player in terms of the events that are
unfolding in that commission and the rorts in the
building industry.
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We need those national laws in place to make sure that
this project is delivered for the people of Victoria and
indeed also for the people of Australia and the
commonwealth. The Commonwealth Games needs to
go ahead without a hitch at this major, centrepiece
venue. The minister has indicated that he recognises the
importance of the MCG as a centrepiece venue for the
Commonwealth Games and reckons that he will bring it
in on time and on budget. And yet with those sorts of
assertions to the house he has not even nailed down a
site agreement. The minister claims that the federal
government and the federal Minister for Employment
and Workplace Relations have sabotaged the project. In
fact he has indicated that the federal government has
not continued to make available the $90 million to build
the project.
Today the Honourable Roger Hallam brought to this
house the revelation — which I might say is no
revelation to the opposition, but is perhaps to the
government and the minister — that the money is still
available for the project. The state government has done
the state no service. It has done the Commonwealth
Games project no service. The people of Victoria have
been let down by the government not being prepared to
take up those federal funds. How many schools could
we have built? How many improvements could have
been made to hospitals? The government could have
built the Eastern Freeway tunnel, which is in my patch,
with the same $90 million which has now been wasted
because it refused to follow the law of the land and
abide by federal laws relating to site agreements and
industrial relations. Those are proper laws: laws that
ought to be in place in this state.
Certainly in terms of this project the state government is
going it alone, taking its own action, refusing to follow
those laws. It says, ‘No, we can hammer out our own
site agreement. We will be able to proceed with this
project and bring it in on time and on budget’. There is
certainly no evidence of that, particularly as Martin
Kingham suggested in the Herald Sun and the Age of
2 October when this matter was last covered that we
can look forward to further industrial relations action on
this project because there is no site agreement in place
and Grocon and the union are miles apart in terms of
that agreement.
This minister ought to shape up and look at the federal
money and bring the union to — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. G. B. Ashman) — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.
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Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — The minister’s
responses to the questions relating to the funding for the
Melbourne Cricket Ground (MCG) have simply
thickened the plot and there are several issues that I
would like to canvass.
The first is the actual magic of the figures themselves.
Honourable members have been told that the federal
government offered $90 million for the project and it is
now understood that that offer has been knocked back.
But — and here is the magic — this minister, the
financial guru at the table, is now telling us that that
$90 million can be replaced by $77 million. This comes
from a government that craves financial responsibility
and yet again resorts to hocus-pocus. We are back to
the bad old days of the Cain and Kirner governments
which simply made it up as they went along.
I put it to the government that on the standard of the
financial wizardry demonstrated here today, if it is
worried about the difference between $77 million and
$90 million, why does it not apply for the $90 million
and slip the $13 million into the kitty? It could actually
get a bonus in the process, but it has knocked the
money back.
Then there are other circumstances surrounding the
announcement which are also a bit of wizardry: they
were pulled out of the hat. The house had not even
debated the current budget when the government
announced that a further $77 million found from
somewhere could go to this project. The minister
allegedly responsible for the project could not even tell
us in which year the $77 million was to be found from
the public purse. Now we are told that half of it is going
to come from the next financial year and half from the
year following that. But my point is that the
announcement came after the $77 million was
announced. I think the government simply made that up
as well.
Then we go to the stupidity of the announcement itself:
the knock-back of the $90 million. I am pleased to have
on the record today the minister’s confirmation that the
knock-back relates to the conditions which we are told
attach to the $90 million. I want to refer to a letter
addressed by the Prime Minister to the Premier where
the condition which is causing so much heartburn is
spelt out. Apparently this is what is causing all the
kerfuffle. His letter states:
The commonwealth considers that the Office of the
Employment Advocate should have access to the project sites
to monitor compliance with and investigate any suspected
breaches of the Workplace Relations Act, the national code of
practice for the construction industry and associated industry
guidelines.
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I am told that those conditions are absolutely stock
standard and that in fact they already apply to a number
of projects across Australia. They have been
specifically applied to the project to see the rail network
extended from Alice Springs to Darwin.
My report is that that project is roaring ahead, which in
my view makes an absolute mockery of the minister’s
assertion to the house that the $90 million on the table,
on offer to the Victorian government, would somehow
scuttle the MCG project. The minister has not
addressed the real remaining question of why the
$90 million has been knocked back. We are at least
entitled to ask that.
We can conclude that here is another direct cost of the
Bracks government’s subservience to the union
movement. I think that is a fair assumption, and I would
like to have someone from the government ranks say
that that is not the case and explain why the conditions
attached to the $90 million are such an embarrassment.
I invite government members to have a go. I would
love to hear their response.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — That is bad enough, but I
reckon the circumstance has been compounded by the
minister’s untruthfulness in saying that the offer was
somehow withdrawn. In his letter to me he said that the
offer had been withdrawn, and he knew that was not the
case. I am not surprised that he is embarrassed by the
circumstance — he should be — but for him to say that
the offer was withdrawn is beneath his dignity. I
expected him to have some integrity and to advise the
house that the $90 million had been knocked back
rather than withdrawn.
I know that it is too much to expect that he should pick
up the $90 million, but I ask him on behalf of the
Victorian taxpayers to at least give us the truth of the
circumstances.
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — This
government is committed to the redevelopment of the
Melbourne Cricket Ground (MCG) and having it built
within budget and on time for the Commonwealth
Games in 2006.
The important facts are that the federal government
committed $90 million towards the project. The public
tender went out, and five months down the track the
federal government changed the guidelines and the
conditions. It wanted extra conditions put on its
commitment of $90 million. Five months down the
track and into the contract period the federal
government imposed new industrial relations
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conditions that were not part of the tender documents.
That is the embarrassment, and that is why this
government is committed to proceeding with the MCG
redevelopment and is committing funds towards it.
Had we succumbed to the federal government’s change
of conditions attaching to its initial commitment, the
MCG would not have been redeveloped and certainly
not in time for the Commonwealth Games in 2006, and
that would have been an embarrassment to this state.
The former federal minister for sport, Jackie Kelly,
indicated that the federal government had committed
$90 million to the MCG northern stand redevelopment.
The federal government changed its mind and added
fresh and unusual conditions to its $90 million
commitment, which severely embarrassed this state. It
has no excuse for doing such a thing.
The tender for the MCG project was issued on
19 October 2001, almost five months prior to the
federal government advising that it required the
implementation guidelines to be incorporated into the
project delivery. Tenders closed on 19 December 2001,
with two tenderers being advised on 20 January this
year that they had been short-listed for the project. The
tender document issued, therefore, contained the
standard industry requirement that the tenderers
confirm their adoption of the Victorian building and
construction industry code of conduct. There are no
surprises or hidden agendas here. We are accountable,
transparent and open.
Without the $90 million promised by the Howard
federal government the Melbourne Cricket Club would
have been forced to sell naming rights, reduce public
seating or drop its plans to rebuild the Ponsford Stand
to fund this very important redevelopment for the
Commonwealth Games.
The federal minister, Mr Tony Abbott — who tried to
sabotage this project that is critical for all Victorians
and for the very important Commonwealth Games in
2006 with last-minute funding conditions and strings
attached to the carrot — would have turned the people’s
ground, the MCG, into an industrial relations
battleground. That is the truth of the matter, which the
opposition in this chamber does not want to face and
accept.
I congratulate the minister and this government on its
commitment to ensuring that the MCG is redeveloped
in line with our government policy and commitment to
the people of Victoria and that it is completed for the
2006 Commonwealth Games, on time and on budget.
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Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I join
this motion to take note of the extraordinary answers
this morning of the Minister for Sport and Recreation.
The minister engaged in verbal gymnastics and in more
of his filibustering in an attempt to hide the absolutely
obvious fact that this government and this minister are
totally beholden to the trade union movement and the
asphyxiating hold it has over Victorian building sites.
That asphyxiating hold enables unions to perpetuate a
series of illegal actions. Today we have seen one more
attempt by this minister and this government to rewrite
history and to give the public of Victoria the
government spin rather than the facts.
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our schools. Instead, it has had to commit this money in
some veiled attempt to buy industrial peace.
That is what it has attempted to do with this money, and
it has also slugged members of the Melbourne Cricket
Club an additional $17 million. Mr Hallam earlier said
the maths does not add up: that $90 million does not go
into $77 million. In fact the $90 million has really
become $94 million — that is, $77 million from the
Victorian taxpayers and $17 million additional slug on
members of the MCC. We could leave that debate to
another day.
The issue is clear. The government sought to buy
industrial peace. Did it buy it? No! The project
commenced without a site agreement. We had the
spectre of Martin Kingham, secretary of the CFMEU
quoted in the Age of 1 October as having said:

The facts are that the commonwealth government gave
$90 million to the redevelopment of the Melbourne
Cricket Ground (MCG) — $90 million given with the
simple condition that the laws of our land would apply
to that project. I repeat, the laws of our land. I get here
today and hear comments from the minister and from
Ms Hadden suggesting that somehow tender
documentation could overcome the operation of the
laws of the land.

The pressure is on the builder to complete the project
on time.

Unfortunately they do not. Our laws should apply
equally across Australia. It is even more verbal
gymnastics when the government tries to suggest that
the industrial relations laws of our land should not
apply to the MCG project, yet at the very same time it
has a bill before the house — the Federal Awards
(Uniform System) Bill — that purports to hand further
powers over to the commonwealth government in
relation to industrial relations. This government is
engaging in spin again —

On 26 June the Premier announced that Grocon was the
redeveloper and announced there was a memorandum
of understanding between unions, the builder and the
government. I would have thought that memorandum
of understanding placed pressure on all parties
including the trade union movement but the trade union
movement in this state, with the protection of its mates
in the government, believes it is above the law. Forget
Mr Bracks’s memorandum of understanding that he
trumpeted on 26 June!

Hon. R. M. Hallam — Sophistry.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — Mr Hallam says
‘sophistry’ — to protect its mates in the trade union
movement. The government gave away $90 million of
federal money because it was not prepared to sit back
and see its mates in the trade union movement — in the
Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union
(CFMEU), the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union,
and the Electrical Trades Union subject to the law of
the land.
It did not want to see the Office of the Employment
Advocate, the independent umpire of industrial
relations in this nation, be the supervisory body over
work conducted at the MCG. This government has
slugged the Victorian taxpayer $77 million that could
rightly, as other honourable members have pointed out,
have been applied to other important projects — to the
building of roads, to the solving of the health crisis in
our hospitals, to the solving of the maintenance crisis in

Time is on our side. The beauty about this project is the
pressure is on them, not us.

Martin Kingham does not care. He does not believe the
memorandum of understanding places any pressure on
him — it places all the pressure on the builder. It is easy
for the government in 2002 to get up in this place and
say the project will be completed on time and on
budget; that is all care and no responsibility. The fact is
it has ceded control of the project to the trade union
movement. It is going to be led by the nose and the
people of Victoria will be those who suffer.
Motion agreed to.

Marine parks: enforcement officers
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — I move:
That the Council take note of the answer given by the
Minister for Energy and Resources to a question without
notice asked by the Honourable C. A. Furletti relating to
fisheries enforcement officers in marine national parks.

I refer to the answers given by the minister — or
perhaps I should say the failure of the minister to
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answer the questions — and in particular to her failure
and almost her refusal to commit to honour promises
that were made by the government as part of its
introduction of the marine parks regime. From the tenor
of the minister’s answers, Victorians can safely assume
that they have been let down by this government in
terms of the government’s very clear and unequivocal
commitment at the time of debate on the marine parks
legislation to increase and enhance enforcement of
fisheries and marine parks.
I was seeking to elicit from the minister answers with
respect to the allocation of new enforcement officers, in
particular at the Yarram office because it is that office
that appears to me to be quite deprived in terms of the
new Victorian marine parks fisheries officer
placements. I put the questions specifically to the
minister on the basis that the table that I have seen
indicates that Yarram office is deprived of staff and that
it will find it very difficult to operate. There is no logic
to the allocation of new enforcement officers
throughout the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment and in looking at the allocation across the
dozen or so offices, it is hard to believe that particularly
the enforcement staff at the Yarram office can do their
job adequately and fully because of their understaffed
position.
The position simply is that there were originally four
staff at Yarram. For various reasons the number was
reduced to two and now we have the allocation of one
extra staff, making a total of three officers, which is still
below what would normally be deemed to be required
management for the fishery before marine parks were
introduced and before the imposition of the additional
responsibility of policing and patrolling the marine
parks.
I am told on good authority that at least two officers,
and preferably three officers, are required to man each
patrol boat. If you have an office with three officers,
you can assume that one is either at court, on leave or
on holidays or whatever and the likelihood is that there
will be no patrols. Indeed, my advice is that the
fishermen at Corner Inlet have not seen an enforcement
officer ever. The reason for that is that while we have,
for example, Warrnambool which is receiving two
additional officers and an investigator, resulting in each
officer having responsibility for 4 hectares, in Yarram
each of the three marine park fisheries officers will
have responsibility for 6616 hectares — the difference
between 4 and 6616 makes quite clear the task that the
officers at Yarram will have to fulfil. It will be a task, as
I indicated, which will be difficult for them. We need to
feel sympathy for them.
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There are three new marine parks being declared in the
Corner Inlet area. Of course we have the marine park
within Corner Inlet — and I again congratulate the
commercial fishers at Corner Inlet for the way in which
they were able to compromise and reach an agreement
with the government for a successful win–win outcome
in that area. In that area is also the Wilsons Promontory
Marine Park and the marine park at Seaspray. They are
three very large areas that will require considerable
patrolling. It is also historically known as one of the
largest abalone poaching areas in Victoria, which of
itself requires far greater and more intense policing.
The government cannot afford to let down so blatantly
those Victorians who supported its initiative and
accepted its word about enforcement through its
reduction of resources and, in particular, in those areas
where it received considerable support and compromise
to achieve its commitment. Enforcement was the major
part of its policy and it needs to be implemented.
Hon. G. D. ROMANES (Melbourne) — I assure
honourable members that the Bracks Labor government
and the Minister for Energy and Resources are meeting
the commitment of the government to provide effective
and extensive fisheries enforcement in the state. The
government is committed to that because the Victorian
commercial fisheries are an important part of the
economy of this state and worth approximately
$80 million to $100 million in landed value to
commercial harvesters.
The Bracks government is committed to ensuring that
our marine resources are protected from illegal
exploitation through putting in place effective
compliance and enforcement arrangements. I assure the
house that the government is honouring the promises it
has made that were part of the marine national parks
package.
That commitment was to further build and strengthen
enforcement in this state through an additional package
of $14.3 million over four years and $3.4 million each
year after that. This is a huge boost to the resources for
enforcement in this state. In fact these extra funds and
this boost in resources will deliver 21 new regional
field-based fisheries officers, the appointment of three
strategically located regional investigation offices to
plan coordinated, major intelligence-based enforcement
operations and the expansion of the special
investigations group to include four additional
intelligence analysis investigators to concentrate on
illegal abalone activities.
Hon. G. R. Craige interjected.
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Hon. G. D. ROMANES — These 28 additional
officers, who will be engaged in enforcement
compliance activities, will provide added value to the
resourcing already in that area and, as we know, the
deployment of these 28 extra staff by the Department of
Natural Resources and Environment will be made
according to their assessment and judgment regarding
the maximum effectiveness in achieving the
enforcement strategy of the government. The desired
locations for achieving that will be the result of
decisions made and priorities set by DNRE.

Minister for Sport and Recreation — who indicated he
would see what he could do to have the matters
answered today. I have had no answers.

The Bracks Labor government is committed to
delivering on increased enforcement to protect our
fisheries, with our allocations of resource staff to make
sure it happens and to maximise the potential. We are
also facing decisions about the resource allocations
relating to fish stocks themselves. The minister has
recently announced the beginning of a consultation
process on the creation of fisheries reserves at Lake
Tyers, Mallacoota Inlet and Andersons Inlet. The
government has announced its intention to consult
widely with the community on this proposal and to
make sure that if the community shows support for the
government’s intention, as the minister has indicated,
fair compensation will be offered to affected
commercial licence-holders.

Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — I will speak to the responsible ministers
and raise the fact that these questions are outstanding. I
will have them presented to the house as soon as
possible.

The intention behind this proposal is to secure
opportunities for recreational anglers and to make sure
that those difficult issues of resource allocation are
tackled, in particular in Gippsland. The Bracks
government recognises that recreational fishing is not
only a great activity enjoyed by many Victorians, but
also plays a substantial role in the economic life of our
state. For instance, it is estimated that in Gippsland
alone about 50 000 people are regular recreational
anglers, and the industry is worth $150 million to the
local economy in Gippsland alone.
The PRESIDENT — Time!
Motion agreed to.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — I have answers to the following questions
on notice: 2873, 2875, 2876.
Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) — I wish to
raise with the minister four questions I submitted some
time ago, back in June — 3103, 3105, 3113 and 3125. I
wrote to the responsible minister yesterday — the

Hon. M. M. Gould — I was able to follow up some
of them, but I am not sure which minister those are for.
Are they for him personally or for referral?
Hon. N. B. LUCAS — The Minister for Local
Government has 3101 and 3105, and 3113 and 3125 are
for the Minister for Planning.

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I have
written to the Leader of the Government in relation to a
whole series of questions which I have on notice. The
time has expired. Some of them are to her in her
personal capacity and some are to her in her capacity as
representing ministers in the other place. But the
question also relates to all the other ministers in this
house and those questions have remained unanswered
for quite a considerable period of time. I was
wondering whether the minister could indicate when
the answers would be provided.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It would help if you
could be specific at least with some of the numbers. Do
you have a copy of the letter you wrote to the minister?
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — I do not have a
copy with me but I have a copy electronically. I could
send it to the minister.
The PRESIDENT — If the honourable member
could provide that to the minister later today, she has
made the point that she will respond.
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — I would appreciate that from the
honourable member. I will chase those up with the
respective ministers. There is one specifically to me,
but to my recollection I have done all mine, so I will
just double-check that for him and let him know.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I have
been waiting for news on three questions on notice
from April last sitting which is certainly not good
enough. They are 2867, 2874 and 2879.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Could I just confirm
the date; was it April this year?
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Hon. E. G. STONEY — April this year. It was
during the last sitting.

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION SERVICES
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Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — I think these are the answers to questions
that the honourable member raised yesterday. I have
endeavoured to get three of them. I understand a couple
more missed the time line required for processing
today. There should be a couple of those answers
tomorrow.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I
move:

Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — It is
just not good enough. I have raised it three times during
this sitting and probably five or six times in the autumn
sittings. It is a flagrant breach of parliamentary rules.
The PRESIDENT — Order! There are
opportunities available to the honourable member
through the procedures of the house. We cannot really
take it further at this stage.
The Honourable Graeme Stoney has written to me
seeking my ruling in relation to a number of answers to
questions on notice relating to Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd.
In my opinion part (iii) of the following questions have
not been answered in relation to the period between
October 1999 and June 2001: questions nos 2844,
2847, 2848, 2849, 2850, 2851, 2852, 2853, 2855, 2856,
2858, 2859, 2860, 2861, 2862, 2865, 2866, 2869, 2870,
2871, 2872, 2877, 2878 and 2880. I direct that that part
of those questions be reinstated on the notice paper.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Sessional orders
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — By leave, I move:
That so much of the sessional orders be suspended as would
prevent new business being taken after 9.00 p.m. during the
sitting of the Council this day.

Motion agreed to.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Statutory Rule under the Fair Trading Act 1999 — No. 95.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Minister’s exemption
certificate under section 9(6) in respect of Statutory Rule
No. 95.

That this house:
(a) censures the Honourable M. M. Gould, Minister for
Education Services, and the Honourable B. J. Pike,
Minister for Housing, for acting improperly in that they
were knowingly involved in the fabrication of a priority
housing application on behalf of a family who did not
meet Department of Human Services eligibility criteria
and acted in concert with others to cover up their
improper conduct; and
(b) instructs the Department of Human Services to lodge all
documents, correspondence, file notes, emails and
records relating to priority application no. 350921, and
all documents, correspondence, file notes, emails and
records relating to other dealings this family has had
with Human Services on housing issues since 1998, with
the President by 4.00 p.m. on Thursday, 17 October
2002, for inspection by the Leader of the Government or
her nominee, the Leader of the Opposition and the
Leader of the National Party or his nominee.

There is no more serious allegation that can be brought
to this place than that ministers have abused their
parliamentary duties. There is no more serious
allegation that can be made that they made — —
Hon. M. M. Gould interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Thank you; the
minister will get her opportunity.
There can be no more serious allegation than that they
conspired with others to cover up inappropriate
behaviour; and there can be no more serious allegation
that as part of that cover-up documents have been
destroyed. I put at the outset that this is a story — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I am being invited to
provide evidence. Let me say at the outset in relation to
this matter that I have before me 11 documents from
the Department of Human Services and I will deal with
them one by one and in detail. I need to say at the outset
that I do not know the reason that this took place. I have
no intention today of dragging the family in question
through the mire, and I intend the whole way through
this contribution to refer to them as the client. As I will
be reading many documents I ask Hansard that if I do
mention the name, just to use the word ‘the client’. I do
not wish this family to be put in any more difficult a
position than they have been by the actions of the
ministers and various public servants. The accusation,
of course, is one of improper behaviour by fabrication
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and cover-up. Let me give a brief summary of the
events that have occurred.

the file and recommending that documents be removed
from the file.

The documents that I will go through will reveal that
the Minister for Housing had intimate knowledge of
this activity and actively participated in and directed
others to falsify the client family’s application during
December 1999 and January 2000. The documents will
also reveal the activities of the current Minister for
Education Services and her staff in applying undue
pressure on Office of Housing workers and the housing
minister’s office to find public housing for the client
family because the Honourable Monica Gould had
promised the family public housing despite their
ineligibility. Let me make the point that the Honourable
Monica Gould was the shadow Minister for Housing
from February to October 1999, and these events took
place in December 1999, January, February and March
2000.

Finally, I have documents that will demonstrate by
letter dated 3 March 2000 from Metrowest Housing
Services that approval was sought to backdate the client
family’s application to 29 December, before the
family’s application was submitted or approved — so
we have a case of backdating as well.

The documents will demonstrate that following a
directive from the Minister for Housing that this family
be interviewed, the department found them ineligible
for public housing for four reasons: they were already
living in secure private rental accommodation not
served with an eviction notice; the combined income of
the family exceeded the income limit for priority
housing status; the family owed outstanding rent, bond
and maintenance debts of over $4000; and the family
did not supply adequate financial and medical
documentation to back up its application.
The documents will also demonstrate that the family
were housed on 29 December 1999, even though they
had not properly completed applications, nor provided
adequate documentation to the Office of Housing. The
documents will also show that with the knowledge and
direction of both the Minister for Housing and the
Minister for Education Services, Office of Housing
staff detailed a process of normalising — in other
words, falsifying — the application by ignoring the
eldest son’s salary, thereby lowering the family’s
combined income and making them fall within the
limits for public housing.
The falsification went to the extent that as it was
intended that the eldest son of the family would reside
with them, a scheme was concocted to classify the
client as a carer for her husband, which would entitle
the family to a larger home capable of accommodating
the ineligible elder son, and we know he lived in the
house. File notes and emails which I have from Office
of Housing employees reveal this fraud and show both
ministers and their officers were aware of it. I also
have, as I will demonstrate, a memo between Office of
Housing staff identifying incriminating documents in

Let me go through the Shakespearean cast involved in
this issue. We have two ministers: the Minister for
Housing and the former Minister for Industrial
Relations, now the Minister for Education Services. We
have documents — correspondence and file notes —
that detail the role played by Catherine Dundon, then
and currently, I understand, an electorate officer for the
Minister for Education Services. We have Marisa
Koufos, a staffer — an adviser to the Minister for
Housing. Then we have senior bureaucrats in the Office
of Housing, including Carmel Collins, who was the
assistant director at the time. I have here a copy of
page 171 of the government directory for 2000–01. It
shows that the director of the Office of Housing was
Howard Ronaldson and then under that it has ‘Public
Housing (including Asset Management and Planning)’
and ‘Assistant Director: Ms Carmel Collins (Acting)’.
This scandal starts with the ministers and then it goes to
the most senior bureaucrat in the Office of Housing
dealing with public housing. Not only does it include
Carmel Collins but it then goes further down the line. It
includes Brenda Boland, who was the direct care
manager of the Department of Human Services
Western Metropolitan Region. It includes Paul
Acreman, who was the housing services manager at the
Footscray regional office. So we have headquarters,
then we have the regional office and then we have the
Sunshine office. In the Sunshine office was Lyn Linton,
the acting housing services manager, and Steve
Raschilla, who was the team leader there. This is the
cast that primarily makes up this saga.
Let me turn to the first document. I point out that these
documents have obviously been photocopied — you
can tell by the black mark across the left-hand edge that
they have folded over and photocopied. The first is a
document dated 1 December 1999 from Steve
Raschilla, who as I mentioned was a team leader in the
Office of Housing in Sunshine, written to his superior,
Lynette Linton. It refers to the client family and their
number and says:
As arranged [the client] attended office today with Cathy
Dundon [Minister Gould’s staffer] … as advocate.
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‘As arranged’ — one speculates who arranged it and
under what instruction. The second paragraph reads:
Both [the client] and Cathy Dundon believed that [the client]
should have been housed by now as [the client] had been on
the waiting list since 1992. Cathy requested that special
consideration should be given to [the client]’s situation, and
housing offered as soon as possible.

The memo goes on:
I explained the department’s policy — —

And this policy is well known to honourable members.
It is detailed in chapter and verse in the document I
have here. The memo states:
I explained the department’s policy and procedures on early
allocation and advised them to lodge a priority allocation if
they felt that [the client] met the criteria. I further explained
the rent market test criteria and policy regarding repayment of
outstanding arrears and bonds.
[The client] had a priority application with her with some
medical letters, but the rent market test section had not been
completed nor the entire household included. I advised that if
she wished to proceed with priority application then all
sections need to be completed with all the relevant
information and also worked out the maximum rent payable
section.

It does not say ‘Dundon’ but that is who it was:
Cathy [Dundon] advised that she would assist the family to
apply for five private properties and return priority application
with supporting documents after requirement for the rent
market test was completed. (i.e. Must apply for at least five
properties with three different agents over a minimum of
14 days.)
[The client] stated that [her] current accommodation is not
suitable as landlord will not carry out repairs and [the client]
is afraid to push the issue as she fears being evicted.
Apparently this occurred in a previous tenancy hence her
reluctance to approach the landlord for repairs.

The point about this is that as of 1 December this
family was housed in private housing accommodation.
He goes on in his memo:
I advised her of her rights under VCAT but she was still
reluctant to follow this course of action.
I advised that after the application was lodged it would be
assessed [by a housing services officer] and then the panel if
applicable and outcome would be sent by letter.
Also advised of rights of appeal if priority is unsuccessful.

So on 1 December an interview took place with the
client family and the minister’s electorate officer — we
do not know on whose instruction. What we do know is
that it is very rare in the housing department for
interviews of this nature to take place. Applications are
lodged with housing services officers, they are assessed
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by housing services officers and subsequently may go
to team leaders. They do not start with team leaders.
The second document I refer to is a file note written by
Paul Acreman, who, as I pointed out, is the housing
services manager at the Footscray regional office. The
file note covers the dates 21, 22 and 23 December
1999. The document starts:
I received a telephone call from Marisa Koufos (Minister
Pike’s ministerial office) at 5.30 p.m. in relation to [the
client]’s application for housing. Marisa [Minister Pike’s
adviser] advised that Monica Gould, MLC, had ‘promised’
priority house to [the client] and had rung Minister Pike to
advise her of this situation. Marisa also advised that Minister
Pike had agreed to follow through with Ms Gould’s promise
to [the client] and issued a directive that [the client] be housed
tomorrow (23/12). Marisa also advised that the allocation was
subject to [the client] agreeing to pay her rent via direct debit
and to recommence repaying her outstanding debt …

It then goes on:
We discussed the concerns about this process and the possible
potential fallout relating to this directive.

As appears in yesterday’s Daily Hansard the shadow
Minister for Housing asked a question of the Minister
for Housing. In her response which appears in
yesterday’s Daily Hansard the minister said:
Lots of people from both sides in the house make such
requests of me. The process is always the same: I listen to the
request, I forward the request to the Office of Housing, the
particular constituent is invited to lodge an application, the
matter is assessed, and then the department determines
whether the person is eligible or not and the matter proceeds
from there.

She finishes her response to the shadow minister
saying:
This is the exact process we went through with the particular
request from the minister’s office that the member refers to.

I invite honourable members throughout my
contribution today to contrast the answer given in the
Assembly yesterday with the facts from the Office of
Housing documents I have. In particular, I ask
honourable members to consider whether it is usual
process for a ministerial adviser to ring a regional
housing services manager to issue directives from the
minister.
I make the comment at this stage that this memo in its
first paragraph notes that the bureaucrat in question was
concerned about the process and concerned about the
potential fallout. That, of course, leads to a sequence of
events of fabrication, falsifying the application and,
later, of cover-up. What Mr Acreman said in the memo
is:
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I advised Marisa I would call into the Sunshine office in the
morning and make the necessary arrangements. Marisa —

that is the housing minister’s officer —
asked if she could be advised of the outcome of these
arrangements and for Ms Catherine Dundon (Monica Gould’s
electorate officer) to also be advised.

This public servant was so concerned about the
directive he had received from the minister’s adviser
that he finishes this file note by saying:
I rang Brenda Boland, direct care manager, Western
Metropolitan Region, and advised her of the directive I had
received.

So now we have a directive received from the minister
via her ministerial officer going to the housing services
manager in Footscray region and him advising his
superior, the direct care manager. We also know that
the team leader had previously, on 1 December, been
approached by the minister’s electorate officer to meet
with this particular family.
Mr Acreman continues in his file note of the next day,
22 December 1999, to say:
I called into the Sunshine housing office at 8.30 a.m. and
arranged for [the client] to be offered a new four-bedroom
property at … St Albans as, according to application, this was
in an area of her choice and met the requirements of the
number and age of proposed residents.

He goes on to say:
Steve Raschilla, team leader, would contact Ms Dundon —

the Honourable Monica Gould’s officer —
to make the offer and the necessary arrangements to sign up.

So the directive was being followed through
immediately. The file note then says:
Steve rang me at 10.30 a.m. to advise that [the client], through
Ms Dundon, had advised that they were not eligible for
four-bedroom accommodation because —

a daughter —
would not be living with the family and —

a son —
would probably not be living with them at all.

It goes on:
Steve also advised that [the client] wanted to remain in the
Sunshine area —

for family reasons —
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Steve advised that he would pass the message on to me and
provided advice that he could not tell then when a suitable
property would become available in the Sunshine area.
Ms Dundon advised Steve that that would be okay as they
still had a bit of time left as [the client] had not received any
advice they were to be evicted from the current address
although they believed that would happen …

I make the point again that to be eligible in this sort of
way these people should not have been living in
housing that was obviously private housing, and
Ms Dundon at that time acknowledged this point.
Mr Acreman then says in the memo:
I spoke to Carmel Collins —

I have just pointed out to the chamber that Carmel
Collins was, of course, the second most senior officer in
the whole department —
acting assistant director, housing, about the matter and we
discussed the potential difficulties surrounding an allocation
of a property without the appropriate application and
documentation.

So now we have another public servant concerned
about this issue. It goes on:
We both felt it necessary to try to get the process as
normalised as possible —

so they set out on a process to normalise — fabricate,
cover up — this application, to hide what is
happening —
and discussed the potential involvement of the Tenants Union
of Victoria (TUV) to assist in filling in the priority housing
application form and undertaking the private rent market test.

The memo goes on:
I agreed to contact the TUV to see if they were able to assist. I
also agreed to ring Catherine Dundon — —

Hon. T. C. Theophanous — On a point of order,
Mr President, as you say, I was not in the house when
the honourable member indicated — —
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Were you under a rock?
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Are you going to listen
or are you going to be your normal rude self?
I was not in the chamber when the honourable member
identified the document that he is reading from. I
understand it is a memo that has come into his
possession, a departmental memo of some sort.
Because he is not just making a quote from the memo
but reading extensively from it I ask whether he should
table the document or make it available to other
honourable members so that we can check the accuracy
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of his quotations and his interpretations — which he
has frequently made — of what is in that memo.
We are in the disadvantaged position of not having
access to that memo. I ask that you ask him to make it
available forthwith to members of the chamber so that
they can check the veracity of the claims made by the
honourable member.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The honourable
member is in the process of making his speech and it is
reasonable that at the end of his dissertation the
documentation be made available to the other side if he
is quoting public documents. However — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Is he going to do it or
not?
The PRESIDENT — Hang on! That is the way the
house normally operates.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Is he going to do it or
not?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I am not going to do
that.
The PRESIDENT — Pardon? You are not going to
do that?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — On the point of order,
Mr President, part (b) of the motion instructs the
Department of Human Services to lodge all these
documents with the President.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You have already got
them.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — So what!
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The first point I make
is that there has never been a requirement in the house
that an honourable member table documents to which
he refers. There have been varying practices as to
whether the honourable member concerned makes
available to the house documents they are relying on.
The general practice of the house is that if an
honourable member identifies the document and quotes
directly from it that is one thing; however, if the
honourable member is interpolating — in other words,
splitting up the reading part and then giving an
interpretation and then going back to the document — it
then makes it hard for members of the house to follow
what is going on.
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As I understand it, the structure of the motion, by
making the documents available through the President,
is designed to protect the privacy of the family
concerned, and that is why a very controlled — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am trying to work
through the issues for the house. The structure of this
motion is different from the usual sort of motion we
have because the second part is designed to protect the
privacy, if you like, of the family concerned. The
honourable member has been very careful to refer to
‘the client’.
In the book of rules — the chamber guide — which has
been in operation for a long period, the section
regarding quotations and the reading of speeches states:
Limited quotations are permitted to support a point, but they
must be authoritative and the authority and reference must be
given.

I say to the honourable member that if he quotes from a
document from now on I ask him to clearly identify it,
and he has been doing that, and to give us so much of
the document as he intends to rely on — in other words,
not to go halfway through it and then give his own
interpretation. Generally within those parameters it has
been left to the individual member as to what they
make available to others.
If the motion is carried, then the full documentation
would be available by means of the second part of the
motion, which is an instruction to the department to
produce the files.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I should like to make
two comments in relation to this. When I first drafted
this motion I was going to move a motion that required
these documents to be tabled in the Parliament, but
what I did not want to do was to make the private files
of a client available to the world at large, so I arrived at
a system whereby the documents would be made
available through this mechanism.
I stand by that decision. So far as I am concerned this
motion is about the inappropriate behaviour of two
ministers and various public servants acting under their
direction who fabricated, falsified and covered up. This
is not about the family itself. I will continue to quote the
documents. Mr President, following on your
instruction — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — On a point of order,
Mr President, I am becoming very concerned at the
process that is being adopted, and I ask you,
Mr President, to consider the issues very carefully. I am
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getting increasingly nervous and concerned for the
following reasons — —
Hon. G. R. Craige interjected.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You might want to
treat it as a joke, but this motion calls for an
unprecedented step to be taken by this house. In my
recollection this house has never called for documents
directly other than by going through freedom of
information requests. The reason we have FOI requests
is precisely to protect these sorts of individuals. That is
what they are there for. The FOI legislation — —
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — You’re just trying to
protect crook behaviour.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — No, I am not trying to
protect the public from your outrageous behaviour
today. I make the following points. Firstly, we have a
motion which has this unprecedented step of calling for
documents that would normally go through an FOI
process, with all of the considered checks and balances
in the FOI legislation which this house has considered
and passed in the past. This is circumventing all of that.
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occasions to produce documents by order of the
Legislative Council of New South Wales. That power
was tested all the way to the High Court, and the ability
of the Council to make such an order and have it
enforced was backed up by the High Court of Australia
and by other courts on the way.
Although it is not a usual practice in this house — I
certainly cannot recall it other than in the case of
questions — certainly in the Australian jurisdiction it is
quite common. I do not uphold the point of order.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Thank you,
Mr President. Let me just make some other points
before I go on with the sequence. I have in my hand an
action memo with the logo of the Department of
Human Services in the corner. It is a memo dated
19 January 2000 to Carmel Collins, the assistant
director, from Paul Acreman. It reads:
Carmel,
Please find attached the copy of [the client]’s file as discussed
with some yellow ‘stickies’ where I believe some
things/pages may have to be removed.
For your consideration.

The second thing is that the Leader of the Opposition
has indicated several times now that the documents he
is quoting from are the very same documents he seeks
to have the house get from the department in order to
make them available to you, Mr President. That is what
the honourable member said before. If the documents
are being requested by the Leader of the Opposition
simply to justify his reading out sections of them in this
house, the whole process is a complete sham. Not only
is he using the house, Mr President, he is using your
good name as well in relation to that. I believe the
documents he is quoting from are the very same
documents, and I want an assurance that they are not.

There is a signature on the bottom.

The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank the honourable
member for his observations. It is not an unusual thing
for a house of Parliament in Australia to require
production of documents. This house did it in relation
to requiring the government to produce answers to
questions on notice which had not be answered. It was
an order of this house to produce documents.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Thank you,
Mr President. Following your instruction, I now
propose to read in its entirety the remaining part of
Mr Acreman’s memo. It says — —

Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Hang on. Let’s go a
bit further. The Senate makes orders for the production
of documents on a regular basis. The New South Wales
upper house does so. I have previously mentioned the
Egan case, Mr Egan being the government leader in the
upper house in New South Wales and being the
Treasurer. He has been required on a number of

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I will tell you why I
want the documents. I want to see what documents you
destroyed. Right? That is what the document says.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house will get a
lot further in this debate if the honourable member is
able to be heard and we then listen to the response from
the minister and others in a way that the house can hear.

The PRESIDENT — Order! Can you give us the
date again?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — It is dated
22 December 1999. It is a file note!
I spoke to Carmel Collins, A/Assistant Director, Housing
about the matter. We discussed the potential difficulties
surrounding an allocation of a property without the
appropriate application and documentation. We both felt it
necessary to try to get the process as normalised as possible
and discussed the potential involvement of the Tenants Union
of Victoria (TUV) to assist in filling in the priority housing
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application form and undertaking the private rent market test.
I agreed to contact the TUV to see if they were able to assist. I
also agreed to ring Catherine Dundon to advise her of the
position and the requirement to normalise the process.
I rang Kala Smith at the TUV and she agreed to have the
client ring — —

Hon. T. C. Theophanous — On a point of order,
Mr President, the honourable member has indicated that
the document he is reading from is a file note — they
were his words. I draw your attention to the fact that
part (b) of the motion before the house seeks these
‘documents, including correspondence, file notes,
emails’. I believe this is one of the file notes that would
be made available under this motion to you — —
An Honourable Member — It would have to have
been destroyed!
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You have gone
completely insane. You have lost it!
The PRESIDENT — Order! I want to hear this
point of order from the honourable member so let us get
straight to the point.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — It was the former
government that destroyed documents; not this
government.
The PRESIDENT — Order! That is not a point of
order. Get on to it.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I believe this file note
is one of a number that are being requested as a result
of the motion in the house. I want to know how,
Mr President, you can reconcile the house asking for
documents which the honourable member is already
quoting from and is refusing to make available to the
house. I think the issues that are raised by this are a
question of propriety — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! I understand the point
you are making and the honourable member did make it
before. Part (b) of the motion calls for production of all
documents, correspondence, file notes, emails and
records. It is clear just from the size of the file of the
Leader of the Opposition that he has not got the full
files; he has some parts of the files. I see no
inconsistency at all between the use by the honourable
member of some of the file notes and the motion before
the house.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Thank you,
Mr President. The file notes continues:
I rang Kala Smith at the TUV and she agreed to have the
client ring her to receive advice and assistance.
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I rang Ms Dundon and left a message for her to ring me —
Ms Dundon rang back (she was on a mobile phone in a car
and appeared to be talking also to someone else in the car
whilst talking to me) and I attempted to discuss the issues
surrounding the [client’s] application which included
submitting a priority housing application and the possible
assistance of the TUV in this process. Ms Dundon did not
appear to understand or comprehend what I was saying and
eventually the mobile network call was disconnected. I tried
to ring Ms Dundon back and left a message on her answering
service at Monica Gould’s electorate office.
Steve Raschilla rang me at about 1.00 p.m. and advised he
had received a telephone call from Ms Dundon in which she
stated she had received a call from me and she wasn’t happy
as we were trying to renege on the deal/direction made by the
minister. I told Steve about my conversation with Ms Dundon
and that I was awaiting a return call from her.
I rang Carmel Collins — —

Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask the honourable
member to desist. If he has a point of order I will hear
it. I have heard three I think so far. But in relation to
this matter we do not allow haranguing of a speaker in
this house to stop them from speaking.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — It continues:
and advised her of the current situation. Carmel was going
into minister Pike’s office to bring them up to date with what
was happening.
23 December 1999
I received a call from Carmel Collins advising that
Ms Dundon had sent through a fax, regarding her discussion
with me yesterday, to the minister’s office and that
Ms Dundon had actually had a telephone discussion with
Minister Pike this morning. Carmel sent a copy of the fax to
me and we discussed the need for us to meet with
Ms Dundon. I agreed to ring Ms Dundon and arrange a
suitable time for this afternoon (4.00 p.m).
I rang Ms Dundon and discussed the matter briefly and
requested that Carmel and I meet with her at 4.00 p.m. to
discuss the matter further. Ms Dundon wanted to know why
as she believed that [the client] was going to take the property
at [address] St Albans, as offered by Minister Pike this
morning. I advised Ms Dundon that I wasn’t aware of this
offer and would check to see if the property was still available
and get back to her.
I rang and arranged for the Sunshine office to hold any new
offers on [address] St Albans and rang Carmel back with the
details of my discussion with Ms Dundon. Carmel said she
would speak with the minister and get back to me.
Carmel rang back and said that Minister Pike had just spoken
to Ms Dundon on the telephone and had ‘set her straight’
about the matter.
Carmel also advised that she had made an appointment for us
to see Ms Dundon at the electorate office at 3.00 p.m. this
afternoon.
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Carmel had also arranged, via Tony Newman, manager,
community housing, for a three-bedroom THM property to be
made available … (through Metrowest).
I arranged to meet with Brenda Boland at 1.00 p.m. and
brought her up to date with everything that had occurred.
Carmel and I met with Ms Dundon at 3.00 p.m. in Monica
Gould’s electorate office in Keilor (see meeting notes
23 December 1999).

I do not have the meeting notes for that meeting. Let
me make a few comments, now that I have finished
reading the document, about what I have just read into
Hansard. We have the most senior officer in charge of
public housing, Carmel Collins, picking up the housing
services manager from the Footscray regional office
and visiting Monica Gould’s office. We have the
minister on the phone to Monica Gould’s staff setting
her straight about the matter.
The PRESIDENT — Order! That minister on the
phone being?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Minister Pike on the
phone — it is what the memo says, Mr President. We
also have a new step, because no longer is priority
housing the issue, the issue is now switched to misuse
of Metrowest Housing Services, the transitional and
crisis housing service, to house a family that already
was living in rental accommodation.
This page also referred to a fax that Ms Dundon had
sent through. I have that fax. It is on the letterhead of
the minister, ‘Member of the Legislative Council,
Member for Doutta Galla’, addressed to Paul Acreman,
dated 23 December 1999:
re: Offer to [the client] of immediate accommodation
withdrawn

Again, following your instruction, Mr President, I will
read the facts:
Dear Sir,
I write in relation to your verbal advice of yesterday afternoon
when you informed me that the offer that was made to [the
client] for immediate accommodation is withdrawn.
An offer of a four-bedroom house in St Albans was made
yesterday morning with immediate occupancy available.

It should never have been made available, but it was.
The memo goes on:
However, [the client] could not move into the house as she is
not eligible for four-bedroom accommodation, rather the
family is restricted to a three-bedroom house.
I would appreciate your faxing this office before Christmas
Eve with the reasons for the withdrawal, as I will need to
explain to [the client] why the offer has been rescinded.

Wednesday, 16 October 2002
Yours faithfully,
Catherine Dundon
Electorate Officer
cc Minister Pike

The minister well in the loop!
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Absolutely! The
department, the housing minister’s office and the office
of the Minister for Education Services then set out to
fabricate this situation, and I have here further memos
which detail the extent to which this fabrication took
place.
The next document, addressed to Carmel Collins,
department of housing, also comes from Cathy
Dundon:
Carmel, this is just a note in case you are unable to return my
call today. I have spoken with [the client] and told her the
situation you mentioned at our meeting. That St Albans
four-bedroom house is still available and also a
three-bedroom THM house in Sunshine is also immediately
available.
[The client] has indicated that she will take the St Albans
four-bedroom house because of the permanency of housing
rather than Sunshine (although more convenient) which does
not afford her the stability of long-term housing as it is only a
lease for three months, and no commitment by the department
is available for the long term.

There is other information on this document which I do
not propose to read at the moment. A note from Carmel
Collins appears at the bottom of the page:
I rang Cathy Dundon at 4.50 p.m. (before I saw this fax). She
told me the outcome in para two. My response was that the
situation I had explained at our meeting was that the
four-bedroom property was still available as a three-month
THM arrangement or a three-bedroom property was available
in Sunshine, also on a three-month THM arrangement. In
other words, there is no offer of a long-term tenancy at either
property.

The next document is a letter dated 23 December 1999
from Carmel Collins, acting assistant director, housing
services, to Catherine Dundon:
Dear Ms Dundon,
re: [The client] and family
Thank you for your fax in which you advised that [the client]
and family will accept the department’s offer to be
immediately housed on a three-month lease in a THM
property in … Sunshine.

It goes on with the details of where that house is and
continues:
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I confirm that sign-up for the property is scheduled, as we
discussed in our phone conversation, for Wednesday,
29 December. I will advise you tomorrow of the time and
place for sign-up.
I would also like to confirm that I received from you this
afternoon an application from [the client] for early allocation
to public housing through the special needs segment. The
application does not at this stage include documentation in
relation to testing the private rental market. When the
documentation is received the department will be able to
make a formal assessment of the application. In the meantime
we will examine material provided today and advise if
anything further is required in addition to the private market
test documentation.
Please call me if you have any questions …
Carmel Collins

The process that took place was that once they realised
that they had difficulty in normalising — or
fabricating — the process to get priority housing, they
switched to a separate tack. That tack was to use
Metrowest, emergency housing accommodation,
transitional housing accommodation or short-term
housing accommodation, to house the family until
priority housing became available. People can wait any
length of time for priority housing according to their
category from a week to six months. If a family is
currently residing in a house it is not going to go
straight to the top of the list. These people were living
in a house at the time.
Arrangements were made on the instruction of the
department to Metro West. I am informed that there is
no capacity for the minister or anyone else to instruct
Metro West who it should or should not take, and I am
certainly sure that nobody should be put into
transitional or crisis housing like that without their
going through an application process, the same as
everybody else does. The documents demonstrate that
that has not happened.
What then happened is that on 24 December there was
significant concern still in the department about this, so
the team leader who was involved in this, Steve
Raschilla, wrote a memo to Lynette Linton and detailed
all the reasons why this family was not eligible for
housing. The memorandum was dated 24 December
1999.
Hon. M. M. Gould — Christmas Eve.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — It was Christmas Eve.
I will not read the whole document, just some of it. The
document talks about various sections of the housing
guidelines and it describes the family and the family
income and other assets. Then I will read this
sentence — —
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Hon. Kaye Darveniza — Don’t leave out the
important bits, will you?
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Darveniza should
hear what he has to say first.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Under ‘current
household income’ this document lists the client and
the amount of pension she is believed to be in receipt
of; then the husband and the amount of pension he is in
receipt of; then it lists the eldest son and his income
statement is provided in gross weekly income; then it
lists the next son and says:
Not known as current income statement not provided …

The documentation was not there. It says:
Total household income is estimated at …

Then it says:
Household not eligible for priority housing as their combined
income is over the current income limit.

Then it has a note:
As per current allocation policy section 2.1.7 the —

the third person I mentioned, the eldest son —
is not eligible to be included on this application as his income
exceeds the current limit of $286 per week gross.

It then goes on and details other reasons, including
‘asset limits’ and it says at the bottom of that:
From the available information it would not appear that any
household member requires full or major modifications,
therefore would not be exempt from this criteria.

It then talks about other criteria. It details again the fact
that, despite the fact they were told on 1 December they
needed to do it, the rent market test had still not been
done. It goes into the outstanding charges section and,
from what I understand of the process, if you have an
outstanding debt with the department of housing before
you can move into a house again the first thing you
need to do is pay $200 and for three months pay a
minimum of $10 a fortnight to demonstrate that you are
prepared to work down your amount.
This document was written to demonstrate that the
family was not eligible for priority housing; nor had
this family been assessed for transitional housing. They
were shoe horned into it on the instructions of the
minister.
I will now read a memorandum dated 7 February 2000.
It is an email, and I will read the whole page.
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An honourable member interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I do not know because
I do not have the source of the earlier bit, but it is an
email. It is signed by Carmel Collins. The first part
says:
We need to get a letter to her asap, and someone from
Sunshine should ring her today or tomorrow morning at the
latest.
I took the opportunity this morning to also tell her that the
household would be accommodated through the THM —

the transitional housing manager —
until a public housing property is allocated.

And it goes on.
The complete email is from Carmel Collins at 18:50,
and is dated 7 February 2000. It is addressed to Paul
Acreman at Western DHS with a copy to Marisa
Koufos at the office of the Minister for Housing. Its
subject is the ‘[client family] application under
segment 3’. It says:
Paul
This is to confirm my advice to you earlier today. This
application should be assessed on the basis of the household
comprising [the client and husband] and their younger son. In
particular, income eligibility should be assessed on the
income received by these three family members, and the
income of the older son should be disregarded. Further, the
family should be eligible for a three-bedroom property on the
basis that [the client] is the carer for [her husband]. A letter
should be sent to [the client] advising that her application has
been so assessed.
Following our discussions along the above lines I rang [the
client] at 4.50 p.m. to advise her that her application had been
approved and would be placed on the three-bedroom waiting
list, Sunshine broadband. I also advise her that she would be
contacted by Sunshine housing office later this week to
ensure that a repayment agreement was in place for the
family’s OOH debt.
I didn’t go into detail about the three-month repayment period
or lump sum payment, so Sunshine office will need to address
this and also advise [the client] that the family will be
accommodated through the THM until they are allocated a
public housing property.
Thanks
Carmel Collins

This document demonstrates that an instruction from
the second-most senior person in the department of
housing went to Paul Acreman at western DHS office
deliberately excluding one member of the family from
the income calculation so that the family would fall
below the income level. That is a fabrication, on
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instruction, by the second-most senior person in the
department, but because that happened the family was
no longer eligible for a three-bedroom house.
So, another concoction comes into it. The person whose
income has been disregarded is going to live in this
house. Where will we put him? We need then to find a
way to get an extra bedroom. How do we do that? We
issue a further instruction:
… the family should be eligible for a three-bedroom property
on the basis that [the client] is the carer for [her husband].

There is no evidence at all, and there is substantial
evidence to the contrary — that this was not a
ridgy-didge deal and that there was no need for this at
all. The information that has come to me is that these
two things are part of the fabrication and the
justification. The first is that the son, whose income
was too high, was disregarded on instruction from the
second-most senior officer.
I repeat what it says:
This application should be assessed on the basis of the
household comprising [the client and husband] and their
younger son. In particular, income eligibility should be
assessed on the income received by these three family
members, and the income of the older son should be
disregarded.

That has come from the second-most senior officer;
even Mr Theophanous could understand that. I make
another point. I am talking about the second-most
senior officer, this is not an officer who allocates
housing; this is the second-most senior officer in the
department of housing and she was ringing the client.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Was the eldest going
to live with them? Do you know that?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Yes, I know that. Not
only that, I know he was living there in June this year
with the family.
I have one last document that I wish to refer to in
relation to this sorry saga. It is dated 3 March and
addressed ‘To whom it may concern’.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Which year?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — It is 3 March 2000. It
is from Metrowest Housing Services Pty Ltd, tenancy
administration. I remind the house that because of the
process needed to go through to normalise or fabricate
the application process, the decision was made to house
these people through emergency housing — the THM
process. This is the house they received on
29 December in Sunshine and where they stayed until
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they moved into permanent accommodation under the
priority housing system later in the year.
So this was an instruction totally out of the ordinary.
This memo is from Kathy Lang, the tenancy team
leader at Metrowest Housing Services. It was addressed
to whom it may concern and was received by the
Department of Planning and Development on 15 March
at its Sunshine area office:
This is to confirm that [the client] has been a tenant of
Metrowest Housing Services Ltd — a transitional housing
service. [the client] signed her lease with Metrowest on
29 December 1999. Could you please backdate her
application to this date? The application number for [the
client] is … If there are any queries do not hesitate to call
me …

We now have a process. I read the other document into
Hansard earlier. This is the action memo which I read
previously, from Paul Acreman to Carmel Collins, and
which, as I mentioned, is dated 19 January and shows
which bits of the file may have to be removed for her
consideration. At least Acreman was bright enough not
to take them out himself; he sent them to his superior
officer.
I have no criticism of a family that wishes to find
themselves housing. There are over 43 000 Victorians
waiting for public housing through this process in
Victoria. They go through a process that is outlined in
detail here and it has strict guidelines.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I remind honourable
members of the answer from the Minister for Housing
yesterday in another place:
This is the exact process we went through with the particular
request from the minister’s office that the member refers to.

That was her quote yesterday, and I put it to the house
that nothing could be further from the truth. This has
been a story of not only concoction but of fabrication
and then destruction of documents. Let me summarise:
I have established that there was a directive from the
office of the Minister for Housing on the request of the
Honourable Monica Gould for this family to be housed.
I have demonstrated that the Department of Human
Services determined that the client family was not a
priority case. It did not provide certificate
documentation to meet the criteria. That was in the
memo of 1 December. I have demonstrated that the
family was not facing immediate eviction from current
accommodation — and that was from the document of
1 December and also from the document of
22 December. I have demonstrated that the Minister for
Housing issued a directive that the family — —

355

Hon. M. R. Thomson — On a point of order,
Mr President, I wish to go back to your ruling about
documents and the tabling thereof and refer to the
second part of the motion before us. I have had a look
at the Senate Standing Orders of February 2002 and it
contains a standing order in reference to calling for the
tabling of documents. Standing order 164 refers to
‘Order for the production of documents’. There are two
parts to it:
(1) Documents may be ordered to be laid on the table, and
the Clerk shall communicate to the Leader of the
Government in the Senate all orders for documents
made by the Senate.
(2) When returned the documents shall be laid on the table
by the Clerk.

Mr President, I actually rang to find out and clarify
whether or not the precedent was to ever have the
President receive the documents, and it is not the
practice. The papers have to be tabled in the Senate and
I point out that we do not in this house have a standing
order or a practice of tabling documents with the
President. I therefore suggest it is inappropriate for us to
allow for such a provision when we do not have a
standing order to cover it.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. Kaye Darveniza — What are you trying to
cover up?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Mr President, on the
point of order, it is entirely incumbent on this house to
seek to have documents brought before it. As I pointed
out previously, I could have sought to have the
documents tabled. What I did to protect the private
affairs of the family involved was seek to have them
put in a place where they are safe with you, but only a
limited number of people, the Leader of the
Government and her nominees and the Leader of the
National Party and his nominee or myself had access to
them. It is entirely incumbent upon this house to pass a
motion that enables it to receive documents in any form
it so wishes.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — On a point of order,
Mr President, my colleague has raised the issue of
whether this house should use — if it were to give itself
the power to call for documents in this way — the
appropriate process of establishing a standing order of
the sort that might exist in the Senate. No such standing
order that would provide that kind of power has been
established, so the house is being asked to disregard the
fact that there is no such standing order to allow for the
tabling of documents.
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Mr President, in relation to this matter I draw your
attention to another factor on which you have made a
number of rulings yourself — that is, when in this
house documents from which an honourable member
was reading have been requested to be tabled, your
response to that in the past has been that you cannot
force that to occur because it is not part of the standing
orders. In some other houses of Parliament it is in fact
part of the standing orders and, indeed, you would be
aware that if an honourable member rises and starts to
quote from a document there is a specific standing
order about that which says that the document must be
tabled.
What is therefore protecting the honourable member
from not tabling the documents he currently has with
him is the fact that there is no standing order of that
sort. The same logic applies to the motion before the
house. Mr President, since there is no standing order,
the same kinds of rules need to apply to the lodging of
documents with you as you would apply, and as you
have just applied, to the request that Mr Forwood table
documents to the house. It is about the fact that no such
standing order exists. The reason it occurs in the Senate,
and Mr Hallam would understand process; I know he is
big on process — —
Hon. R. M. Hallam — You are talking to a point of
order.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — The reason it occurs in
the Senate is that there is a standing order that allows it
to occur. Mr President, I ask you to therefore consider
ruling out part (b) of the motion before the house.
Hon. P. R. Hall — On the point of order,
Mr President, if it were a genuine concern of the
government that part (b) of this motion is out of order it
would have raised it yesterday when the motion was
put before the house, or at least at the commencement
of this debate today. It is a churlish point of order being
put by the government. It is a desperate attempt to
cover up, and I would suggest it is digging a deeper
hole for itself. It is perfectly in order for this house to
control its own actions. The fact that it has called for
papers to be presented in a fashion that protects the
privacy of individuals is appropriate. This is nothing
more than a defence which the government would more
appropriately put in its response to the debate. It is
certainly not a point of order.
Hon. M. R. Thomson — Further on the point of
order, Mr President, in fact the government was always
concerned about the second part of the resolution and
standing orders, because it is a question of the privacy
of the individuals who are the constituents in this case

Wednesday, 16 October 2002

and the precedent it sets for others. The reason it was
not raised at the beginning of the debate was that I was
awaiting confirmation of the practice in the Senate, as
well as the standing order and, in relation to your
rulings, how we deal with these issues.
The reason it would not be reported to the President is
that someone’s privacy is put in jeopardy if it is then
leaked. The reason it is tabled is that it allows for the
proper procedures to be followed, so that where there
are issues of privacy people will go through the
appropriate channels and those processes will protect
the individuals. But there is no process for this. There is
no process of the Senate like this. What is allowed in
the Senate is the tabling of documents, and it is
presumed that documents are not tabled unless the
privacy issues have been dealt with.
I do not believe we have the power in this place when
we do not have a standing order that calls for the tabling
of documents.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will take up the last
point first. The impact of what the minister has just
suggested — that is, documents are tabled in the house,
they become public documents, therefore there is no
privacy for the individual — —
Hon. M. R. Thomson — Correct.
The PRESIDENT — No, the minister cannot have
understood that or she would not have been suggesting
that the documents be tabled.
Hon. M. R. Thomson — No, I am suggesting they
cannot be tabled either way.
The PRESIDENT — Let’s deal with that issue.
Firstly, back on 20 November 1992 I made a ruling — I
think I must have been in the Chair one month —
adopting the longstanding practice we have observed
today. I refer to the President’s chamber guide and to
the ruling made on that day:
If a document is being quoted, members are entitled to know
whether it is being quoted selectively, what the document is
and by whom it has been prepared. One cannot quote a
document in support of a case and then refuse to identify the
document.

That is clearly the way we have operated during the
course of this debate, and that is longstanding practice. I
agree with honourable members in that I would have
thought if someone were going to object to the terms of
the motion that that would have been done when notice
was given yesterday, or at the very least at the start of
the proceedings today. Given it is being raised now, I
will look at it.
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The minister, in her discussion with the Senate, would
have been advised that if you use the procedures used
by the Senate there are two issues: one is whether they
have the right to have the documents, and clearly they
have that right; the second issue is whether it is
appropriate. The motion before the house is designed to
provide a controlled release — in other words, a release
to the President and the party leaders — so as to
preserve the confidentiality of the individuals. I had no
part to play in the drafting of the motion; that was done
between the professional officers of the house and the
opposition.
On the question of the role of the standing orders —
and it is important to understand this — the standing
orders regulate the way in which the house operates its
proceedings. In some cases they act as a limitation, but
basically the house looks to the provisions of the
Constitution Act or The Constitution Act Amendment
Act to see what powers it has. I mentioned Egan’s case
in New South Wales. That is relevant because it
examined in great detail — and it went up to the High
Court, where there was a four-to-one decision in favour
of the Legislative Council in New South Wales — the
powers of upper houses in Australia to require the
production of documents. This case involved an order
to Minister Egan to produce certain documents. He
declined to do so because they were cabinet documents,
so there was this great analysis.
The court came to the conclusion that the house was
quite entitled to call for the production of those
documents and that it used the power given to it by
what is called the Bill of Rights of 1689, which sets out
the power to call for persons, papers and things,
whether it is through the committees of the house or the
house itself. I am fairly sure I still have the Egan
decision in my office if honourable members have three
days to read it, which reinforces that.
This power was in fact debated in this Parliament just
last weekend at the Australasian Study of Parliament
Group meeting. The power to do what this house is
seeking to do — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Does New South
Wales have a standing order to do it?
The PRESIDENT — No, it does not require a
standing order. Again, if you read the decision you see
there is this longstanding power based on the provisions
in the English legislation of 1689. This is a serious
matter and I am taking it seriously. I am trying to
present the issue as I see it.
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The conclusion I come to is that the house clearly has
this power. You do not provide a power like this
through the standing orders. They exist to regulate your
proceedings once you use your particular power. The
power of upper houses is unfettered in this regard. This
motion has obviously been constructed to preserve the
confidentiality of the family. Therefore I rule that the
motion is in order. What the house does with it is a
matter for the house.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — On a further point of
order, Mr President, you indicated in your ruling, and I
think the words you used were. ‘You do not provide a
power like this’ — that is, the tabling of documents or
the provision of documents — ‘through the standing
orders’ but rather it is a general power available.
The PRESIDENT — May or may not; you can do
either.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I want to point out that
in fact in the Senate the tabling of documents is through
a standing order, which is — —
Hon. K. M. Smith — We have heard all this.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — No, this is a separate
standing order. It refers to documents being quoted in
debate while a member is speaking. Standing
order 168(2) makes the following point:
A document quoted by a senator not a minister may be
ordered to be laid on the table.

Hon. R. M. Hallam — By whom?
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — By the President. I
therefore — —
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Does it say by the President?
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Just wait.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Does it say by the
President?
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Who else would order
it?
Hon. R. F. Smith — Think of that!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — The house itself.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — It’s the President who
upholds the standing order, you fool!
Mr President, the point of order I have is that if it is the
case, as it is in the Senate, that a document quoted by a
senator not a minister may be ordered to be laid on the
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table, the Senate has provided itself with this power
under a standing order, based on your words before —
which were that you do not provide such a power
through a standing order but that there is a general
power which is available, presumably, to both yourself
and to the house — I call on you to ask the honourable
member to table the documents from which he is
quoting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I find the point the
honourable member is taking extraordinarily difficult to
understand. I told Mr Theophanous earlier where the
power of the house to order the production of
documents comes from. I referred to the specific
provision in section 19(1) of the Constitution Act,
which says:
The Council and the Assembly respectively and the
committees and members thereof respectively shall hold
enjoy and exercise such and the like privileges immunities
and powers as at the 21st day of July, 1855 —

which is the date of our legislation —
were held enjoyed and exercised by the House of Commons
of Great Britain and Ireland and by the committees and
members thereof …

As I said, there has now been very strong legislative
backup from the High Court of Australia saying what
that means. As I said also, if you want the judgment, the
Parliamentary Library has been asked to provide it.
We do not require a standing order to give us that
power. The power comes, if you like, from higher
up — in this case the Constitution Act of the state of
Victoria. I do not uphold the point of order.
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The third reason the documents should be tabled
tomorrow is to see if we can discover from other
information that did not come my way what else
happened in this very sordid case.
Let me finish with my summary. We have established
that the Minister for Housing issued a directive that the
client family was to be housed by 23 December
because of a promise made by the now Minister for
Education Services. We have demonstrated that the
client family had an outstanding debt. We have
demonstrated that the housing services manager of the
Footscray regional office, Paul Acreman, expressed his
concern directly to the office of the Minister for
Housing regarding this process and the potential fallout.
We have established that he then called his supervisor.
We have established that he turned up next day and
arranged for a property to be offered.
We have established that Steve Raschilla called him
and notified him that the family was not eligible for
priority housing, but that it still went ahead. We have
established that there was argy-bargy about whether a
house or which house should be made available. In the
course of that we have established that the minister
spoke to the electorate officer of the present Minister
for Education Services.
Hon. M. M. Gould interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — We have established
that the second most senior person in the Office of
Housing visited your office in relation to this.
Honourable members interjecting.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I wish to make three
points about paragraph (b) of this motion before I return
to my summing up of this issue. The first is that we
have done it this way to protect the client family.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD — We have established
that Paul Acreman and Carmel Collins decided to
normalise the process to get over the problems
associated with the client’s application.

The second point I wish to make is that these
documents will be available firstly for the purpose of
discovering whether or not Mr Acreman’s memo to
Carmel Collins that indicated that there were some
pages — —

Hon. T. C. Theophanous — So they wanted a
normal process? That’s a big crime. That’s a real
hanging offence, wanting a normal process.

Hon. N. B. Lucas — Yellow stickies.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Yes, whether the
indication that there were yellow stickies where pages
may have to be removed has been followed or not. It
will be interesting to see whether the documents I have
in my possession are still in the file or whether they
have been destroyed.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Let me pick up
Mr Theophanous’s interjection that they wanted a
normal process.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Afterwards.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — As Mr Hallam said,
they wanted a normal process afterwards. They wanted
a doctored process to hide the fact that there was no
eligibility and that the case had been absolutely
fabricated.
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We have certainly established that a memo exists from
Carmel Collins which arranges for the application to be
reassessed, using fabricated information that all parties
knew to be false or incorrect. We have established that
that very same memo was emailed to the office of the
Minister for Housing.
Finally, we have established two things: that the
transitional housing management application was
backdated and that a memo suggesting that pages
should be removed from the file was also sent.
I believe I have absolutely demonstrated that these two
ministers have acted improperly in that they were
knowingly involved in the fabrication of a priority
housing application for a family who did not meet the
criteria and that they then acted in concert with others
to cover up this improper conduct.
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — I rise to strongly oppose the motion before
the house. The opposition today has broken a number
of procedures and conventions that have been observed
in this house for some time. Some of those conventions
and procedures resulted from rulings and suggestions
made by you, Mr President. With respect to
documentation, in the past if the question of a person’s
name arose, that information was made available to the
other side, to the appropriate minister. The opposition
has ignored those conventions in this little exercise it
has undertaken today.
I have been a member of this house since 1993. I have
had my electorate office in Keilor since 1993. My
electorate officer who started working for me back then
continues to work with me today. On my behalf she
looks after a number of tasks that all members of
Parliament should do — that is, raise concerns and
issues on behalf of and act as advocates for
constituents.
With respect to this matter about my constituent —
Mr Forwood used the title ‘the client’ — she got in
touch with my office because she and her family were
in crisis and had a number of difficulties, one of which
was the concern that her family required and needed
appropriate housing.
Just prior to Christmas 1999 my electorate officer
contacted the office of the Minister for Housing, just as
I know a number of honourable members on that side
of the house have got in contact with the Minister for
Housing, including writing letters on behalf of their
constituents. In the adjournment debate last night an
honourable member on the other side of the house
raised for the Minister for Housing a matter involving
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one of his constituents. My electorate officer did get in
touch with the minister’s office on behalf of my
constituent. She was doing her job in assisting me in
doing my job in representing my constituents.
I do not know about those people on that side of the
chamber, but I have a lot of constituents whose daily
lives are in crisis. A lot of families in my electorate are
in crisis and a lot live in public housing. A lot also
require the assistance of their local member of
Parliament. They come into my office to seek that
assistance. The chief role of my electorate officer is to
make representations to government on behalf of my
constituents if I am not able to do it. I am sure that if
other honourable members have as good electorate
officers as I have they do exactly the same thing.
It is the role of the ministers for housing to refer
representations they receive on behalf of other members
of Parliament or their electorate officers. Just last week
we heard that one of my colleagues in the other place
related a story about the previous housing minister
during a condolence motion. The honourable member
had in her office one of her constituents who was in
crisis, similar to my constituents. She picked up the
phone and rang the minister’s office. The minister
spoke to them and said, ‘Leave it with me’.
Hon. K. M. Smith interjected.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — You do not know that.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Serious allegations are
being made here. The minister is entitled to be heard in
silence. I know there was a lot of interruption of the
Leader of the Opposition, but I think the minister
should be allowed to develop her argument without
assistance.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — In the relaying of that
condolence motion the honourable member for
Werribee related a story of when she had constituents in
her office, rang the former minister and the minister
spoke to the people who were her constituents. They
passed the phone back and the minister said, ‘Give me a
couple of hours and I will get back to you’. So you are
talking about a couple of hours there.
I am talking about constituents of mine who were in
crisis. They came to my electorate office and spoke to
me and my electorate officer. My electorate officer got
in touch with the minister and raised the concerns of
that family in my electorate. I make no apologies for
representing my constituents or for getting in touch
with ministers with respect to my constituents. I
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continue to do it today. I did it then, I have done it since
1993 and I will do it again tomorrow if I have a
constituent who comes to me and says that they need
assistance.
This scurrilous allegation by the opposition is not
substantiated by any facts at all, Mr President. I was
doing my job, my electorate officer was doing her job
and the minister in another place, the Minister for
Housing, was doing her job in referring that matter on
to the department. We are talking about a family in
crisis that required the assistance and help of their local
member of Parliament. I took that case up on their
behalf.
The Leader of the Opposition referred to a four-month
period and mentioned specifically my electorate
officer’s work on that case around Christmas time. She
was working on the day before New Year’s Eve
because she cared about those constituents and I cared
about them. I will continue to care about my
constituents, and if a constituent walks into my office
with an issue I will raise it with the responsible
minister. I make no apology for representing my
constituents who are raising their concerns and I will
raise them with the appropriate minister and the
minister dealing with the matter in the appropriate
form.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I am stunned at
the defence. As you said yourself, Mr President, this is
a serious accusation against the minister. We have had
a 9-minute defence from the minister, who refuses to
address the many serious issues that have been raised in
the contribution of the Honourable Bill Forwood today.
I am absolutely staggered to have the opportunity to
speak so early in the debate. I fully expected the
minister to give a full account of her involvement and a
rebuttal of the accusations made of interference by her
electorate office in respect of these particular issues.
Anyway, notwithstanding my utter surprise, let me
begin by making some general comments about public
housing because it is an important and very emotive
issue. I do not think I would be any different to any
other honourable member in this place in saying that
not a week goes by without at least one constituent
coming into my office seeking some assistance on a
public housing matter. More often, they are almost on a
daily basis. And yes, I am entirely in agreement with
the Leader of the Government when she says it is our
duty to try to assist those people. Absolutely, 100 per
cent! I am also proud of my electorate officer who also
goes into bat for constituents when they have a public
housing matter they want some assistance with.
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Hon. M. M. Gould interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Let me go on. The issues they
raise with me vary in degree. Some are simple issues: it
might be a maintenance issue on their Office of
Housing home; an issue of a waiting list; a transfer
being sought; even a need for some priority housing.
All of those I have no hesitation as a local member in
taking up or delegating that authority to my electorate
officer to make representations on their behalf.
The issue we are dealing with today is whether proper
process has been followed. I can honestly say that I
have never myself tried to jump people up the queue or
instructed my electorate officer to do it. That is what it
is all about. I know there is a lengthy wait for priority
housing and a lengthy wait for general housing.
Government members know that themselves. Things
have to be done on the basis of merit.
People need to be assessed through an appropriate
process. As the Leader of the Opposition pointed out, a
very lengthy document sets out the process by which
applications for public housing are made. The issue
today is whether that appropriate process has been
followed, and if not why it has not been followed. The
Leader of the Opposition established a significant case
to the effect that the process has not been appropriately
followed.
I shall make a general comment on public housing
before I go to the issues we have heard about today. I
shall look at the issue of waiting lists for public
housing. I refer the government to its own press release
of Monday, 7 October, where it made great play that
the number of people on public housing waiting lists
had dropped since June this year. I will not dispute
those figures because I do not have the resources to
verify or check them. It claimed that the number on
waiting lists in September 2002 was 37 400, and that
had dropped from June 2002 when the figure was
40 396. The government uses those figures to claim it
has done a good job in reducing waiting lists.
If, however, you look at early or priority housing
waiting lists, you find the number of people waiting
increased between June and September of this year
from 4681 to 5147. The position for people waiting for
priority housing is not so bright or rosy; therefore there
is a need to be stricter in the process of the allocation of
priority housing on a totally merit-based system where
the most deserving are given priority and housed. What
we have presented today is powerful evidence to
suggest that proper process and merit have not been
followed in this particular case. Like members of the
government — —

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION SERVICES and MINISTER FOR HOUSING: CONDUCT
Wednesday, 16 October 2002

COUNCIL

Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — No, I have not; I am just about
to make that point. I have had no access to any
documentation but I have sat here for the last 11⁄2 hours
and listened very intently to the arguments put forward,
and I listened to the defence of the Leader of the
Government as well. I have to make a judgment in this
debate about what I have heard from both sides. I have
heard 11⁄2 hours of documentation and solid evidence
put before us, but I heard an almost flippant 9-minute
response from the Leader of the Government.
Hon. M. M. Gould — It wasn’t flippant.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I think it was flippant because
it failed to address some of the serious accusations that
have been made in this particular debate. I can only
conclude there is a very powerful argument. We have
some prima facie evidence to suggest that we need to
look into this further.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You lack
independence.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Mr Theophanous says we lack
independence. That is absolute rubbish! There was no
collusion on this particular debate and there is no
collusion on the motion put before the house. I was not
even offered a look at the documents, nor did I want
one. I want to judge the merits of the arguments that
have been put forward by both the opposition and the
government. That is where the National Party stands.
We are prepared to consider the merits of arguments
put before the house.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I would have thought that the
government’s lead speaker would have put more than
9 minutes of defence to the serious accusation against
her. We are prepared to listen to the merits, and will
make up our minds on how to judge them. If
Mr Theophanous is asking me to judge now, I have no
choice but to totally support the motion, because there
has not been any element or any ounce of a decent
defence put forward at this time.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2 06 p.m.

Hon. P. R. HALL — Before the luncheon break I
was commenting about the role of electorate officers in
assisting constituents to obtain public housing places,
and I said that I thought it was a perfectly appropriate
function for members and elected officers to do so.
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In saying that, I mention the excellent cooperation I
receive from officers within the Office of Housing in
the Gippsland region, and I am sure honourable
members of this place would acknowledge that
generally speaking we get good service from all
officers within the Office of Housing. I believe those
people to be fair. They certainly respond to inquiries
that we direct their way and they treat constituents with
the appropriate respect and formality that is required of
their position.
I am not aware of one individual case of the many that I
have referred to the Office of Housing where a proper
and fair assessment of the particular merits of the case
have not been considered. Nor, as I said before the
luncheon break, have I ever suggested that any of the
people who I have referred to the Office of Housing
should be jumped up the queue. That is the important
part of where we are at today.
The Leader of the Opposition outlined very substantial
evidence to suggest that in this case the Office of
Housing had been given a directive from the minister’s
adviser to find a house for people. That is totally
inappropriate, despite the circumstances that the clients
were in. We could all outline extreme hardship cases of
people deserving of public housing, but we can only
ask that they be assessed fairly. Where a minister goes
to the length of actually directing that a particular client
should be jumped up the waiting list is totally
inappropriate, and for that alone the ministers
mentioned in the motion deserve to be censured.
The evidence presented by the Leader of the Opposition
was compelling. It began with a memo of 1 December
1999 where a meeting took place at the Sunshine office
of the Office of Housing between officers of the Office
of Housing and a client in the company of the electorate
officer of the Minister for Education Services. That
may be unusual but I do not think it is inappropriate.
Never has my electorate officer or I sat down with
clients and been interviewed by officers of the Office of
Housing. But, to her credit, if the electorate officer has
time to accompany constituents to an interview with the
Office of Housing then that is fine and above board.
The memo read to the Council this morning about that
particular meeting described the process of how a
priority application was to be submitted, what the
eligibility criteria were, and that the rights of appeal
were explained to those clients. That is an appropriate
step to be taken.
However, the most damning evidence was the next
piece of evidence presented by the Leader of the
Opposition this morning when he quoted from a file
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note dated 21, 22 and 23 December 1999. We saw in
that file note that that was when the word ‘direction’
came into play — that is, ‘Despite the merits of this
case, forget about the eligibility criteria; you must find
these people a house immediately’. That is queue
jumping; that is abusing the processes; and that is why,
as I said, this is the most damning evidence presented to
this house today.
While I do not want to go through and give a critique of
all the documentation that was presented today, one
theme came through overwhelmingly to me in listening
to that evidence, and that was the uncomfortable
position the public servants in the Office of Housing
felt themselves to be in. They were really
uncomfortable about the directions given to them from
on high — from the electorate officers and from the
ministerial officers of the Minister for Housing and the
electorate office of the then Minister for Industrial
Relations — to fabricate the application for these
people to ensure that they got priority housing. I really
felt sorry for those public servants. I would say they
were good public servants who were certainly doing
their job. They had explained the process, and yet they
were directed to break the rules by the offices of the
ministers, and that is simply not good enough.
The evidence we heard here today clearly showed that
the client in question did not meet the eligibility criteria
for priority housing. As was said in the evidence
presented to the house, firstly, the members of the
family were already living in secure private rental
accommodation, they had not been served with an
eviction notice and they still had a roof over their
heads; secondly, the combined income of the family
members exceeded the income limit for priority
housing status; and thirdly, the family had an
outstanding debt to the Office of Housing in the order
of $4000. All honourable members would know that
once a family accumulates a debt with the Office of
Housing steps must be taken to eliminate that debt
before an offer for further public housing can be given
to the members of that family. They must undertake a
repayment scheme.
So there were a number of eligibility criteria that this
client simply did not meet. But despite all that, we
heard in the evidence this morning that members of this
government went to great lengths to abuse that process,
to find a way around it and to direct public servants to
break the rules. That is simply not good enough.
The government then had an opportunity to provide a
defence to rebut the allegations made by the Leader of
the Opposition. What did we see in defence of those
accusations? We saw, first of all, repeated points of
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order being raised by the government. For what reason?
Honourable members have to think about why the
government would continually raise spurious points of
order. To my mind it was purely because it had
something to cover up. It just wanted to thwart the
process of this Parliament by raising those spurious
points of order. As I said in debate on one of the points
of order, if the government were serious about this
motion and believed it was an improper motion to be
considered by the house and was unconstitutional, it
should have raised that matter when notice of the
motion was given in this house yesterday, or at the very
least it should have raised it at the start of the debate
today and sought to have the motion ruled out of order.
Mr President, I believe you were quite right in ruling on
these points of order that this motion is an entirely
appropriate motion for the house to consider, and I
believe the government’s defence of bringing up points
of order was purely a last desperate attempt to cover up
on this issue.
Then we waited with some expectation to hear what the
former Minister for Industrial Relations would say in
defence of the accusations made against her. As I said
before lunch, I was staggered that the minister refused
to make any comment on the substantial allegations
made against her and her staff and against staff in the
office of the Minister for Housing. Not one comment
did she make about any of the commentary provided by
the Leader of the Opposition on the inappropriate
dealings that members of her staff or her electorate
office had with the Office of Housing. All we heard
was a bland commentary saying, ‘Yes, it is perfectly in
order for members to take up matters on behalf of their
constituents’.
As I said when I started my contribution to this debate,
I agree entirely that it is absolutely appropriate for
members of Parliament to take up matters on behalf of
their constituents. I have no problem whatsoever with
that. If that extends to a member sending an electorate
officer around to accompany a constituent to an
interview, so be it. That is perfectly legitimate too. But
what is not legitimate is to instruct public servants to
break the rules. I am convinced by the evidence we
have heard today and by the lack of any substantial
defence — or any defence at all — from the
government that the government stands guilty on this
count.
As I said, the National Party approached this debate
with an open mind. To this day National Party
members have not seen any of the documentation cited
in the debate this morning. We intended to come here
today to listen to what the opposition said, to listen to
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the defence of the government and to judge this issue
on the merits of the case.
Well, the merits of the case are clearly one sided at this
point of time, and National Party members, as we have
said, believe, based on the evidence put to the house so
far, that a powerful case has been built on prima facie
evidence that this was an improper action on the part of
two ministers of the Crown. Therefore, unless
somebody from the government benches pulls out a
miracle and convinces us otherwise, National Party
members believe justice needs to be done and this
matter needs to be investigated further. We believe it is
appropriate to require the tabling of papers so that the
air can be cleared on this issue. As I said, given the
evidence before us today, the National Party will have
to support the motion before the chamber.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS (Melbourne) — The
motion before the house has two elements to it. The
first element is to censure two ministers of the
government, one in this chamber and one in the other
chamber, and the second element is to call on private
information about the private clients of the housing
division of the Department of Human Services to
ascertain the veracity of the allegations that are the
subject of the censure.
In terms of the logic and the evidence that will be relied
upon to ascertain whether a censure is appropriate, the
motion itself acknowledges that the house’s
examination of the evidence is deficient because the
evidence has not been made available to the house at
this point in time. In fact the Leader of the Opposition,
who moved the motion, had the opportunity to share
with the chamber the information he has relied upon to
mount his case to say that the two ministers should be
censured, and he chose not to.
During the course of the contribution to the debate of
the Leader of the Opposition any number of points of
order were taken which led to a ruling from the Chair to
defend the right of the Leader of the Opposition to use
material in a selective fashion and to paint a version of
the story that in his view supports the censure motion.
In fact the Leader of the Opposition steadfastly refused
to provide that information to the chamber. The Chair
felt unable to demand the tabling or the sharing of that
information by the Leader of the Opposition because
there is no capacity in the standing orders of this place
to provide for the Chair to demand that such pieces of
information be shared with the chamber prior to the
house considering the motion to censure two ministers.
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The Leader of the Opposition has himself denied the
house the opportunity to have a look at that
information.
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — The Chair has said it
is not within the capacity of the Chair to determine this
outcome.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Did you talk to the people
who are up to their eyebrows in this scandal?
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — I was very mindful
when Mr Forwood was telling his story today that I
could be eternally grateful that I was not a child of his
to whom he was telling a bedtime story, because he
would have turned Goldilocks and the Three Bears into
the most horrendous, mischievous and bedevilling story
of all time in the same fashion that he constructed his
story today. In fact the whole nature of his contribution
today was spin and intrigue that was not matched by
substance.
I challenge the Leader of the Opposition to indicate the
specific actions of the Minister for Housing and the
former Minister for Industrial Relations at the time.
What were the specific instances of their intervention in
this exercise which warranted their censure? Anybody
who listened or reads the Hansard extract of the
contribution of the Leader of the Opposition will find
that the evidence is not there of the active involvement
of either of the two ministers who are the subject of this
censure motion.
Ministerial responsibility incorporates responsibility for
the actions of those who work with a minister’s office
and administration. Ministerial responsibility amounts
to taking responsibility for those who work for you.
The Leader of the Government in this place said that
she assumed responsibility for the actions of her
electorate officer who was acting on behalf of the
interests of a constituent that were outlined to the
house. She advocated and facilitated the application
before the Department of Human Services.
The critical issue is that the Leader of the House has
denied the house information relating to this
application, pivotal information that supports the family
being given access to transitional housing. If
honourable members listen to the 90-minute
contribution of the Leader of the Opposition, they will
find a glaring hole in the evidence he provided. That
lies at the heart of the trap the Leader of the Opposition
has tried to create, not for the ministers but for the
Parliament itself. That is the nature of the trap.
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The nature of the information that the Leader of the
Opposition has not seen and which is pivotal in
providing this family with access to transitional
housing, the Leader of the Government described as
crisis circumstances and the deeply personal
circumstance of the family. On the basis of appropriate
confidentiality that information would be kept from the
scrutiny of freedom of information considerations or
the scrutiny of the house. That goes to the heart of the
government’s concerns. The most deeply personal,
critical elements of the file that warrant this family
being given access to transitional housing are the very
items that the Leader of the Opposition does not have.
That is the issue that goes to the heart of the
intervention of the government this morning to protect
the privacy of this family.
Hence the conundrum that confronts us. The only way
in which the government can satisfy the opposition, to
demonstrate that the ministers do not warrant censure,
is to provide the information that is most near and dear
to the family concerned, which must be protected at
every turn to ensure its privacy. That is the nub of the
problem the government is confronted with today. The
actions of this motion and the way it is constructed to
censure ministers on the basis of information that the
opposition does not have, to say that it demands the
information that the minister and her department will
rely upon to justify the allocation of housing to this
family, is the very information that the government is
concerned to protect in the interests of the family.
It creates a conundrum for the government and a
monumental problem for the Parliament. As I speak
some government members are attempting to ascertain
the legal standing of the right of this Parliament to
delve into personal matters.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Do you want Egan?
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — The Leader of the
Opposition is relying on a decision in the High Court
that relates to actions stemming from the considerations
of the upper house in New South Wales. That has been
subject to a previous ruling by the Chair in this debate.
The government would attest that it is a concern that
our standing orders are deficient in a way that the
standing orders of the Australian Senate and the NSW
Parliament are explicit; that our standing orders are
silent. In particular the application of these issues in the
Senate and in the NSW upper house are subject to
public documents and public information — not private
information. We are dealing with extremely private and
personal information in this case.
Hon. N. B. Lucas — You are trying to cover up!
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Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — Mr Lucas and I
worked on a select committee of this Parliament for the
best part of a year exploring at every turn the rigour of
an allegation that was made within this chamber. In my
view at the end of that 10-month exercise, lengthy
consideration and extensive documentation, not a silver
bullet warranted conclusions any different from those
issues that were in the public domain before the inquiry
started.
Hon. N. B. Lucas — You are trying to change the
subject now.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — I am saying to the
house that it should be particularly mindful of the
processes we use, how we obtain information and how
we use it. As a government member at this time I do not
have a high degree of confidence about the way in
which the house is going about its business. In seeking
information through this motion today, it is pushing the
envelope in a way that has never been applied before in
this house, at a time when I have serious reservations
about the mischievous and partisan way in which the
forms of the house are being used to pursue particular
political interests. It is incumbent upon all of us to take
a breath and have a look at the nature of the motion
before us. We are censuring ministers on the basis of
the interventions of their staff; the Minister for
Education Services for being an advocate on behalf of a
constituent and the Minister for Housing for making
sure that the process is appropriately gone through. The
number of times that the Leader of the Opposition used
the phrase ‘normalised the process’ was — —
Hon. C. A. Furletti interjected.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — It was not his word.
He used the word in parenthesis — that is,
‘normalised’. In a sense, he was putting a mischievous
construction on the expression that was put on the file. I
suggest to the Parliament that the word ‘normalised’
would mean to go through the normal process, to make
sure that the i’s are dotted and the t’s are crossed. That
is my understanding of what ‘normalised’ means and
that is what I believe was the undertaking by the
officers of the Minister for Housing’s office, the
department liaison officer and any person within the
Department of Human Services who dealt with this
application.
As the minister has indicated in her contribution to the
debate earlier today, the pivotal decision to provide
transitional housing to this family, which was the route
by which the family gained access to public housing
through a description of their individual personal
circumstances, is the critical information that applies a
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different test to that applied to priority housing. All the
references to income tests, outstanding debts, eligibility
and assets do not apply in circumstances of transitional
housing.
Transitional housing is temporary and provides for
accommodation under acute and crisis situations. I have
been advised that this is the very nature of the evidence
that has been withheld from the file that has been
obtained by the Leader of the Opposition in somewhat
dubious circumstances. It has not been subject to any
freedom of information request, nor to any release of
documentation through the whistleblower’s
legislation — two avenues by which the statutes of the
Victorian Parliament allow for the release of
documents. Clearly, the Leader of the Opposition did
not obtain his documentation through those routes. We
have no option other than to believe they had been
misappropriated in some shape or form, which is totally
consistent with his refusal to share the information with
us.
It is quite a mischievous construction and it belittles the
standing of the Leader of the Opposition. Last week, on
a personal matter, he was quite gracious to me in
dealing with a motion before the house to suit a
personal circumstance that I had in terms of my
availability to attend a hearing of the select committee
at a certain hour of the day. On the basis of my personal
explanation to him about my difficulty he
accommodated me. I thought that was a very decent
act.
As the Leader of the Government has already indicated,
the decency of the previous Minister for Housing, Ann
Henderson, was featured prominently in the condolence
motions that appeared before both the Legislative
Assembly and this chamber within the past few weeks.
Any number of examples of her graciousness and
consideration of constituents was acknowledged in
terms of trying to accommodate the urgent concerns of
constituents and applicants to receive housing under her
control. That level of decency and regard for Victorian
citizens and their quality of life, standing as individuals
and respect for their privacy, is not evident in the
motion before the chamber today.
It is unfortunate that the construction that has been
placed on these events in this case are malevolent. The
construction placed on the evidence referred to by the
Leader of the Opposition does not reflect well on what
otherwise would be decent values that he demonstrated
in his consideration of my circumstances last week.
I call on honourable members to think seriously about
passing a motion that censures ministers not on the
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basis of their personal action but on the action of their
staff. The motion is deficient in terms of the evidence
that is before us and fundamentally deficient in the
evidence as to what criteria were used to provide this
family with transitional housing. Once the family
obtained transitional housing the allegations in terms of
backdating this application just fall outside the very
guidelines that operate within the Department of
Human Services because the application for permanent
housing, according to the guidelines at
paragraph 7.1.16, say that the application will be treated
as occurring from the date of the access to transitional
housing. In terms of normalising the process, the
backdating allegation does not take flight because the
date applies from the date of access to transitional
housing, which is totally consistent with the guidelines.
In terms of the specific allegation of censuring the
Minister for Education Services, there is just no
evidence before us. In terms of censuring the Minister
for Housing, I suggest that any construction of the
arguments proposed by the Leader of the Opposition
indicates that the minister’s officers and staff ensured
that due process was followed.
Perhaps honourable members would expect that I, as a
member of the government, as a matter of course would
not support a motion censuring two of my ministerial
colleagues. Beyond that I take my responsibility to the
Parliament seriously, in that if I were convinced I
would be open to consider whether that action was
warranted.
The Minister for Housing has made a significant
contribution towards redressing a number of problems
that bedevilled the housing sector upon our government
coming to office, and she has been a leading advocate
of the housing sector. She has played a significant role
in reducing waiting lists and dealing on a statewide
basis with trying to improve the lot of Victorians who
seek access to public housing.
In fact over the period since 1999 there has been a 9 per
cent reduction in the waiting lists for public housing in
Victoria. There has been a 7 per cent reduction in the
last year, which demonstrates that the combined
policies on investment and asset management of the
government have had a profound effect in moving
people into housing. We have seen the waiting lists
drop to 37 400 in September this year down from
40 396 in June. We have seen a 7 per cent drop in the
last quarter, which is a significant result.
The last quarterly figures show that in country Victoria
there has been a significant reduction, in the order of
20 per cent, from 7080 to 5661, and under this minister
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we are creating a better housing system. We are helping
people in the greatest need to get access to housing at
rates far greater than had been the case in the system we
inherited. We have a policy that has been progressively
introduced by the minister to ensure that by now 66 per
cent of all new allocations are going to the most urgent
categories.
Rather than censuring the minister, there are many
reasons why we should applaud the minister.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — They are your rules — that
we should congratulate the minister for breaking the
rules?
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — No. I am yet to be
convinced by Mr Hallam, Mr Forwood or anybody in
the chamber that the minister broke any rules.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Were you listening?
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — Yes, I was absolutely
listening. In fact, I believe that on the construction the
Leader of the Opposition put the case was not proved, if
his interpretation was correct, let alone being deficient
of the most critical piece of information — the one that
actually provided access to transitional housing. He
does not even know what the circumstances are.

Wednesday, 16 October 2002

This minister has made great efforts towards expanding
the supply of quality, affordable housing to low-income
families in Victoria and progressively has made
changes to the way in which the guidelines and rules
have actually applied over the life of this government,
to try to provide greater access for the working poor
and people who have an insecure access to housing.
That is perhaps at the heart of why there are some
concerns that may underpin some discontent with the
minister, because she is pushing the boundaries in
dealing with what are the appropriate policy
considerations and policy settings for action on public
housing in Victoria. Maybe she is being assaulted on
the basis of trying in public policy terms to open up
access to public housing and to defend the rights of
public tenants across the state.
I have no reason because of the argument put by the
Leader of the Opposition to censure either minister. I
have no confidence in this chamber continuing to push
the envelope in exercising its powers in a way they
have never been exercised before. The house has never
used the mechanism that is currently envisaged in this
motion.

Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — If he does know, he
is indecent; and if he does not know, that is the pivotal
piece of information that he is deficient on. Those
personal circumstances are the critical bit.

When I started my contribution to this debate I
indicated to the house that I thought it was nonsensical
for us to censure ministers on the basis of information
we do not have. The second part of the motion says,
‘Give it to us tomorrow, after we have censured you’.
That is nonsensical. The Leader of the Opposition, who
moved the motion, is the one who has more access to
information than any of the rest of us in the chamber at
the moment, but he refused to share it with us.

This minister is the minister who reinvested, upon
coming to government, for the first time state money
beyond the commonwealth–state housing agreement in
a way that had not been evident during the life of the
Kennett government. We introduced $94 million to be
invested back into the sector. We have ensured that of
that money over the life of the government
$170 million has been spent in this budget to upgrade
and redevelop existing stock, including $28 million that
has been specifically spent on ageing housing estates.

If on no other basis I would expect members who
operate on the basis of logic and reason to reject the
motion. However, I do not have a great degree of
confidence, because I do not believe members of this
chamber are sitting in judgment on the basis of the
evidence before them. I think they will vote along the
lines of predetermined positions they adopted before
they came in here for particularly mischievous political
motives rather than being in accord with the evidence
or the standing of the ministers involved.

I, as a member for Melbourne Province, am eternally
grateful that there is some reinvestment in those
communities which I represent, in stark contrast to what
seemed to be the intent of the previous administration,
which was to explore the potential to sell off those
housing estates to the private sector. We are reinvesting
and defending both those estates and those
communities.

I sat next to the Leader of the Government during the
course of this debate, and I shared her sense of anger
and frustration about the pivotal piece of evidence that
may provide her safety net and her comfort in this
regard being a matter that is totally inappropriate to air
in the chamber and totally inappropriate to be used for
political mischief and the political benefit of one side of
the chamber. I have it on good faith that that evidence
does exist, but that is why there is a degree of difficulty
for the minister I sit next to in this chamber. I share her

Hon. Bill Forwood — Yes I do.

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION SERVICES and MINISTER FOR HOUSING: CONDUCT
Wednesday, 16 October 2002

COUNCIL

367

concern about the mischief that may be created by the
passage of this motion.

prepared to do: to try to facilitate access to this
information.

In terms of the mechanisms that are available to the
people of Victoria, let alone Parliament, I reiterate that
from where I sit the information could or should be
obtained through legal sources, with those legal sources
applying under statute, including freedom of
information.

However, in terms of the motion before the house
today, I reiterate that I will not support it. I reiterate
concerns of a number of government members about
the appropriateness of the use of the powers of this
house to try to obtain documentation in this way and
their serious concerns about the selective use of
material. I remind honourable members that at the end
of the day, whatever material we are likely to obtain,
we may never be privy to the critical issue of how this
family obtained housing, because in fact they are
deeply personal matters that go to the nature of why the
family was warranted to receive transitional housing in
the first place. Whatever mechanisms. legal or
otherwise, we use to obtain the information, we may
never obtain it. For the sum of those reasons, I will
sincerely oppose the motion and express my support for
the two ministers concerned.

Hon. R. M. Hallam interjected.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — There has been no
level of confidence about the way in which the Leader
of the Opposition obtained this information.
Hon. R. M. Hallam interjected.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — I am saying that the
Leader of the Opposition was not able to give us any
confidence about the way the information came to him.
Hon. R. M. Hallam interjected.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — I believe it is
incumbent upon those people who bring documents to
us to actually — —
Hon. R. M. Hallam — You only needed 24 hours
notice. You already had it on file. You could have gone
up and got the information. That’s what you’re
implying — —
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — Mr Hallam is calling
upon me to reflect upon my comments about illegality.
Let me do so. Let me reflect on it and suggest that
regardless of whether I am making any inappropriate
allegations about anybody — which I am not intending
to do — what I am actually saying to the house is that
the Leader of the Opposition did not provide us with
any degree of confidence about the way in which he
obtained the documents and has subsequently used
them. Let me leave it at that.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — That’s better. You’re
referring to conduct unbecoming.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — If in fact I erred on
that side, let me be straightened in regard to that issue.
However, let me say what my substantive point was:
that there are legal forms that can be used to obtain
documentation — freedom of information and
whistleblowers legislation. They are the available
avenues and from where I sit as part of the government
I would be happy to play an active role in ensuring that
material was released in an expeditious fashion. That is
an offer I make to the house and is something I am

Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — I am
pleased to rise to support the motion before the house,
which, among other things, requires the government to
produce the files relating to the matter that has been
raised by the Leader of the Opposition in this place and
which is the subject of the motion.
I start by referring to the last comments of the Deputy
Leader of the Government in this place, in which he
said that the main purpose for the family being given
priority, which is now acknowledged by the
government, was that there existed a critical issue
relating to their eligibility for transitional housing in the
first place. I put on record that in the other place at
question time today, probably less than half an hour
ago, a question was put to the Minister for Housing
relating to the motion now before the house, as to
whether the Office of Housing staff engaged in
falsifying or ‘normalising’ priority housing applications
for those clients.
It strikes me as absolutely amazing that the Minister for
Housing in the other place, who is now so well
acquainted with this whole issue, did not raise the
matter of any special crisis or critical issue and did not
in her answer seek to draw out the matters that have
been raised by the Deputy Leader of the Government in
this place. I hope sincerely, Mr President, Mr Jennings
has based his comments on certain circumstances.
Without the government’s refusal to produce the file
and the need, possibly, for this to be debated, the whole
issue could have been defused very quickly with the
government coming clean and saying, ‘Here’s the file.
What do you want to see?’. Let me be specific.
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Hon. R. M. Hallam — They haven’t even put in a
request.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — Let us be specific. This
is not a matter of investigating and going on a
witch-hunt for an individual client who received a
house. This is about pursuing some element of
impropriety and of working in concert, from the highest
echelons in the Department of Human Services down to
the electorate officers. It is about backdating
documents. One of the first things I learnt when I was
in practice, Mr President, is, as you would be well
aware, that one thing you do not do is backdate
documents for any reason. Now there is evidence of
backdating of documents by the department, and finally
there is the file note that was referred to by the Leader
of the Opposition in this place, where certain
documents and papers had been identified by yellow
stickers for possible removal from the file. If that is not
a trail leading to a good reason for getting to the bottom
of conduct unbecoming by two ministers of the Crown,
I do not know what is.
If there is a reasonable explanation it is for the
government to prove it. The government was given that
opportunity today. The minister, the leader in this
house, had her opportunity and she rose and made a
statement that I think none of us would disagree with. It
is clearly the obligation of every member of this house
to move heaven and earth for their constituents, to do
whatever they can for them and to do the maximum to
achieve an outcome for them. But underlying all of that
is the word ‘legitimately’. In this case we have the
Leader of the Government in this place, who starts out
promising to assist a constituent — and I make no
difference between the leader in this house and her
electorate officer, Catherine Dundon, because after all
the buck stops there and the minister is responsible for
the conduct of her electorate officer.
Therefore the minister says to a constituent, ‘I will get
you into a house before 23 December’, and the ball
starts rolling. Like other honourable members in this
place I have had the experience of trying to find
accommodation for needy people. My office is in the
middle of a process as I speak, and I know how difficult
it is. However, on 1 December there is a file note — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — On a point of order,
Mr President, I want to raise what I consider to be a
fairly serious point of order. The reason it has taken
some time for me to come to the house is that I have
had to research a number of documents that I would
like you to take into consideration.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! Is it a point of order in
relation to something that has been said by the
Honourable Carlo Furletti?
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — This is in reference to
the provision of documents in the motion.
The PRESIDENT — Order! We have had a couple
of arguments on that issue. I am not querying the
honourable member’s right to raise it, but whether it is
the appropriate time to raise it, or whether we should
wait until the honourable member finishes his
dissertation.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I do not think it
matters. It is up to you, Mr President.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am happy to hear
you now.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Thank you,
Mr President. The reason I wish to raise this point of
order is because the Chair, in its earlier rulings to the
house, made reference to the case of Egan v. Willis and
used that as a precedent or justification for the ruling
made earlier. I have had an opportunity to have a look
at the High Court decision in Egan v. Willis in relation
to the Chair’s ruling and also what is before the house
at the moment. I want to make a couple of points. The
High Court is reported as saying:
In the Court of Appeal, the Chief Justice described the
circumstances of the dispute giving rise to the present
litigation. His Honour said:
During 1995, in respect of a number of politically
controversial government proposals, the Legislative
Council, under standing order 18, resolved that there be
tabled in [that] house, documents relating to various
activities of ‘the government’.

His Honour was referring to the fact that the Council in
New South Wales had specifically asked for documents
under a standing order of the house, that standing order
being standing order 18. This house has an equivalent
standing order. It is standing order 306, which states:
Accounts and papers which are required to be laid before the
Council by any act of Parliament, or by any order of the
Council, may be deposited with the Clerk, and the same shall
be laid on the table, and a list of such accounts and papers
read by the Clerk.

That standing order seems to make it clear that if any
papers are called for by this house they have to be
deposited with the Clerk.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — ‘May be’; you read it out.
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Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Mr Hallam can have
his go when I am finished. I am sure he will have plenty
to say on the point of order.

there was a standing order which was being
implemented, Mr President, I urge you to reconsider
whether to allow this to continue.

The documents under this standing order would, in the
normal course of events, be deposited with the Clerk
and may be laid on the table, and a list of such accounts
and papers read by the Clerk. There are two points I
wish to make about this. The first is that the motion
before the house, which has been moved by the
Honourable Bill Forwood, does not refer to this
standing order. It is not requesting documents under
this standing order, as I believe it should given that such
a standing order exists in the house, and then it would
have the same status as the request for documents under
the standing order in relation to the Egan case cited by
you, Mr President.

I conclude by making one final point from Egan v.
Willis, and that is the point which appears towards the
end. The High Court states:

However, given that that has not occurred, but even if it
were to occur, my view is that such documentation
would then need to be made available to the Clerk, at
the very minimum, given standing order 306.
I further draw attention to page 388 of May’s
Parliamentary Practice where it says — and this goes
to the nature of the documentation that is being
requested by this motion, which I believe is very
specific to a particular individual:
On 20 June 1974, the deputy speaker ruled that a letter from a
department to a private individual did not come within the
category of having to be laid. However, in exceptional
circumstances and because they had become matters of acute
political controversy, the Secretary of State for Defence on
18 February 1985 laid on the table documents on the advice
given to ministers by an individual civil servant. As the house
deals only with public documents in its proceedings —

and I stress this —
it could not incidentally require the production of papers
which, if moved for separately, would be refused as beyond
its jurisdiction.

May is quite clear about this issue. It cites the case of
the deputy speaker ruling that a letter from a private
individual did not come within the category of
documents that could be laid, and therefore that the
house did not have power to call for those documents. It
secondly says that public documents are the only sorts
of documents that in effect can be called for by the
house and not simply any document.
Taking that aspect which I have just read out of May
and adding to it the fact that the motion before the
house does not make reference to the power under our
standing order 306, and also adding that in the case of
Egan v. Willis — and the Chair cited the High Court
judgment — the High Court only ruled on the basis that

The only question which has to be answered in this case is
therefore, whether what was done by the house was
reasonably necessary for its functions.

It goes on to say:
… it would be extraordinary if, having a matter before it for
consideration, it could not do what was necessary to inform
itself about it.

I want to explain what this means to the house. What
the house was therefore referring to was its capacity to
call for documents in order for the house to consider
those documents so that it could make a decision. The
difference here is that the house is calling for
documents, but not in order to inform members in this
place so that they can be informed in order to make a
judgment and therefore make a decision in voting on
this issue. The motion calls for documents which would
be made available only to you, Mr President, and to the
leaders of the parties to be looked at. Therefore it in no
way falls within the category of an action by the house
in order to inform itself for the purposes of debate and
for the purposes of decision in this house.
I therefore urge you, Mr President, to reconsider on all
the grounds I have just laid before you this
extraordinary and unprecedented action to ask for
information about a private individual. In doing so I
might also say that the government has already
indicated to the Leader of the Opposition its
preparedness to expedite a proper freedom of
information application for information in relation to
this case where the interests and the rights of that
individual would be preserved.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Mr President, I have a
number of comments to make in response to the point
of order raised by Mr Theophanous. The first is that I
wonder why the government is so scared of this. I
wonder why the government is going to such lengths
over such a long time with points of order to try to
prevent the documents becoming available. I think the
only answer to that is that the allegation that is being
made here today, that documents have been destroyed
on the government’s own evidence — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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Hon. Bill Forwood — And you are trying to cover
it up.
Mr Theophanous was relying on the reference in May
in relation to a letter from a private individual. What we
are talking about is a government file. This is not a
letter from a private individual, this is a government file
held by the department of housing that relates to an
application. As I demonstrated in my contribution this
morning, there is evidence in that file that documents
have been removed or destroyed. In those
circumstances we have gone absolutely out of our
way — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — It is not a letter from a
private individual; it is a letter from a department to a
private individual.
Hon. K. M. Smith — You didn’t say that.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I read out the quote.
Hon. Bill Forwood — On the point of order,
Mr President, I have gone out of my way to ensure that
the documents were not tabled in this house but were
provided in a way that ensures the personal affairs of
this family could remain protected while we get to the
bottom of the mess caused by the behaviour of these
two ministers. I want to say categorically that the
capacity of this house to send for documents and files is
not in question. There is absolutely no doubt that by
resolution of this house it has the capacity to send for
documents. I look forward to the government making
them available once this motion is passed.
The PRESIDENT — Order! In relation to
Mr Theophanous’s point of order, I thank him for his
very considered advancement of the arguments. In
some ways I will be referring to some of the issues I
referred to earlier.
One point to make first of all is that documents held by
the Department of Human Services are public
documents for all purposes. Some of those documents
contain information that is private to a particular family
or applicant, but in fact they are public documents.
Hon. M. M. Gould interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister can
further respond if she wants to. I am asked for a ruling.
Mr Theophanous put a lot of work into arriving at the
proposition he put to the house.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — It does say ‘a letter
from the department to a private individual’.
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The PRESIDENT — The honourable member is
relying on a decision of a Deputy Speaker of the House
of Commons.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Which is in May.
The PRESIDENT — I refer him to other matters in
May. I refer him to returns to order, pages 224 and 225.
I refer him also to page 64 of May, where it says:
Either house may summon witnesses to appear before it and
answer questions. It is on this power that the power to
summon persons papers and records, frequently given to
select committees in both houses, is founded.

Hon. T. C. Theophanous — That is to select
committees.
The PRESIDENT — Again it is a point worth
addressing, and I was going to address it. The fact is
this house has the power to give to a select committee
of the house the power to call for persons, papers and
records. If we did not have that power ourselves we
could not give it to one of our committees.
Again I remind honourable members to look at the
source of the power: section 19(1) of the Constitution
Act 1975 of the state of Victoria, as amended. I will not
read it again, but basically what it says is that we hold
and enjoy the privileges, immunities and powers that as
at 21 July 1855 were enjoyed by members of the House
of Commons of Great Britain.
I have referred honourable members to May, page 64,
and also to the issue of returns to order, which is where
the house orders documents, which is to be found on
pages 224 and 225.
The Egan v. Willis case dealt with two things: first of
all, whether the house had the power to call for papers
from its members — in that case it was the Treasurer of
New South Wales; secondly, how that power was
exercised and whether it was exercised properly. In that
case the house has a standing order, so it has the power.
It was examined by the Court of Appeal in New South
Wales, subsequently confirmed — these proceedings
went on for a long time — in the High Court of
Australia, I think on a four-to-one decision.
The issue when it was taken to the High Court was
regarded so seriously that all the states — other than
New South Wales, which was already in the case —
sought to intervene because they were concerned about
what sort of decision the High Court might make and
that it might constrain the powers of the legislatures of
Australia. That is why they all took an active role. Most
of those arguments were not based on the question of a
particular standing order — although in that case the
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High Court found that to actually toss Mr Egan onto the
street rather than just take him out of the chamber was
really beyond the provisions of the standing order
referred to.

prepared and constructed at the time of the events, or
elsewhere. So I sincerely hope there is a genuine history
to that and, of course, the production of the file as
requested should verify Mr Jennings’s assertions.

The Court of Appeal examined the power that we have
all derived from the British Parliament to actually
regulate our proceedings and to call for persons, papers
and records. The High Court upheld the power of each
of the legislatures of Australia.

One of the other issues that are significant here is that
on those files there are extremely detailed file notes. I
know that most honourable members here might make
file notes and might actually go away and pin them
onto a file or keep them together in their own fashion;
but what we have here is a series of very detailed file
notes — and I will refer to one in particular — that
indicate that there was a very careful and conscious
decision by public servants to keep very accurate
records. One knows that for one to go to extraordinary
lengths at the time of the events occurring one is
seeking to ensure that they would not be the scapegoats
of this ministerial intervention and what appears to be a
degree of ministerial impropriety.

Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Under the standing
order.
The PRESIDENT — The standing order is relevant
to whether the power is exercised in a particular way,
so Mr Theophanous is quite right in bringing that up.
The Court of Appeal said that they have the power and
were entitled to have the documents, but they were not
entitled to toss Mr Egan out into Pitt Street. They
should have just ignored him.
I am quite comfortable with the ruling I gave earlier. I
thank Mr Theophanous for the work he put into the
issue.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — What about our
argument that they should be made available to the
Clerk?
The PRESIDENT — In relation to the suggestion
that the documents be made available to the Clerk and
then be tabled, that then gets to the situation where the
documents are public documents. No-one wants that
because of the private information that is contained in
them. I think earlier Mr Theophanous was calling for
the Leader of the Opposition to table the document.
That would have gone exactly the opposite way, the
way members of the house on both sides agree should
not happen. That is my ruling.

The question of the normalisation — the
normalising — of the process was raised by both the
Honourable Theo Theophanous and the Honourable
Gavin Jennings. I have a view of ‘normal’, and to
normalise to my mind means that you make something
that is abnormal or not normal look like or have the
appearance of being normal. Mr Jennings has sought to
make very light of the fact that the word ‘normalise’
means just that; and that may be right, depending on the
context upon which the word is used. So, for the
purposes of putting on record the context, I will quote
from the file notes of Paul Acreman, which read as
follows:
I spoke to Carmel Collins —

and he even puts her position title, acting assistant
director, housing, in his file notes —
about the matter —

Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Mr President, further
on your ruling, I do not agree with your ruling.

which is the subject of this motion. This is significant,
and I quote:

An Honourable Member — You don’t have to.

and we discussed the potential difficulties surrounding an
allocation of a property without the appropriate application
and documentation.

Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I know that. I will be
considering moving a dissent from that ruling, because
I think it is against — —
The PRESIDENT — There will be an appropriate
time to do that.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — I was at the point of
indicating that the raising of the crisis in this family by
Mr Jennings was the first anyone had heard of it,
whether within the documentation, which had all been

Very strong words for a public servant to put into a file
note and certainly, to my mind, grounds for this motion
being put before the chamber and, indeed, being passed
by this chamber so that we can get to the bottom of it.
He goes on to say:
We both felt it necessary to try to get the process as
normalised as possible …

That to me is not bringing it back to normal; it is to
correct the difficulties surrounding the allocation of the
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property without the appropriate application and
documentation. So, to do that, for some reason they go
and get the involvement of the Tenants Union of
Victoria to assist in filling out the priority housing
application form. He goes on to say that he went on to
contact the TUV and agreed to ring Ms Gould’s office
to advise her of the position and the requirement to
normalise the process.
So throughout the whole spectrum of the Office of
Housing, the housing minister’s office and the now
education services minister’s office, they were in
concert, perhaps conspiring to normalise the process —
that is, not returning something to normal but
fabricating to give it the appearance of normality.
The same file notes also show a very active period,
almost a frenzied period, between 21 December and
24 December, the period within which all of this
happened. There are three or four letters, two or three
emails and a number of telephone conversations within
the period in which the clients are offered not one but
two houses. They are discovered to not be eligible for
one and things are rearranged in such a way for them to
be eligible for another. At the end of the day there is
sufficient material before the chamber to show that two
ministers of the Crown conspired very closely over a
short period of time to assist constituents of the
Minister for Education Services to acquire a house
notwithstanding that the constituents were neither
eligible nor had completed the appropriate
documentation.
On the question of eligibility there is also another
substratum of areas in which those constituents were
not eligible. One of the grounds was that they owed
money for a previous tenancy with the department and
there are certain guidelines and rules that need to be
observed. One of those is that an arrangement be made
for the repayment of the debt. In these circumstances,
almost with the stroke of a pen, it was found that these
particular constituents could be exempted from that
requirement so they qualified for the allocation of the
property provided to them. When all the evidence
mounts up one finds that things are very, very
extraordinary.
Some of the public servants involved in the scam say
openly that all members of Parliament seek to contact
the minister for special treatment and to assist their
constituents. All of us do. As was pointed out, to
consider in this particular case that the Minister for
Housing would give a directive that certain things had
to occur by a certain time, that a minister should pick
up the phone and call public servants to ensure that
things were happening, for a minister to take directly
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telephone calls from an electorate officer of another
member state directly — —
Hon. M. M. Gould — I take phone calls all the
time.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — They are here, on the
form, directly. Then, of course, to have the outcome of
not one house but two houses to be offered within the
space of two days. The minister protesteth too much
with that interjection!
The issue then becomes clearly one of questioning. The
issue of backdating the application has a number of
implications, not the least of which, given that there is a
huge waiting list for public housing probably second
only to hospitals, is the impact on positioning. I refer to
the figures mentioned by the Honourable Gavin
Jennings with respect to the latest trends in public
housing. He suggested there was a drop of 7 per cent or
so over the last quarter. The reason for the fall is that
the government has conveniently ignored applications
within the system by excluding over 6000 families
whose names are on the waiting list.
The reality is that the waiting list across the state has
actually grown by 6 per cent, not fallen by 7 per cent,
because of this doctoring of the figures. This is
symptomatic of the government; it changes the figures
to suit itself. I put on record that country waiting lists
for public housing have jumped a massive 28 per cent
under this government. It is not accurate to say waiting
lists have fallen under this government. In this case the
backdating allowed this particular family to leapfrog
over a whole heap of other people who had been on the
waiting list at the same time and therefore gave friends
and mates of the Labor Party an advantage they did not
deserve.
What should also be put on the record is the significant
action of Paul Acreman. In his action memo to Carmel
Collins, the assistant director, he says:
Please find attached thee copy of … file …
… I believe some things/pages may have to be removed.

This is the action of a public servant in the Office of
Housing making clear that something needs to be dealt
with. He makes it clear that to effect a cover-up
sensitive pages need to be removed. Equally significant
is that a junior officer is drawing to the attention of a
superior officer that the file contains documents which
he had identified as sensitive and incriminating of the
government.
The public servants themselves, as indicated by the
Leader of the National Party, smelt a rat. They were
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aware of the sham. They were the people who were
involved intimately with this whole process and they
were not comfortable with what had been going on.
The government says we are critical and heartless. But
the public servants were aware of the number of people
who were on the waiting lists who they had to put off
on a daily basis because of lack of facilities and all of a
sudden because there is a telephone call from a minister
things are changed and they are put into awkward and
difficult positions of having to determine that very
difficult question of who should get what priority.
I must correct the statement made by the Honourable
Gavin Jennings relating to the construction of
additional public housing. In 1998–99 under a Liberal
government there were some 1115 new public sector
houses; in 1999–2000 there were 901; and in 2000–01
under Labor the figure had dropped to 540. That
obviously explains why there is such an incredible
increase of 6 per cent in demand in the last quarter
compared with 1996 and 2000 when there was a drop
in house waiting lists under a Liberal government of
over 25 per cent.
The spin that the Honourable Gavin Jennings would
seek to put on the issue does not jell. This motion is
about one thing and one thing only — there is a
smoking gun, as the expression goes. The government
has been given the opportunity to produce a file. If a
file had been offered last night I doubt that we would
today be debating this motion. The tenor of the motion
is not that the file be made public but that it be handed
to you, Mr President, and that the leaders have the
opportunity to examine the file to identify the
documents which have been removed and to identify
the role of the various participants in this somewhat
sorry saga.
The whole affair has embroiled the Minister for
Education Services, and has embroiled, fortunately or
unfortunately, the Minister for Housing. It has taken its
toll on a number of public servants who were involved
and obliged to do the bidding of the ministers and their
senior officers. It would appear from the documents
that I have seen that Carmel Collins, the assistant
director, played a major role. It appears that Brenda
Boland, the direct care manager of the Department of
Human Services in the western metropolitan region,
was contacted, had been advised of a matter, was fully
au fait with the goings-on and that at every step the
issue was relayed not only to the senior bureaucrats but
to the officers of the Minister for Housing and to the
officers of the Minister for Education Services.
There is no doubt that the evidence that has been
presented to the house requires that the motion be
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supported so that the roles played by the ministers in
this whole affair can be identified. We can clear or
censure the ministers more appropriately at a later date.
This motion is about censuring the ministers for their
part in the fabrication and the cover-up and for the
impropriety of the whole affair. I urge all honourable
members of this house on this occasion that it is
appropriate that they support the motion and bring to
task the ministers for whatever role they played. It is
appropriate that the file be presented to the leaders of
the parties in this place so the whole tawdry affair can
be fully examined and the matter laid to rest. I urge
honourable members to support the motion.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Bali: terrorist attack
Hon. G. B. ASHMAN (Koonung) — The member
statement I wish to make today is one that I would
prefer not to be making, but I take this opportunity to
express my sincere sympathy to the families and people
involved in the disaster that occurred in Bali at the
weekend.
On Sunday I received two phone calls from families
who live in Koonung Province who were chasing the
whereabouts of loved ones in Bali. In one case the
family has had the good news that their daughter is
returning home; in the other case the family has no
news at this stage.
This event has struck home to all of us. It is the first
time that Australians have been a target in this way.
The magnitude of the attack is something we are all still
trying to come to grips with, but sadly the reality is that
not only are the two families I have had contact with in
Koonung touched by this, but also many hundreds of
other families across Australia will be feeling the same
pain.
I compliment the service personnel who went over to
Bali so promptly and so quickly and who made such a
significant contribution. In these circumstances they
deserve our congratulations and most sincere thanks.

Jessica Leach
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — It is with
pride that I rise to congratulate a real star among our
rural students, who are already recognised for academic
excellence. The student is Miss Jessica Leach, who has
been offered a full paying scholarship to Bond
University in Queensland. Jessica’s high academic
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records, community involvement and personal
achievements have contributed to her receiving this
offer. In addition to her many successes, Jessica has
been named 2002 Australian winner of the Lions Youth
of the Year quest.

complete an industry-based landscaping project at the
Creswick School of Forestry.

Jessica can share her outstanding success with other
students in rural centres as an example of what can be
achieved. Jessica is a resident of the small farming
community of Walpeup in the heart of North Western
Province, and her family has been very supportive of all
her endeavours, as has the community, and this support
has undoubtedly held her in good stead. Stories of
academic success coming from small rural towns are no
longer scarce, and our rural youth are proving more and
more often that they are more than a match for their city
cousins.

Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My member
statement today relates to the bureaucracy and
disorganisation at the Department of Natural Resources
and Environment and to a recent advertisement in the
Age for an executive director, parks flora and fauna,
which is the position that was held by Michonne van
Rees.

I understand Jessica plans to study international
relations and communications, and I have every faith
that she will continue her high personal standards
throughout the continuation of her education and her
career. I wish her well and every success for the future.

Ballarat: investment
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — Over the past
couple of weeks Ballarat and district have witnessed
some great achievements and announcements which
collectively make the provincial region of Ballarat a
great place in which to live, work and invest.
There was the official opening and blessing of the
Ballarat and Austin Radiation Oncology Centre at the
St John of God Hospital campus, which was the
culmination of 13 years of community action and a
partnership between the public and private Ballarat
health services and the Austin hospital.
Information technology leader IBM Global Services
Australia confirmed that it will locate its regional
software solutions centre at the University of Ballarat at
Mount Helen. This will see the creation of some
300 jobs over the next five years, and it is expected to
generate some $84 million each year for the Victorian
economy.
Then the University of Ballarat’s Camp Street campus
was officially opened by the Premier. This now
completes a $30 million arts academy precinct and
confirms Ballarat clearly as the education and learning
city. Then Tattersalls announced its $1.1 million
contribution towards the Former Prisoners of War
Memorial Appeal, which will see the commencement
of this important project at the Ballarat Botanic
Gardens. Finally, there was the official launch of the
Community Jobs program for unemployed people to

Natural Resources and Environment:
reorganisation

Hon. G. R. Craige interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — The position had a
remuneration of somewhere up to $200 000, Mr Craige.
This is the position that had a key role in managing the
Seal Rocks debacle.
The department has been reorganised to place above the
parks flora and fauna division a deputy secretary’s
position, also remunerated at up to $200 000. That
deputy secretary’s position in public land, heritage and
biodiversity will be filled by Kevin Love, who has been
moved across from the Premier’s office. I understand
this is part of a wider reorganisation that has seen a
number of deputy secretary positions created. I am also
informed that Peter Sutherland has been made a deputy
secretary and that he will have responsibility for
catchments, communities and water. These deputy
secretaries will each cost Victorian taxpayers up to
$200 000 each year.
I understand Land Victoria will be overseen by a
deputy secretary as well, rather than reporting directly
to the secretary, Chloe Munro. This is a sign of
disorganisation. The failure at Seal Rocks and the
failure at Land Victoria have been reflected in this
reorganisation.

Immigration Museum: tribute garden
Hon. E. C. CARBINES (Geelong) — I
acknowledge the enormous contribution migrants have
made over many generations to the economic
prosperity and cultural life of Victoria. Having migrated
to Australia in 1968 with my parents and brother, I was
proud to attend with my family on Sunday the official
launch of the fourth stage of the tribute garden at the
Immigration Museum. The tribute garden contains the
names of some 4000 Victorian migrants who originated
from 90 different countries, and it therefore represents
wonderfully the rich multicultural diversity of our state.
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My family joined hundreds of other migrants and their
families who had chosen to have their names inscribed
on the walls of the tribute garden as a lasting memorial
to their personal cultural heritage and contribution as
migrants to Victoria.

are being denied access to our court system. Yesterday
Bendigo lawyers took the unprecedented action of
stopping work. This action effectively closed down the
Bendigo court system. The president of the Bendigo
Law Association, Mr Leach, is quoted as saying:

It was a proud and emotional ceremony for everyone
present, and I commend the Immigration Museum for
its meaningful initiative on behalf of the people of
Victoria.

It’s time for the state government to stop buck passing and sit
up and take notice …

Citizens Electoral Council: statements
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) —
Yesterday I received an email that many other members
of Parliament would have received announcing the
Citizens Electoral Council candidates for the
forthcoming state election. It is an opportune time to
mention to the house that the CEC is an insidious,
pseudopolitical organisation that attracts tiny amounts
of the vote but still raises over $1 million each year.
The claims it makes include the following: Israel was
responsible for the 11 September attacks and it will
carry out further terrorist attacks on the United States of
America; the Queen and Prince Phillip head a so-called
financial oligarchy that rules the world and controls
most of the world’s drug trafficking, with supposed
Zionist bankers being a part of this conspiracy. This
financial oligarchy is pushing for a war on Iraq as part
of a clash of civilisations it needs to handle a global
financial crisis. It also claims that Ariel Sharon is
blackmailing the United States of America into
attacking Iraq by threatening a nuclear attack on Iraq if
it does not. It claims that the Port Arthur massacre was
a British plot and that our Racial and Religious
Tolerance Act is a plot by the Queen to prevent dissent
against Aboriginal land rights, which it claims the
Queen devised herself to break up the Australian nation
state and steal our raw materials.
Despite the ludicrous assertions of the Citizens
Electoral Council, current and former politicians,
councillors and unionists, religious and Aboriginal
leaders sign CEC petitions such as the recent full-page
advertisement in the Australian calling for a national
bank. They should know better, and the public of
Australia should watch out for this insidious
organisation.

Bendigo: legal aid
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — The issue I
raise today relates to the lack of legal aid funding in the
Bendigo region. It was with great concern that I learnt
yesterday that the most vulnerable in our community

He continued:
The appalling state of affairs means children are being denied
proper justice.

He went on to say:
Fees paid to private practitioners under the legal aid system
have not increased since 1992, leaving those who continued
to work with the financially disadvantaged out of pocket.

It is of great concern that the most vulnerable in our
community are being denied an entitlement to have
their day in court and to be legally represented. I thank
and congratulate those lawyers on the work they do,
particularly those who are still providing a service to
the most needy in our community. However, it is time
for the minister and this government to address this
problem, and I urge them to remedy the funding
shortfall.

United Wood Cooperative
Hon. G. D. ROMANES (Melbourne) — I wish to
draw the attention of the house to an innovative project
which combines English language training with job
creation. It was initiated in 2001 by Adult Multicultural
Education Services (AMES) and is known as the
United Wood Cooperative. Previously it has been
referred to as the Toolshed.
The United Wood Cooperative is one of AMES’s
community projects. It focuses on improving the
economic wellbeing of disadvantaged
refugee-background people, primarily from Eastern
Africa. It was recognised that people in this latest wave
of refugees into Australia found rebuilding their lives in
their new country particularly difficult due to lack of
employment opportunities.
Expressions of interest to be part of a carpentry
workshop were sought from older men with a refugee
background from various East African countries living
in the high-rise flats in the North Melbourne and
Flemington areas. A project coordinator was employed
to teach the men carpentry skills and how to build and
restore furniture. AMES community staff assisted the
men to gain carpentry contracts, including one with
St Vincent de Paul selling beds to be given to new
refugees arriving in Australia.
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Last Sunday a gathering was held in North Melbourne
to celebrate the achievements of the United Wood
Cooperative and to acknowledge the important
financial support of the Bracks government, Vichealth
and the City of Moonee Valley for this groundbreaking
AMES project.

Silvan Foundation
Hon. W. I. SMITH (Silvan) — I wish to
acknowledge and thank 12 businesses that have funded
93 Silvan Foundation scholarships worth $400 each.
They are given to students at Bayswater Secondary
College, Boronia Heights College, Croydon Secondary
College, Heathmont College, Maroondah Secondary
College, Ringwood Secondary College and Upwey
High School. These students are in financial difficulties
and the $400 plus a leadership program is given to them
to fund their books and school uniforms.
The 12 businesses who have funded a total of
223 Silvan Foundation Positive Futures scholarships in
the last three years are ANZ State Trustees, ARB
Corporation Ltd, Australian Automotive Air Pty Ltd,
Aussoft Solutions, the Bayswater hotel, Cadbury
Schweppes, the Felton Bequest, Fleming’s Nurseries
Pty Ltd, Keypass Pty Ltd, the Kilsyth Club, Patterson
Cheney Holden and Siemens Ltd.
This is the first time such a project has been initiated in
this manner. Businesses and schools in the region are
working together to help students stay at school. A total
of 223 scholarships have been given, and in the past
every student who has received the scholarship has
remained at school. All the students use the money,
monitored by the principal, to pay for their school
uniforms and books. Without that aid they would not
stay at school; they would leave.
I thank these businesses for supporting these kids. It is
wonderful that they do so without looking for any
publicity. Without their sponsorship the Silvan
Foundation would not exist.

Bali: terrorist attack
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — The
Australian national anthem has a line in it that says
‘With courage let us all combine’. This is what all
Australians must do in this time of great loss and
suffering. We must combine as one with courage
against this vicious attack; an attack which was not on
our shores but which was an attack on our souls.
This attack in Bali that has killed many Australians and
maimed and wounded many more is an act of murder.
There is no reason, no cause or no great martyrdom that
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justifies this barbarism. The world has changed greatly
over recent times. This great country of ours is not
immune to acts of evil that cause great sorrow.
As Australians of many colours, creeds and races, we
must unite against those who attack us. We need to be
able to offer a shoulder of support for those who need it
and be vigilant against those who would look to harm
us, but most of all we must combine and be courageous.
Our thoughts are with those who have lost loved ones
in the tragic events in Bali at the weekend.

UTILITY METERS (METROLOGICAL
CONTROLS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 10 October; motion of
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small Business).

Hon. W. I. SMITH (Silvan) — The Liberal Party
does not oppose the Utility Meters (Metrological
Controls) Bill, but it does have some concerns with it,
and I will raise those later in debate.
The bill extends the operation of the current trade
measurements to utility meters, which are used to
measure quantities of reticulated electricity, gas and
water. The bill will ensure that utility meters will be
subject to the same regulatory framework and scrutiny
which currently apply to other measuring instruments
under Victorian trade measurement legislation. The bill
also gives administrative responsibility to Trade
Measurement Victoria.
This bill has come into place because there have been
changes in electricity, gas and water from public to
private ownership. The commonwealth regulates the
design of utility meters under the National
Measurement Amendment (Utility Meters) Act 1999.
However, the responsibility for ensuring ongoing
accuracy once the meters have been installed rests with
the states.
In 1990 all states and territories except Western
Australia agreed to the adoption of uniform trade
measurement legislation to ensure accuracy and
consistency in measurement across Australia. In 1995
the Victorian government adopted uniform trade
measurement legislation and exempted publicly owned
utility meters such as gas, electricity and water.
Privatisation and corporatisation of utilities in Victoria
has occurred since then and that has meant that direct
government control no longer applies. This bill has
come about to ensure that all privatised and

UTILITY METERS (METROLOGICAL CONTROLS) BILL
Wednesday, 16 October 2002

COUNCIL

corporatised utility meters will be subject to the same
regulatory framework and scrutiny that currently apply
to other measuring instruments under Victorian trade
measurement legislation for meter accuracy.
No regulations have been written yet to accompany this
legislation. There has been some consultation on the
legislation, but no consultation at this point at all on
regulations.
I have spoken with all utility companies and would like
to put on the record my thanks to them for their
assistance. These include: the chairman of the Essential
Services Commission; Australian Retailers Association;
AGL; United Energy; Citipower; Origin Energy;
Powercor; TXU; Gas Technology; Barwon Water;
Lower Murray Water; Central Highlands; Coliban
Water; East Gippsland Water; Gippsland Water;
Glenelg Water; Goulburn Murray Water; Goulburn
Valley Water; Grampians Water; North East Region
Water; Portland Coast Water; Southern Rural Water;
South West Water; Sunraysia Rural Water; South
Gippsland Water; Western Water; Westernport Water;
Wimmera Mallee Water; and Yarra Valley Water.
I found in the process, as I had been alerted, that
consultation on this bill had been pretty limited. There
had been quite extensive consultation with the larger
utilities in the city but many of the country utilities,
including water, gas and electricity, had had very little
consultation. I sent each of them a copy of the bill and I
thank them for giving me correspondence back raising
some of the issues with this legislation.
We are not opposing this bill because all the utilities
say that while there are concerns with anomalies and
lack of definition with some things, which I will raise
later in the debate, basically the issues are not with the
legislation, but with the regulations. There is deep
concern in the industry among utility companies that
the devil will be in the detail — that is, with the
regulations. Utility companies are concerned about
another level of bureaucracy and about regulations they
have not seen as well as overregulation. They are
extremely concerned about compliance costs being
passed on. It is obviously important that before the
government starts to write regulations it consults
extensively with all these companies. They have asked
me to put to the Minister for Small Business that they
all need a good consultation process.
The companies that have written to me have asked that
they remain anonymous, and I will honour that.
However, I acknowledge that the particular concerns I
bring up in the first letter is from a very large
metropolitan electricity utility. It is very concerned
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about metering requirements, and I will go through
those. I have already spoken with the minister and,
instead of bringing the bill to committee, I have her
agreement that she will look at these concerns from the
utility companies and try to answer, if not now, later,
the anomalies and the uncertainties in the bill.
The first concern is in regard to metering requirements.
Clauses 10 to 12 of the bill establish a series of
requirements for use of meters in trade. This is seen as
unreasonable. For example, under clause 11(1) a person
who uses for trade a utility meter that is incorrect is
guilty of an offence. No formation of intent is required
by that person. A further example is clause 11(2),
which provides that a person who uses for trade a utility
meter in a manner which is unjust is guilty of an
offence. No guidance on what will be considered
‘unjust’ is provided. I ask for clarification on that when
we get to regulations.
The impact of these clauses may depend on the attitude
of the administering authority and how strictly that
authority interprets the legislation. The utility says this
is clearly undesirable and should be addressed by
amending or clarifying the regulation in clause 11(1) so
that it only operates where a person has formed the
intent to use an incorrect meter.
In regard to penalties, breaches of clause 11(1) and
clause 11(2) can result in fines of $20 000 for a natural
person. Clause 64 provides that if a body corporate
contravenes the act each person who is a director or is
concerned in the management of the body corporate is
deemed to have contravened the same provisions if the
person knowingly authorised or permitted the
contravention. By virtue of clause 61 this is increased
fivefold for a company. This means a company can be
fined $100 000 in relation to a meter that is incorrect to
the extent of $1. The utility considers the maximum
liability of a party under the bill should be directly
linked to the additional amount charged to a customer
through incorrect usage of the meter. I ask the minister
to take that on.
Clause 64 extends liability to directors and managers
who knowingly authorise or commit a contravention of
the legislation. This is in contrast to the existing
electricity customer metering code under which
directors and managers are not personally liable. This is
an anomaly, and I ask that it be looked at.
It is understood that the penalties prescribed are
intended to be maximum penalties as they are in the
Trade Measurement Act, on which the legislation is
based. However, this provision is not made clear in the
bill, which suggests that the penalties are absolute
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rather than maximum. Again, I ask for clarity on this
issue.
In regard to clause 18 — responsibilities of the
administering authority concerning re-verification and
certification — the legislation provides unfettered
power for the administering authority concerned with
the re-verification and re-certification of utility meters.
This is potentially problematic for distributors if the
metering standards are varied in a way not
contemplated when the Essential Services Commission
(ESC) considers the price regulations to apply to
metering services. Prices and standards are axiomatic
and a risk arises whenever they are regulated by
different parties.
I would like to raise a concern of another major
electricity utility that has raised a number of issues. It is
seen by this particular company that the bill, as drafted,
creates obligations on the industry participants that are
burdensome, can have costly implications for the
energy consumers, and are highly uncertain.
The main concerns are that a strict liability regime,
while in the best interests of the administrating
authority, is rarely in the best interests of the industry
participants. In the context of the current framework of
metering obligations the strict liability offences in the
bill are of the greatest concern for the retailer who has
no control over the accuracy of the meter and can only
seek assurances from the meter owner/provider that the
technical requirements will be complied with.
The passing of the bill may mean that all the current
contracts between the industry participants affecting
metering will need to be amended and/or renegotiated,
which will be very difficult and costly to achieve. The
retailer may also have trouble in forcing contractual
rights in respect of meters that have been compliant to
date and become non-compliant as a result of the
introduction of this bill.
In regard to cost recovery and pass-through
provisions — which I have to say is a matter that most
utilities raised with me — it is likely that the cost of
compliance for the regulatory framework envisaged by
the bill will be relatively high. The renegotiation of
contractual arrangements will be costly. Meters already
in use may need to be re-verified and re-tagged.
Metering providers who wish to carry out verification
services under the bill will incur licensing fees. It is
likely that these costs and any penalties incurred by the
industry participants will eventually be reflected in
rising energy prices for consumers. Contracts with
parties whose meters do not comply become voidable.
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Clause 11(6) provides that where a party commits the
offence of using a meter that is incorrect or using it in a
manner that is unjust, any contracts which rely on that
measurement are voidable by the other parties to the
contract. In its simplest application this provision would
allow consumers to void their energy supply contracts
with retailers if the retailer is found to be guilty of an
offence under the bill in respect of that consumer’s
meter. A wider implication is that the uniform
regulatory service agreements between the retailers and
distributors which rely on metering data to determine
distribution charges may also be voidable. This result
would cause chaos in the energy industry.
On the double-reporting and uncertainty provisions in
the bill, it is unclear from the bill at this stage what
regulations may be introduced to facilitate the
implementation of the bill, how responsibility will be
shared between the ESC and Trade Measurement
Victoria, and what degree of industry consultation will
be accepted. Many of the important terms such as
‘incorrect’ and ‘unjust use of a meter ‘ have not been
defined. This creates uncertainty for all parties
concerned in business planning projections of cash
flow.
In addition, we have no confirmation to date as to the
compatibility of the state primary standards of
measurement and accuracy margins with those
currently in place in the energy industry. Any
discrepancy will create an additional economic and
implementation burden on the distributors and the
metering providers.
The final issues I wish to raise have been raised by the
gas utility businesses. They say the bill would appear to
be modelled on previous weights and measures
legislation where the measurement is straightforward
and is under the control of the local business operator
where the meter resides. This has caused two issues for
that set of businesses.
A gas account describes three quantities that make up
the account quantity: gas volume, gas heating, and the
value and pressure factor. This bill covers only the
nature of the determination of the gas volume. The gas
heating value is a measured quantity and is not covered
under this bill.
Clause 45 provides the power for the seizure of a meter.
If the gas customer has tampered with the meter, this
may be appropriate. However, if the gas vendor has
installed a meter that does not comply, the seizure of
the meter would disadvantage the gas customer without
cause. The distinction of fault may need to be added to
this provision.
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Also, in relation to powers for utility meters under
clause 45, if an inspector reasonably believes a utility
meter is used for trade, the inspector may examine and
test a utility meter, require a person in the building or
place where the utility meter is found to answer
questions or previous records under the person’s control
concerning the utility’s meter or its use, and to make
copies or take extracts from records so produced.
If the inspector reasonably believes an offence against
the legislation or the regulations involving a utility
meter has been committed, he may seize or make
arrangements to seize and obtain instruments and any
records so produced.
The industry believes that is a problem. A gas meter
can include the actual meter to measure uncorrected
volume, a gas regulator to control gas pressure at the
specified value for metering, and a corrector to adjust
the measured value to meet certain conditions.
Clause 10, headed ‘Utility meters used for trade must
be marked’ states:
The regulations may provide for the circumstances in which
the use for trade of a utility meter that has been repaired or
modified, or commissioned, is permitted even though it does
not bear an inspector’s mark or licensee’s mark, pending its
re-verification or certification.

The industry agrees that this is too weak, and there are
no circumstances within the gas industry that would
require this provision. If this must be included, the
industry believes a time limit would appear necessary.
Clause 12, headed ‘Supplying incorrect utility meter’
states:
(1) For the purposes of this section, a utility meter is
unacceptable for trade use …

if the meter indicates in excess of the limits specified in
clause 16(1)(a) or is not of an approved pattern. It goes
on:
(2) If a utility meter that is unacceptable for trade use is used
for trade, a person who sold, leased, hired or lent it to the
person who used it for trade is guilty of an offence.

The industry believes the use of the term ‘incorrect’
may lead to unresolved disputes. It believes all meters
are incorrect within a specified limit. It says this
provision needs much further clarification. Clause 45(2)
also provides that:
The inspector may record the details of any utility meter that
is examined or tested under this section in the way the
inspector considers appropriate, including by filming or
photography.
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The industry believes this provision appears to imply
that the resident or business operator may have some
influence over the original test of the meter. Although
the resident or business operator may tamper with the
meter, that was not explained.
Clause 45(1)(c) refers to the removal of the meter. The
industry believes this must be conducted by a licensed
plumber in a safe manner which is in accordance with
the Gas Safety Act.
I raise these issues because I have asked the utilities to
review the bill and refer issues to me. I raise those
issues with the house because there are obvious
anomalies and there are some areas which need better
definitions than are in the bill. The bottom line in all
this is obviously concern about overregulation and
concern about a new bureaucracy and its powers and
the fact that they believe new regulations and
compliance costs will be passed on to business and then
passed on to consumers.
I ask the minister to give assurances that, when
regulations are being defined, all utilities have some
ability to be involved in the consultation process and be
able to make some comment on it. I do not oppose the
bill.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I rise on
behalf of the National Party to speak on the Utility
Meters (Metrological Controls) Bill 2002. The reason
the bill is here today is to extend the operation of
current trade measurement laws to utility meters that
are used to measure quantities of reticulated electricity,
gas and water — an everyday event in our lives in
Victoria and Australia.
It is interesting to note that in 1990 all the states and
territories except Western Australia agreed to the
adoption of uniform trade measurement legislation. In
fact this legislation was designed to ensure that any
transactions involving quantifiable measures were
conducted accurately and consistently across all states
and territories. Most importantly, the incentive for this
was to promote commercial certainty and to bring about
a reduction in business costs and greater efficiency in
the trade measurement industry, which is the large
industry that services the marketplace, and so that the
confidence of consumers in the market could be
maintained through the provision of suitable protections
in these bills.
We think this is an excellent idea, particularly for those
of us in the National Party who represent areas along
the border, say, along the Murray River. There is no
doubt that this bill is designed to ensure that any
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transaction involving a measurement was firstly and
most importantly accurate and also consistent across all
states and territories. Again, that is very important for
those of us who live and work in those border areas.
The other issue, as we have said before, is to promote
commercial certainty and to reduce the costs to flow
from that practical application of measuring devices. It
is most important, in fact a major consideration, that
any of the legislation we put through this place in
relation to measurements has the confidence of the
consumers and, of course, the providers to the
consumers as well. It is not only the consumers we
would be looking to protect in this legislation. Quite
obviously anyone who has been involved with
measurements knows there are legal implications if
inaccurate measuring devices are used in the conduct of
business.
I know that in the grain industry it has always been a
struggle to have close at hand an accurate weighbridge
that is up to standard and passed by all the regulators to
ensure that you can weigh your products accurately. It
was essential to be able to check accurately if you had
sent a load of grain to an end user through a board or an
agent to ensure that the right quantity got there, and to
check accurately if you were selling grain direct to an
end user. It is interesting to note that in this side of the
industry the confidence in the system is now much
more mature than it was many years ago.
We know now, for example, that trucks can come to
farms and load grain, weigh it and dump it off at the
end user and there are very few disputes nowadays
whereas years ago there were many. I raise this point to
put very firmly on the record that it is absolutely
essential that both the provider and the end user have
confidence in the process of weighing out or measuring
our products. That is not to say that there have been no
problems in the past. I am sure there have been across
all the measuring instruments we use as an everyday
part of our lives.
The other interesting thing that has occurred in the grain
industry particularly is that farmers have got to know
the transport operators better. They get to know the
drivers and where their product is going, and their
confidence in this process keeps building. The same
thing could happen with this legislation we are
discussing today, with both the provider and the end
user gaining confidence.
This bill is quite narrow in that it is about electricity,
gas and water. We in the National Party are relaxed
about electricity and gas, but we have some concern
about the measurement of water — not about the
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meters that we have on our houses in country Victoria
or on our stock and domestic areas as well, but about
the measurement of irrigation water. In fact we use —
and I am sure many honourable members have seen
them — the Detheridge wheels that meter out the water
as it goes into the irrigation areas. These wheels have
been continually upgraded over many years and it is not
really exact science even today. Whilst the technology
is catching up and the wheels are now more efficient,
there is certainly more to do in that area about their
absolute accuracy.
I can think back to the old wheels that were not
particularly efficient. There was a fair gap between the
wheel and the trough underneath that was used in the
measuring process as the wheel rotated. Stories are
often told about spragging the wheel, which was the old
term for when — always, of course, by accident — a
piece of wood or a fish or something else would get
caught in the wheel and obviously a fair amount of
water would be able to slip through the trough. That
was always done by accident — there was no other way
it could have been done — but it was a practice that
was quite a challenge across the irrigation industry. I
hasten to say that the modern wheel has such minimal
tolerance and clearance now between it and the trough
that very little water could leak through nowadays
anyway, even if by accident something came along to
sprag the wheel.
We have been advised that the water industry has
looked at this legislation and it has advised that the
main area of concern in this legislation, at the front end
anyway, is with gas and electricity, and then water. We
are also advised that water would be managed in the
following order: metro urbans, metro rurals,
waterworks district, stock and domestic — with
irrigation water certainly very well down the list.
I come back briefly now to the specific tasks that the
bill has responsibilities for. I should say that this bill
really just tidies up some exemptions from uniform
trade measurement legislation as provided by section 6
of the Trade Measurement Act 1995. Among those
items we are discussing today is reticulated electricity,
gas and water. A number of those were exempted some
time ago when the utilities were publicly owned but
now with privatisation and corporatisation of some of
those utilities it means direct government control over
these particular issues no longer applies.
It is interesting to note that the commonwealth
regulations stand in relation to the design of utility
meters to ensure that initial accuracy and
appropriateness is maintained. However, the states and
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territories have the responsibility for the ongoing
accuracy of those meters once they are installed.

use people who are licensed and authorised to make
sure everything is correct.

I note the bill provides for trade measurement
inspectors. I wondered at one stage whether they would
be inspector specific in one particular area. However, it
is the National Party’s understanding that they will be
multiskilled and be able to operate across all products,
and in fact check the meters of any of those products,
be it electricity, gas or water. Part 6 of the bill sets out
the powers of the inspectors. They can inspect at any
reasonable time but they must get consent from an
occupier to enter a residential part of a property.

Any inspectors employed by Trade Measurement
Victoria have the power to audit work carried out by
the licensees, and the associated documentation. We
also have inspectors to check licensees to make sure the
person does a good job. Everything has to be right. All
the documentation has to be in order. People can go
past the system and pretend they are doing okay, but
everything has to be correct. Also, the inspector has the
power to check many things and the licensee has to
show that to the inspectors.

Yesterday honourable members were discussing an
agricultural bill and talking about the powers of
inspectors. The powers of inspectors are often very
wide. We need to ensure that those powers are used
correctly. Otherwise, of course, political pressure would
see those powers removed over time, and that is not a
good idea if we are going to get, in this case, accurate
measurements of the products we use, such as
electricity, gas and water.

In 1999 all the state and territories, except Western
Australia, agreed to adopt the uniform trade
measurement legislation (UTML). This was designed to
ensure that transactions involving quantifiable measures
apply across the states, except WA. This system is good
because it is a national level of control and we have the
same system. Also, the incentive for UTML was to
promote commercial certainty, to bring down the cost
of business and ensure efficiency so that the industry
will get the best benefit, and make sure the customer is
confident in the market and is not worried about the
meter not being correct or about being ripped off by the
industry. It is important that the customer feels
confident in the industry so that the business will
benefit everyone.

As I said, the National Party has little concern with this
bill apart from when the system gets into measuring
irrigation water. We will certainly keep a close eye on
that, but it is clear that gas and electricity are in the first
part of the program with our irrigation water well down
the list, even in relation to the water itself.
This bill will bring together a cooperative process of
checking the accuracy of measuring instruments, which
if done correctly will provide good confidence and
certainty throughout the industry for providers and
consumers, and it certainly should reduce costs overall.
It should provide a practical way of managing and
checking our measurement systems across the state.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I am
honoured to speak in support of the Utility Meters
(Metrological Controls) Bill. I have listened to other
honourable members speaking in support of the bill,
and it is very straightforward. It is in the interests of
Victorians and the industry.
I wish to go to the background of the bill. The current
trade measurement legislation provides a framework
whereby the owner of the measuring instrument is
responsible for the accuracy of the instrument’s
operation. It is the responsibility of the owners and we
know the business has to ensure accuracy and make
sure the customer or the service provider knows exactly
what is happening. The owner may use a repairer of
choice provided the instrument is certified by a licensee
before returning the instrument to service. We have to

Also, effective trade measurement, as I mentioned
before, provides a significant economic benefit. The
benefits include a level playing field for commercial
transactions, mutual recognition of measurement used
in international trade, ensuring full national benefit is
obtained for commodity exports, full collection of
government tax and excise based on measurement,
consumer protection, and control of fraud. This is one
of the key reasons for this legislation — to show the
clear benefit to customers and to make it clear that
everything is under control. Consumer protection is
very important, as is the control of fraud, and making
sure there is no fraud.
We are also talking about the Victorian Trade
Measurement Act 1995, along with the Trade
Measurement (Administration) Act 1995 which form
the basis of Victoria’s UTML commitment. Some trade
transactions have been exempted from the UTML
through section 6 of the Trade Measurement Act.
Among the exempt items are utility meters used to
measure consumption of reticulated electricity, gas and
water.
I refer to the media release of the Minister for Small
Business issued on 20 May this year in which she
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strongly outlines the government’s commitment to the
legislation to ensure the accuracy of gas, electricity and
water meters.
This is the government’s commitment to ensure that
suppliers provide accuracy to their customers. The
minister also highlighted in her media release that the
bill will:
… improve existing controls on the accuracy of utility meters
by transferring administrative responsibility to Trade
Measurement Victoria, a specialist body within the
Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional
Development.

This is a commitment of the government to businesses
and consumers. The minister said also:
Under the new arrangements, licensed technicians and
inspectors will oversee utility meter accuracy ensuring that
both businesses and consumers ‘get what they pay for’…

People have to feel confident about what they pay for
and that they will not be ripped off or misled by service
providers. The government has to ensure that and tell
the community that it is watching and controlling the
meters. The minister went on to say:
The legislation will make utility meters subject to the same
legal controls that currently apply to other measuring
instruments used for trade, resulting in a systematic and
consistent approach designed to enhance business and
consumer confidence.

This is pointing out the government’s commitment to
provide a better service for our community. As part of
the role of the Essential Services Commission to
oversee the gas, electricity and metropolitan water
industries, it will control and coordinate gas, electricity
and metropolitan water. People will have a licence and
everything will be overseen by the department.
The bill is very clear. There are many things our
community should know. The department of small
business would like to make sure our small business
users are confident in the industry. I support the bill.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I rise to
speak on this bill, which has been introduced by the
government for the purposes of bringing uniform trade
measurement for electricity, gas and water meters under
the umbrella of Trade Measurement Victoria (TMV).
As already stated, the opposition does not oppose the
bill. However, in my brief contribution to the debate I
will make some supplementary points on the bill.
Firstly, I would like the indulgence of the chamber to
reiterate some of the main objectives in introducing the
bill. The bill will extend the operation of current trade
measurements to utility meters that are used to measure
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quantities of reticulated electricity, gas and water. It
will also ensure utility meters will be subject to the
same regulatory framework and scrutiny which applies
to other measuring instruments under Victorian trade
measurement legislation. The bill will also bring
electricity, gas and water meters under the regulatory
umbrella of TMV. Measuring instruments will be
scrutinised under the Victorian trade measurement
legislation.
The implications of these intentions are that utility
meters and companies responsible for meter accuracy
with regard to electricity, gas and water will be subject
to regulation and oversight by inspectors and licensees
representing TMV. Another point taken into
consideration when drafting this bill would have been
the developments in the industry over the last decade
and the need now to make concessions and
amendments to practices and bills legislating for the
industry.
One such development matter concerns section 6 of the
current Trade Measurement Act, which presently
excludes electricity, gas and water regulation. The
reason is that at the time of drawing this act electricity,
water and gas were under the direct control of the
government. As honourable members would be well
aware, corporatisation and privatisation of these utilities
in Victoria means that direct government intervention
and control no longer applies. This certainly does not
negate the necessity, however, for an integrated
comprehensive and equitable system for all utility
consumers — businesses and vendors alike.
In 1990 the federal government adopted a uniform
system of trade measurement legislation Australia wide,
with the exception of Western Australia. The intent of
that process was to ensure that there was a homogenous
system of accuracy and consistency in measurement
across the nation, a laudable objective. This ensures a
fairer and more compatible system for consumers and
traders alike, especially when considering commercial
implications: industry, science, engineering,
international trade, commonwealth–state relations and
of course health and safety. The federal government’s
objective in the 1990 legislation was to ensure that
verifiable instruments were conducted with accuracy
and consistency on a national front.
Another primary concern federally was the promotion
of commercial and market certainty and a more holistic
approach to consumer protection. The states’
obligations extend to the operation of the trade
measurement authorities and also to the verifying
authorities.
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The main legislative reference for Victoria’s uniform
trade legislation commitments is, of course, the Trade
Measurement Act 1995, in conjunction with the Trade
Measurement (Administration) Act 1995. The bill
before this house will provide for a regulatory
framework of scrutiny to be applied to gas, water and
electricity meters and other related instruments under
the Victorian trade measurement legislation. This
means that companies in Victoria that are responsible
for meter accuracy will be subject to regulation and
oversight by TMV.
As one of the primary purposes of this bill is to enhance
both business and consumer confidence and certainty,
this bill also provides for a systematic and separate
commencement of enacting in each sector of gas,
electricity and water to respect and allow for the various
needs and demands of each of those separate areas. In
doing so I suggest the government conduct an
appropriate education campaign with those roll-outs so
that consumers and businesses involved in those
industry sectors are aware of the amendment and have
ample time and opportunity to make adjustments to
their individual circumstances if that becomes
necessary.
As already explained by the shadow minister, a very
extensive consultation process was undertaken by the
Liberal Party. During this process some very valid
concerns were raised with the opposition by members
of the industry. These related to several aspects of the
bill, and one of those is the qualifications of inspectors
involved in the regulation of the industry. I wish to
advise any consumers or businesses concerned with this
facet of the bill that the department has already
disclosed that all inspectors currently appointed under
the Trade Measurement Act hold national accreditation
as inspectors through the National Standards
Commission.
Also, under the Utility Meters (Metrological Controls)
Bill currently employed inspectors that were appointed
under the Trade Measurement Act 1995 will be
appointed as inspectors under the new legislation in
recognition of their previous experience in the industry.
Unfortunately, however, their previous experience in
the industry does not guarantee their technical
experience in regard to utility meters. But they will
receive additional training to bring them up to date with
current practices and will receive training on an
ongoing basis in the operation of utility meters. That is
welcome.
New inspectors that will be appointed will have
specialist knowledge about a specific utility, whether it
be water, electricity or gas. This may also be arranged
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in conjunction with a system of multiskilling, where
inspectors may branch into other utilities in order to
allow for staffing resources and staff leave
arrangements.
I would also encourage the inclusion of additional areas
covered in the training of inspectors, such as customer
relations skills and perhaps an investigation into the
merits of acquiring some more extensive negotiating
skills. Speaking from my personal experience in some
of the branches of customer relations, it would be most
beneficial for both businesses and consumers if these
points were taken on board.
Overall, the opposition is satisfied that the concerns
mentioned already have been addressed.
I would like to draw to the attention of the chamber one
specific concern. It relates to clause 72, which deals
with other fees and charges that have been prescribed.
Under this provision a regulatory impact statement is
required, and further regulations should also be
developed in conjunction with this process in order to
provide a system that is practical and fair.
Additional concerns that were raised with the
opposition include the possible cost of compliance in
the process of the bill being enacted, and also the level
of consultation that will be a part of this process. In
representing these concerns the opposition would like
an assurance from the government that it will conduct a
campaign of extensive consultation on the process of
developing those regulations and that when writing the
regulations the government will consult all utilities and
utility meter manufacturers on the regulations and the
impact they might have on their businesses. A primary
concern of businesses involved in the utility industry is
that there will be mounting imposed business costs
resulting from an increased cost of doing business as a
result of increased government regulation.
In summation, I encourage the minister to provide
assurances for the concerns expressed by those in the
industry from both a business and a consumer
perspective. In the interests of a more systematic and
regulatory framework that secures the accuracy of
utility meters used for trade, this bill is necessary; but
also for the purposes of more consistent and up-to-date
Victorian trade measurement legislation it is essential. I
commend the bill to the house.
Hon. E. C. CARBINES (Geelong) — I am pleased
to speak on the Utility Meters (Metrological Controls)
Bill, which seeks to ensure that the measurement of
electricity, gas and water is transparent so that both
businesses and domestic consumers can have
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confidence that they are getting what they have paid
for. I am also pleased to know that the bill is not
opposed by either the Liberal or National party.
The bill will ensure that businesses and consumers are
getting what they pay for by extending the operation of
current trade measurement laws to utility meters that
measure electricity, gas and water. The bill has become
necessary following the privatisation and
corporatisation of utilities under the former Kennett
government, which removed the very necessary
government scrutiny of utility services. The Bracks
government believes it is essential for all consumers of
such services, both domestic and business, to have
confidence in the integrity and accuracy of utility
meters. Accordingly the bill provides a regulatory
framework for ensuring the accuracy of utility meters,
one that is consistent with legislation that applies to all
other measuring instruments used for trade under the
Trade Management Act of 1995.
The passage of the bill will see the transfer of the
administrative responsibility for enforcing the accuracy
of meters for gas, electricity and water from the
Essential Services Commission to Trade Measurement
Victoria. Trade Measurement Victoria operates under
the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional
Development and is responsible for ensuring the
technical accuracy of all trade measuring instruments.
Accuracy of utility meters is paramount. Any person
who seeks to certify the accuracy of a utility meter will
need to hold a servicing licence with Trade
Measurement Victoria.
The bill also provides for additional accountability in
relation to the accuracy of utility meters by setting out
the powers applying to Trade Measurement Victoria
inspectors. In this way it is consistent with the Trade
Measurement Act 1995 and ensures a seamless
approach to guaranteeing the accuracy of measuring
instruments used for trade in our state.
I am aware that the Honourable Wendy Smith raised
some matters that she would like to have addressed. I
would like first of all to assure the honourable member
that the matters she raised have been raised with the
department by the relevant companies, and meetings
have ensued in which discussions have taken place and
the issues and concerns have been addressed. For the
benefit of the honourable member I would like to take
her through those issues, or at least some of them.
I assure the Honourable Wendy Smith that existing
metrological requirements will be maintained and
transferred from the Essential Services Commission
agreements into the regulations. There will be no
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additional level of regulation. Further, future
regulations will only be framed after full and complete
consultation with all stakeholders and all members of
the relevant industries.
The honourable member raised issues concerning the
penalties outlined in the bill. I assure the honourable
member that the penalties listed there are maximums
and are controlled by the Sentencing Act.
The definitions of ‘unjust’ and ‘incorrect’ exist in the
current trade measurement legislation and have proven
to be satisfactory. The definitions are taken from the
Macquarie Dictionary. I hope that is of some help to
the honourable member.
Consultation on the bill was widespread earlier this year
with separate presentations being made for each of the
energy providers, the water industry and the irrigation
industry. During those consultations specific concerns
were not raised about the intent or application of the
bill.
The Bracks government is firmly of the belief that all
consumers, domestic and business, benefit from having
accurate utility meters. It is important that there is a
consistent systematic regulatory framework in place to
ensure that the accuracy of utility meters is maintained.
This bill seeks to ensure the accuracy of gas, electricity
and water meters, and therefore protects the rights and
interests of all consumers. I commend the bill to the
house.
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — As has
been said by other speakers, the bill brings utility
meters dealing with the consumption of electricity, gas
and water under similar regulations to that of all other
meters which are regulated by the Trade Measurement
Act. That in itself is a fascinating reflection on the way
privatisation and the government’s view of the world
have changed significantly. It is used as the excuse why
these meters for electricity, gas and water, which are
major commodities and very important to households
throughout the land and in Victoria, have been
unregulated under the normal regulations that all other
trade measurements have to abide by.
Why were they exempt from the normal trade
measurement regimes that everybody else had to
conform to? Because in the past they were government
owned. We have a strange double standard that when
the government ran, owned and operated something it
tended to set for itself different standards and, in many
cases, a standard that was more flexible because the
standard setter was inevitably the owner. The people
who generally would have set the standards for utility
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meters would have been the utilities themselves. In any
other environment that would not have been the way to
do things where you do not have the person who owns
and supplies the commodity setting the standard or the
measurement of it. You would not want, for example,
the petrol and oil companies setting the measurement
standards for petrol pumps, but government has been
able to do that for many years.
The bill is a worthwhile step, a positive outcome from
the privatisation process in that there has been a
realisation that government should not be exempt from
the same standards that it applies to all other businesses.
Some people will take issue with some details of the
bill, but the principle is to be supported in every way. It
is an interesting reflection on how the world has moved
on that suddenly these double standards are
inappropriate and government services should be
measured by exactly the same standards as the
government tries to apply to the private sector suppliers
of goods and services.
With those few comments, Madam Acting President,
who took me to task and said that she has never heard
me speak for 5 minutes before, I wind up my
contribution.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Third reading
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — By leave, I move:
That this bill be now read a third time.

In so doing I thank honourable members for their
contributions. The Honourable Wendy Smith raised a
number of issues and points for clarification, and the
response to some were read into Hansard by the
Honourable Elaine Carbines to clarify some of the
major issues raised. Certainly with any further
developments in regulations there will be full and
detailed consultation with the utilities to ensure that we
are, although regulating the industry, making it as easy
as possible for those regulations to be met. I thank
honourable members for their contributions to the bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
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WRONGS AND OTHER ACTS (PUBLIC
LIABILITY INSURANCE REFORM) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 10 October; motion of
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and Resources).

Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I am happy
to make a contribution to the Wrongs and Other Acts
(Public Liability Insurance Reform) Bill and state that
the opposition does not oppose this important bill. The
bill has been a very long time coming and amends
many acts and covers a large range of different issues.
Over the recent period many members of the
community will be aware of the impact of the public
liability crisis on many sections of the Victorian
economy and community. There is a national and
international crisis in this area, one that has built up
over a period but has been worsened, as people will be
aware, by the happenings on 11 September last year. It
is a crisis that has influenced so many areas of the
community as the impacts have slowly worked their
way through the system.
In terms of the international situation, we have seen a
slow and steady process over a long period which has
been massively accelerated following 11 September.
What has occurred is that the reinsurance agents —
most of them based either in the United States of
America or in Europe — have re-rated or re-examined
many of the insurance issues and risks surrounding
public liability insurance.
It is true that a number of insurance crises over recent
periods — not only the events of 11 September but a
number of other significant crises — have been
massively costly for the insurers and the reinsurers, and
have resulted in significant losses, many of which will
take decades to recover from.
The impact of these changes over the recent period has,
as I said, been profound in a number of different areas,
and the impact has been manifested right down to local
clubs and societies. The changes have impacted
indirectly into professional indemnity areas as well, and
the community as a whole has searched for a way
through this process.
I know, for example, that the community as it has
sought its way through has been guided very well by
the federal government, in particular by Senator Helen
Coonan, the federal minister with responsibility in these
areas. She has led very effectively in this area by
arranging the coordination through task forces and
other mechanisms across the states in an attempt to
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achieve a coordinated response that does not allow one
state to go off in an unhelpful direction, while at the
same time leading to a sensible and coordinated
response that maximises the outcomes.
Having said that, I know some states have responded
differently from others and I place on the record very
early in this contribution that the Bracks government
has not responded adequately. It has been tardy in its
response, and other state governments in Australia have
been swifter with their response to this crisis and have
thereby prevented significant damage from occurring. I
know that the Bracks government has tried to grapple
with the problem, but there are a number of reasons
why it has been slower than, for example, the New
South Wales or Queensland governments — both
Labor governments, I note — in developing a response.
That slowness, in part, reflects the slowness of the
Bracks government to reach any decision. It is a
government that is not nimble and not able to take
decisive steps, and with this bill finally coming to this
place we see the tail end of that very slow
decision-making process through which the Bracks
government operates.
In New South Wales we saw the Premier step forward
at a relatively early stage and make a number of clear
statements as to how New South Wales would handle
this crisis. Premier Bob Carr has been prepared to work
very closely with the federal authorities to develop not
only an outcome that is suitable for New South Wales
but also one that fits with what is being done nationally.
Victoria, in that sense, has been somewhat recalcitrant,
and it has been the state that has needed the most
encouragement and pressure to lead it to a sensible
position.
I will say something about Australia’s position in the
insurance market. We are a small economy by any
standards, and in the tertiary sector of the economy —
the insurance and other sectors — we have had a much
lesser role over a considerable period, and that has been
manifested most strongly in this recent time as we have
seen the reinsurers and other insurance bodies pull back
from some insurance in Australia.
Part of the problem for Australia is that it needs to send
a set of signals to the world about its ability to deal with
these issues, about its preparedness to tackle these
issues, and about its preparedness to place in position
an environment that suits business and suits those
reinsurance companies that want to play a part in the
Australian market. At least one builder’s indemnity
insurance company has indicated that it was not
prepared to come into the Victorian market until
reforms were made, and that is a very closely analogous
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area to public liability insurance. I note that this
government was again indecisive about that issue, and
that indecision created a considerable problem for the
Victorian building industry and the economy as a
whole.
Turning to the bill itself, the bill amends the Wrongs
Act 1958, the Coroners Act 1985, the Food Act 1984,
the Goods Act 1958, the Essential Services
Commission Act 2001, the Country Fire Authority
Act 1958 and the Metropolitan Fire Brigades Board
Act 1958. The scope of the bill can be seen in the
number of different areas it touches.
I should make the comment that the failure of insurers
in this area — the FAI group and HIH Insurance —
certainly impacted very heavily in our local
manifestation of the insurance crisis. I also make the
comment that those insurance companies that have
proved to be very difficult in their prudential focus and
perhaps their ethics for a long period may well have set
their policies at unrealistically low levels, and those
unrealistically low levels eventually manifested
disastrously for many in this country.
The failure of HIH Insurance had a profound impact,
and again the view from the other side of the world,
whether it be in Europe or the United States of
America, was that Australia was not a good place to do
business in this regard. Other insurers were unwilling to
underwrite this sort of liability.
I recently attended a forum which looked closely at the
difficulties faced by insurers in setting premiums and at
the long-term tail on many insurance policies and
products, and tried to establish how insurers could most
sensibly set their rates to take account of future
drawings on those products. Honourable members can
appreciate the difficulties that an insurance company
faces: it may take on a policy that draws premiums over
a number of years, but when an incident occurs the
company is then required to pay out, often over an
extended period, or an incident may even occur but not
manifest itself in a claim for a number of years.
Insurers face that difficulty of trying to estimate when a
claim is likely to occur and how many claims are likely
to occur; this is part of the phenomenon of
underinsurance or underestimating we have seen with
HIH and other insurers over the recent years. While low
insurance premiums were a boon for the Victorian
economy in the short term, they have created
difficulties in the longer term and left people uninsured
in many cases and underinsured in others.
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I note that the steps that many insurers have taken over
recent periods to cover themselves against losses have
had significant impacts on businesses and on
community organisations — for example, we have seen
an outright refusal to insure certain products; we saw a
tragic manifestation of that in the recent case of travel
insurances where there has been a clear failure to insure
people against terrorism. You can see why an insurer
may be reluctant to do that, but you can also see the
extraordinary impact that would have on those who are
unable to obtain that sort of insurance. We have also
seen insurers more steadily trying to define their risk to
increase the level of deductibles at the front of policies,
so that when claimants put forward their claims there is
an excess to be paid, and insurers have increased the
size of deductibles in many cases.
This not only discourages claims but also limits the
financial loss of the insurer. It also forces the insured to
look more closely at the risks, and part of what I will
talk about in a short while is some of the risk
management strategies. Certainly increased deductibles
are an important mechanism in making the insured look
carefully at what can be done in terms of risk
management.
We have also seen an attempt to define risk at the other
end of a claim — that is, to put limits on how long a
claim will run and the numerical amount of claims. I
understand why insurers have taken that tack but it has
impacted and will impact very seriously on many
businesses and community groups over the next period.
Some industries are faced with the situation of not
being able to get appropriate insurance, and I am sure
the Honourable Graeme Stoney will make a
contribution about adventure tourism later in this
debate. He will talk about the impact on many
adventure tourism operators who were unable to obtain
insurance for a period. Certainly the Liberal Party
struggled hard to put forward a package that would
assist adventure tourism operators and was prepared to
introduce a bill for which it sought government support.
Unfortunately the government was not prepared to
assist and was prepared to leave the adventure tourism
industry floundering for a lengthy period. I am sure the
Honourable Graeme Stoney will make much greater
comment about adventure tourism.
There is also an issue of businesses beginning to look to
second-rate underwriters for support and as a member
of Parliament it is important for me to record my
concern at that trend. We have seen underwriters in the
Philippines, Mauritius and the Caribbean enter the
market with reduced premiums that are obviously
attractive and competitive. I would caution consumers
about the use of those sorts of premiums and
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underwriters. You want certainty with insurance. You
want to be absolutely certain that when you need to
make a claim, you are able to claim your full
entitlement. Of course insurance is one of those
products that you hope you never use, but when you
need to use it, you need to have certainty that the
product that is on offer and that you have been paying
for, is available in the way it has been described. I am
concerned about the recent appearance of what I would
call second-rate underwriters in a number of places
around the world and caution businesses and others
about using them.
I know the impact has been widespread on different
businesses and community groups. For example, there
has been a public liability crisis on licensed premises,
which have found it difficult to obtain proper insurance.
Venues supplying live or amplified music after
1.00 a.m. are required to have crowd controllers. That is
a provision of the Liquor Control Act as directed by the
Liquor Licensing Commission in consideration of noise
and surrounding areas and on advice from police.
The premiums for crowd control security have risen by
more than 200 per cent — in some cases by more than
250 per cent or 260 per cent. Obviously the cost of that
kind of change is significant and either has to be passed
on or absorbed by businesses. The basic insurance
premiums for those periods, often over 200 per cent,
have had a significant impact. The cover excludes
claims for assault against crowd controllers by patrons
in many cases. In other cases the excess is extremely
large for any insurance.
I know many Liberal Party members and candidates
around the state have had worrying examples presented
to them. In Ballarat West a case was brought to my
attention by the Liberal candidate, Judy Verlin. She
talked about an important local basketball stadium —
and perhaps the Minister for Sport and Recreation is
aware of this issue. The organisation has time, capacity
and networks to broker deals with large groups using
the stadium, but the smaller volunteer organisations
have experienced great difficulties. I will quote a person
up there who said:
We can’t begin to see the face of the problem because many
of the smaller community groups are just saying it’s too hard
and are ceasing to exist.

Volunteer team coaches with no history of claims have
found it difficult in some cases to find appropriate and
affordable cover.
The Buninyong Gold King Festival has also faced
difficulties, and I see the Minister for Sport and
Recreation nodding. He is obviously aware of some of
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these examples. Kids have designed floats and parents
obviously want them to go forward but at the same time
it is very difficult to secure insurance. The Ballarat
Begonia Festival has also faced difficulties, but I am
not sure about the final status of that set of difficulties.
One of the Liberal Party candidates in the Geelong
region, Stretch Kontelj, has made a number of
comments to me about the roller rink in Newtown and
its owner, Mr Raoul, who said he had seen premium
rises of about 300 per cent in the last three years.
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liability or breach of duty. I note also the limitation on
loss of earnings claims to three times average weekly
earnings is also something that people have found
difficult, but nonetheless it may well be justified
because of the difficulty of the situation and the need to
find an appropriate balance.
The changes in the discount rate from 3 to 5 per cent,
which have been discussed as part of this bill, are for
future economic loss and are significant steps.

A number of people and organisations around country
Victoria have found a great deal of difficulty — for
example, local riding clubs and members of equestrian
centres — but I will leave the Honourable Graeme
Stoney to discuss those aspects of the debate.

The minister has talked at great length about the clauses
that relate to Samaritans and their actions taken in good
faith that prevent death or injury and help injured
persons. He has also talked about the aspects that
enable people to donate food for charity — that is, if the
food, when it leaves them, is in good condition that they
have taken all reasonable steps. These steps to assist
Samaritans — to assist those who are wanting to do
good works — are entirely reasonable and sensible and
certainly the opposition has no difficulty with these
measures.

Our candidate in Rodney, Simon Frost, also passed on
to me difficulties that the electorate had faced with the
Club Marine Southern 80 ski race along the Murray
River at Echuca. The event is normally held on the
Australia Day weekend each year; however, this year it
was postponed to Easter. He says that it was up in the
air for 2002. There are jurisdictional issues there as well
as the impact of the insurance crisis.

There is a question as to whether many of the measures
in the bill go far enough — for example, voluntary
organisations and so-called Samaritans who may be
protected in themselves but the liability is transferred in
the same way to the voluntary organisation itself which
will then have to be able to obtain appropriate levels of
insurance; in many respects it is simply a matter of
shifting the costs.

Our candidate in North Western Province, Wendy
Lovell, pointed out to me that a number of local Rotary,
Lions and other similar organisations that use
international insurance brokers on a large scale have
also faced difficulties. Small organisations such as the
Shepparton women’s community services clubs have
been unable to attract or secure insurance for similar
activities. Such bodies, often unincorporated, face
particular difficulties with reinsurers who may have
more stringent demands than they once had to ensure
that their losses are covered in a sensible way.

The allowance of waivers to exclude liability for
recreational activities that are deemed risky is, in my
view, justified. Again, the Honourable Graeme Stoney
will talk about that approach. It is important that that
section of the bill goes forward and that there are
appropriate mechanisms in place that do not prevent
this important sector of our economy being overly
disadvantaged by the insurance crisis and the public
liability difficulties that we have faced.

He said to me, ‘It’s like paying for the cost of a new
transmission last year and being asked to buy the whole
car this year’. He saw it as an absolute brake on his
activities down there.

A number of the provisions of the bill are regarded by
some people as controversial, but a sensible set of
balancing steps need to be taken. The decisions on
some of these areas are difficult — for example, the
limitation of non-economic loss to the Transport
Accident Commission limit of $371 000 is one thing
that some people found difficult — but I can see the
justification for some of these steps.
I know that the decision to ensure that there is greater
personal responsibility in these areas, including an
understanding that intoxication of a claimant by alcohol
or drugs will need to be considered in determining

The aspects of the bill that relate to the collection of
information are appropriate, but again this is an area in
which the government could have gone further. In
many ways that is the story of this bill: it is a bill that is
late; it is a bill that is little; and it is a bill that shows
very little creativity from the government. It is a bill
that the government has moved too late in the day; a
bill that the government has brought forward to attempt
to meet its national obligations at a late point in the
cycle.
I note that there may well be further amendments to the
bill — I accept what the Leader of the Opposition told
me just a few moments ago — but my understanding is
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that the government is in the process of considering the
reduction in the statute of limitation from six to three
years. The opposition will be very prepared to discuss
that with the government, although I think the idea of
introducing that as a last minute amendment was
surprising, to say the least.
There are a number of other aspects that need to be
dealt with in the bill, too. I want to say something about
the broader context of this bill. I made some comment
about builders warranty insurance earlier, but there is
another class of insurance that is related to these areas
that has not been talked about so widely — that is, the
difficulty that building consultants are facing in
obtaining proper insurance.
Hon. W. I. Smith — Absolutely.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — The Honourable Wendy
Smith may say something about that in her
contribution. That matter must be tackled swiftly. The
government again sat on its hands. Many of the
building consultants provide very valuable advice to
consumers that enables them to make more informed
decisions about properties or buildings before
purchasing or before undertaking various activities on
these properties.
It is only reasonable that those building consultants
ought to be able to obtain proper insurances. I briefly
quote some figures that were provided to me recently
about the scale of the issue faced here. I know that one
building consultant that I spoke to was offered coverage
of $1 million professional indemnity insurance at
$43 000 annually with a deductible or an excess of
$100 000 — an enormous premium, one would have
thought, and that is certainly being faced in other areas
of professional indemnity insurance, most notably in
the medical, legal and accounting areas over the recent
period.
It is important to place on the record that the bill seeks a
balance. I am not sure that there could not have been in
some areas a better balance struck had the government
moved more thoughtfully and more quickly. I believe
this balance aspect of the bill — and obviously the bill
is a bill of balance — is best shown when you look at
the contribution of the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee (SARC) which picks up and discusses all
the section 85 statement implications in the bill — and
there are many! The bill contains many section 85
statements.
I draw attention to SARC’s Alert Digest No. 8 and to its
reference under section 4D(a)(i) of the Parliamentary
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Committees Act which relates to undue trespass to
rights and freedoms:
The committee notes that recovery of damages for injuries are
limited by creating a cap on loss of future earnings of three
times average weekly earnings and by creating a cap on
general damages for pain and suffering and loss of enjoyment
of life (non-economic loss).

Later the committee states:
The committee notes that the bill provides that a good
Samaritan is not liable in any civil proceedings for any act or
omission done in good faith in providing assistance, advice or
care at the scene of an emergency.
The committee notes that the inability of an injured person to
bring a civil action against a good Samaritan for damages for
personal injuries may limit a person’s common-law rights …

SARC correctly points out that this is a matter for the
Parliament. The Alert Digest also states:
The committee notes that the provision only provides
immunity to a food donor where the donor did not intend that
the consumer would pay for the food, the food was safe for
consumption at the time of donation and where the donor
explained the proper storage, handling and shelf life of the
food.
The committee notes that the question of whether the inability
of an injured person to join a food donor in civil proceedings
for damages abridges a person’s common-law rights is a
matter for Parliament to consider.

Later in the SARC report it states:
The committee notes that the bill provides an immunity from
civil proceedings against a volunteer for any act or omission
done in good faith …
The committee notes the exceptions to the immunity in
proposed section 38 concerning acting outside the scope of
the work, acting contrary to instructions or acting under
impairment of drugs or alcohol.
The committee notes that the question of whether the inability
of an injured person to personally join a volunteer in
proceedings for damages is justified is a matter for
Parliament’s consideration.

The committee goes on to refer to statements made
separately under clauses 7, 9 and 10 concerning:
… limitations of damages for personal injuries or death and
immunity from civil proceedings for good Samaritans and
food donors.
Subject to Parliament’s consideration …

It makes the point that these limitations are absolutely
consistent with the purposes of the bill but the
limitations on the rights of people to sue is something
that the Liberal Party and Parliament ought not treat
lightly. I reiterate that this is a bill of balance. It is a bill
that tries to find its way through a difficult situation. It
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is a bill that tries to ensure that the rights of people are
protected to a reasonable extent but at the same time
ensure that the impact of those legal rights is not so
great that in effect what it does is put businesses out of
business, put community groups out of operation, and
change the face of our society as we know it. That
certainly is what much of this insurance crisis has been
doing in the recent period.
I also pay tribute to the work of my colleague the
honourable member for Box Hill in the other place,
Robert Clark, who has worked very hard in this area
and has become something of a respected expert in
finding a way through these difficult public liability
matters. I note that the packages he has prepared find a
way through and obtain appropriate insurances for
those community groups. For example, at a very early
point he prepared a very sensible package that enabled
groups, such as community groups on government
land, to work in a pooling arrangement with
government through the Victorian Managed Assurance
Authority.
This was the creative solution that many would have
liked to have seen the government come up with. I
commend the honourable member for the remarkable
work he has done in this area. It is a pity that the
government has been so tardy in dealing with this bill.
It is a pity that in this area of genuine community
concern the government has not been prepared to listen
and to work cooperatively in a bipartisan public spirited
way with the Liberal Party and the National Party to
find a way through this difficulty at an earlier time.
I also note that there will need to be further work done
in this area. I do not believe the public liability crisis we
have faced over the recent period has yet abated
sufficiently. I believe further steps will be required.
This is not an area, as I say, that is static. It is not an
area where there is not a changing balance, and I
believe we will see the need in the next sitting of
Parliament, and probably the one after that, to come
back with further steps to deal with this particular crisis.
In conclusion, whilst many people regard insurance and
the law around tort and insurance as a somewhat dry
and boring area, it is an area that we have now learnt
has an enormous impact on our lives. It is an area that
the community needs to grapple with further. It is a bill
that seeks a balance. I am not sure that it fully finds it
and I am not sure that the opposition would not have
liked to have seen much more in this bill and much
more creativity as well. But at least the government has
now taken one step — a step that brings it slowly
towards national achievements.
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I note there is always a need in this area of tort law
reform or areas which touch tort law reform — and I
would not regard this in any way as a robust tort law
reform, but there are aspects of it — that whenever the
activities of Parliament touch this area I think we face
pressures from certain members of the legal profession,
and it is important to place on the public record that the
community needs to sets its own boundaries in this
area.
It needs to be prepared to set proper parameters on the
way the legal profession and the courts operate in this
area, and it needs to do this with an eye to achieving
community outcomes. There will be further steps here,
and we will face further pressures from some in the
legal profession.
In conclusion, the opposition does not oppose this bill
but seeks to work with the government in future to
provide a proper solution.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I rise to report
that the National Party will not be opposing the Wrongs
and Other Acts (Public Liability Insurance Reform) Bill
currently before the chamber and to explain the
reasoning which brought the National Party to that
position.
It must be painfully obvious to all of us that public
liability has been a community crisis coming for some
years. I acknowledge that the HIH collapse and the
madness of 11 September have actually accelerated the
pace at which that crisis approached to the extent that it
brought the features of that crisis into a much sharper
focus and has galvanised the community into action,
and maybe beyond that crystallised our thinking.
However, it is painfully obvious that this bill should not
be a surprise to anybody who recognised the danger
signals from some years back. We were in crisis mode;
we have had to recognise the reality of that. We need to
address the root causes of that calamity, and to that
extent my view is that the HIH collapse and
11 September simply brought forward the timetable of
that program.
The bill before us addresses some of the root causes,
and members of the National Party are prepared to
acknowledge that, but in our view it does not go far
enough, and it does not fully adopt the strategies we
have been advocating. However, it is a step in the right
direction. We expect that it will ease some of the
community pressure, which we all recognise, and it is at
least consistent with the strategies being pursued right
across the Australian economy; it is consistent with the
moves being taken by the commonwealth and the other
state governments. It would be churlish for the National
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Party not to accept the bill in the spirit in which it is
offered to the chamber. I am happy to put on the record
that I think congratulations should be extended to the
minister directly responsible for this, the Minister for
Finance in the other place, for the progress we have
achieved thus far.

is of itself a massive turnaround. I would love to have
been a fly on the wall when the discussions were taking
place between the litigation lawyers and the responsible
minister. I could have thrown a great deal of evidence
and ammunition into that discussion. I would love to
have been there and seen that.

I would also say to the minister in the same spirit that
he should expect us to continue to be advocates for
further action to address the holes which we all
acknowledge are still there in this general area. In other
words, we say to the government, ‘This is not the whole
loaf, but we will have it and we are prepared to thank
you for it’.

I will return briefly to the community crisis which we
acknowledge has been building up in the background
for a number of years. I, for one, have absolutely no
qualms about naming the party I hold responsible for
the wave of destruction we now face and for the extent
to which we are searching for a solution: the guilty
party is the legal profession. I have said that on many
occasions, and I am not going to walk away from it.

In essence, the bill restricts the entitlement to
common-law damages in respect of public liability
claimants. The most remarkable feature of the bill is
that the Labor government is introducing it. I am sure
there will be some in this chamber who will not be
surprised to hear me comment about the double
standards involved here, because despite all the rhetoric
and the tub thumping we have heard about the sanctity
of common-law rights of injured workers and the extent
to which the Kennett government was demonised for
having restricted those common-law rights and in spite
of the fact that the current government went to the last
election trumpeting a commitment to right the terrible
wrongs inflicted on Victorian workers by restoring
common-law rights, here we have the very same
government doing precisely the reverse. It just so
happens that it is in a different area of law. They are the
same common-law rights; it is just the circumstances
that have changed.
What makes it worse is that at least in respect of
workers compensation we do not have this total lottery
of the lot on one hand and nothing on the other because
we have in this state a quite sophisticated statutory
scheme to provide a replacement income to cover
medical expenses and to compensate for permanent
injury — in other words, in workers compensation
there was a sophisticated safety net. There is no safety
net in this area of law, yet here we have the same
government taking exactly the opposite tack about
common-law entitlements. I am sure honourable
members of this chamber will forgive me for pointing
out that anomaly.
I am amazed at the double standards of the Bracks
government and of the elegance of the gymnastics. But
I of all people should not look a gift horse in the mouth,
and given my position and commentary over the years,
I won’t. I will just be grateful that Labor has seen the
light at last and has been persuaded on this occasion to
say no to the litigation lawyers. I acknowledge that that

Hon. Jenny Mikakos — I take offence.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — You get to follow me,
Ms Mikakos, so I am giving you some fertile ground.
Hon. Jenny Mikakos — You certainly are.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — I am absolutely amazed
that the question of guilt and fault is still being debated
and that the litigation lawyers are still professing
innocence and challenging the data.
That is what they are doing, right now, today, in the
background, because the no win, no fee brigade should
accept responsibility not just for the increase in the
level of litigation across the community but also for the
unreal expectations of the average Australian that every
mishap, whatever its nature, should trigger some sort of
entitlement to be compensated. In other words, we have
actually encouraged every Australian to the point where
personal responsibility has simply gone out the door,
and I hold the litigation lawyers responsible for that
attitude.
This profession has been able to persuade the entire
community to believe in Santa Claus, that somehow
this magnificent allocation of insurance funds available
to all and sundry on application is free. But of course
we know that is not the case; someone has to pay the
piper. Of course, it is the community at large through
the increase in premiums. There is no Santa Claus; the
community gets to pay.
I accept part of the guilt. I reckon the Parliament is to
be condemned for allowing the legal profession to get
away with it. We have allowed the lawyers to advertise
their wares, particularly on TV, and to profit from a
trade which until not long ago was outlawed as
champerty or maintenance. If I sound passionate about
this issue it is because I am passionate about this issue.
The legal profession has a great deal to answer for in
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the extent to which our community has been destroyed
and the extent to which this bill conjures up some sort
of eleventh-hour remedy.
I do not think anybody here would be shocked to hear
me say that I would be delighted to support any action
to restore that previous legal position, or at least to put
some cost risk on the litigation lawyer. There has to be
some downside to the urgings we are confronted with
almost on a daily level in the press and on TV. I say to
the government that we will not address this issue until
someone is game enough to grasp that nettle. We will
pretend until that issue is actually addressed.
I am not at all persuaded by the argument that case
numbers settling at court do not reflect a major increase
in litigation. That is what the legal profession would
like us to believe, that there is no dramatic increase in
case numbers, and therefore it claims some sort of
absolution. That is nonsense, because the vast majority
of small claims are settled by insurers out of court to
minimise the cost. The vast majority of claims do not
go anywhere near the court system. What is worse, we
need to look at why they do not go near the court
system.
I have a number of personal experiences I could relate
to the chamber to demonstrate why I see grave danger
in the component of small claims in overall costs
because there is glaring evidence to suggest that the
court costs themselves have now become the rationale
for the lodgment of claims in the first place. In other
words, because the claim is likely to be less than the
cost to defend, the insurers are enticed to pay the claim
and shut up about it. They are driven by the assumption
that it is better to take the pain in the first hit and not
proceed to court. The problem with that is that the
lawyer in every case gets a cut of the action, and that is
what is driving the cost base of the entire industry. That
is why we need to go to the issue of the threshold in
respect of claims and why I will spend some time on
that a little later.
I am certainly not persuaded by the lawyers’ bleatings
that there is no inordinate increase in cases before the
courts, because the reason for that is, as I said, that most
of them are settled. Worse still, they are settled out of
court because it is cheaper to do that than run the
process of the court system. Nor am I persuaded by the
Law Institute’s bleatings that the insurance industry is
using the HIH Insurance and 11 September experience
to ratchet up the premiums. That is what we are being
told. I have heard it again and again, that this is some
sort of marketing opportunism. The problem with that
is it does not explain what is actually happening out
there in the community. We are told that this is the
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insurers taking advantage of the circumstance and
lifting the premiums. But that is not the real issue. I can
give plenty of examples of circumstances where it is
not a matter of the level of premium causing the pain, it
is the fact that many of my community groups simply
cannot get cover.
No-one actually wants to know them. It would be nice
if they had a choice as to whether they chose this
premium or some other premium, but that is not the
case. In many cases they simply cannot get the cover. If
it is that the insurance industry is making a killing in
respect of the experience of HIH and 11 September,
then why aren’t insurers rushing to take advantage of
the new premiums? They are not. They are actually
disappearing. They are saying, ‘No, we don’t want to
cover that at any price’, and that is the real concern.
That is what is causing so much pain across the
community. It is the fact that the insurers are assessing
the risk and simply saying that they are not prepared to
have a go at it.
I wish to make the point, as I do at every chance I get in
this debate, that we are talking about insurers whose
absolute livelihood depends on their ability to assess the
risks. This is what they do; that is how they make their
profit. They are saying in these circumstances, ‘Don’t
worry about the premium levels, we do not want to be
part of the action. We do not want your business’. They
have worked out that the risk and therefore the costs are
too high and that they will go somewhere else to invest
their capital.
That is the real world, and Labor needs to understand it.
I exhort government members to take on board that this
industry is risk driven and that it is the assessment of
the industry that is highlighting the extent of the crisis.
That is why, for instance, our community structures are
falling apart; our leisure industries are in crisis;
employers are not willing to take on staff; and
volunteerism is declining. It is the reason we do not
have births at many of our country hospitals. It is why
our doctors are retiring early, our sporting clubs are
going out of business and our very way of life is under
attack. The risk of being sued is just too great, and that
risk is permeating every facet of our community.
The bottom line is that we have no choice other than to
put some sort of fetter on the entitlements under
common law. In other words, we actually have to put
some sort of brake on the opportunity for individuals to
sue for damages. I thoroughly support that concept. I
am sure no-one in this chamber is surprised, given my
position in relation to workers compensation. My only
concern in respect of the shift in relation to common
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law in this context is the time we have taken to actually
get to that bottom line.
There are two things I want to say in that context. The
first is that the National Party leader in the other place,
the honourable member for Gippsland South, has been
largely responsible for the driving of this remediation
agenda. I commend him on that initiative. I take time
out also to commend the honourable member for Box
Hill in another place for the enormous horsepower and
great sense he brings to a very difficult circumstance.
The position of the Leader of the National Party is
made even more meritorious because of his background
as a well-known litigation lawyer prior to his entering
Parliament.
It is no surprise to people who know people Peter Ryan
and me that we have had some interesting discussions
on this issue and that we have come to the question
from quite different perspectives. It is a mark of a good
man that notwithstanding his legal training and
experience he is prepared to advocate that we have to
restrict access to common-law rights — that that has to
be part of the solution. I say to the chamber in respect
of Peter Ryan: good on him!
The other issue I want to mention is the extent to which
we can demonstrate that the Labor government has
come kicking and screaming to the final position
represented by the bill. It is not all that long ago that the
most senior legal officer of the land, the
Attorney-General, the Honourable Rob Hulls, was
publicly denouncing insurers as villains and saying
there was no way we should be restricting access to
common law. I refer to an article which appeared in the
Herald Sun of Wednesday, 10 July, which directly
quoted Mr Hulls. It has this to say:
And he has slammed the door on the industry’s demand for
tougher laws for personal injuries, saying there would be no
NSW-style clampdown on claims in Victoria.

That was 10 July of this year. He went on to say:
Until I am presented with cold, hard evidence, as chief law
officer of this state I am extremely reluctant to take away
people’s rights …

He is reported as having said:
… insurers had a sophisticated PR campaign but had
produced no evidence of a blow-out in claims and court
payments.

I just have to say I wonder where he has been, or —
perhaps more significantly — where he actually went
between 10 July and the day this bill was brought into
the chamber.
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I am not sure who it was in the Labor movement that
convinced the Attorney-General to see reason, but
whoever it was I extend my heartiest congratulations to
them. It is a pity whoever it was who had that power of
persuasion did not get to the honourable gentleman
before the disastrous decision to return common law to
workers compensation. I also say, as an aside, so much
for the Attorney-General’s bovver boy image — but,
anyway, that is another issue.
I want to go to the question of timing in general
because much has been said about the extent to which
this government has been restricted by events beyond
its control and the extent to which the program has been
driven by the need to have this legislation consistent
with strategies undertaken beyond our state borders.
Labor tells us that it is important we get this right and
that any restriction of common-law entitlements or
access is not to be rushed. We certainly agree with it to
that extent. But we also acknowledge that we are not
addressing this in a vacuum. As each day goes by, more
small businesses are going belly up because of this
government’s reticence to take on the big issues and
more of our community and sporting clubs are closing
down. So we are torn between the extremes of getting it
right on the one hand and at least sending out an early
signal to the community that there were some changes
in the pipeline, in the hope that we could entice people
to hang on, even in the face of some major adversity.
It seems to me to be very relevant to make the point that
on the question of timing there are some salient issues
to raise. The first of those is: how come the Liberal
Party was able to introduce the Adventure Activities
Protection Bill last May? How come the National Party
was able to produce the Civil Liability Damages Bill
and have that introduced into the Parliament? How
come the National Party was able to produce and
introduce in this chamber the private member’s bill
designed to protect volunteers — the Volunteer
Protection Bill? As an aside I make the point that none
of those initiatives was taken up by the Labor
government.
This is the point: all of those initiatives — that taken by
the Liberal Party in opposition and those taken by the
National Party — were taken without access to huge
resources. In fact, we have been starved of support by
this government. It has all been done on the smell of an
oily rag. Yet here is government, with access to
incredibly rich resources and support, still wandering
around in the wilderness in terms of access to common
law. I for one am not impressed with the statement that
this bill is timely. That is simply not the case. I believe
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more Victorians are being hurt each day because of
Labor’s tardiness.
I want to go to the specifics of the bill. I want to use the
mechanism of part 1 to talk about the specifics of the
legislation. The purposes of the bill are very well spelt
out in the preliminary part of the bill. The first of those
purposes, as set out in clause 1, is to amend the Wrongs
Act:
… to provide that issues of intoxication and illegal activity
must be taken into consideration in certain claims in respect
of death or personal injury.

So here we have the nominated benefit at the top of the
list actually going to that issue. I hope no-one is
surprised to learn that the National Party will certainly
support that in the face of a couple of highly publicised
recent cases. The one I recall most vividly concerned
circumstances where a person committed an offence
and then successfully sued the publican for serving him
alcohol while allegedly under the influence, having
claimed that therefore the publican somehow
contributed to the commission of the crime. That
certainly grabbed the attention of the community at
large.
Then we had the case of a patron breaking into a
licensed premises and the outcome that not only he but
his mother were awarded costs for injuries caused by
the licensee when he came across the intruder. We
agree that that is madness and we should do something
about it.
My understanding of the law is that any smart defence
lawyer — and I hope Ms Mikakos is listening — would
have already led evidence in respect of intoxication or
intent in a case heard before the courts now. I am told
that this is no different from that which we should
expect to apply in the practicalities of the cases going
before our courts. All this effectively does is say to the
court: you must take that into account. I hope no-one in
the Labor ranks is going to say: we need this simply
because there are more deficiencies in the legal
profession. I would have argued, at least from my
perspective, that a decent defence lawyer would have
made much of those circumstances. I presume that the
court was aware that the intruder in that case was in fact
an intruder — I take that as read.
In the event, we are not going to look that gift-horse in
the mouth and we will support it. We make the point
that on our understanding at least that is nothing more
than codifying the practical application of the law as it
stands today.
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It is important to acknowledge the priority given to the
next purpose, which goes to the question of an apology.
The second-reading speech admits the shift in respect
of the policy. To put that in context, the second purpose
of the bill is:
… to provide that an apology does not constitute an
admission of liability in civil proceedings where the death or
injury of a person is in issue.

I read the second-reading speech and was a bit bemused
to see that it admits that this does not render an apology
inadmissible and that it provides no defence where fault
is acknowledged. My reaction in that case is to ask:
well, what does it do? I am not sure what it does.
Maybe we will get someone to explain that. In any
event, I wonder how it got to be second in the priorities
of the bill.
The third one I want to go to is a very important feature
of the legislation we are considering. Paragraph (iii) of
the purposes clause is:
… to limit the amounts that may be recovered as damages for
death or personal injury caused by the fault of a person.

The bill introduces caps on damages in three ways.
First, in respect of future earnings there is a limit based
on three times average weekly earnings. I am not sure
what figure has been used and I know the issue was
canvassed in the Legislative Assembly. I am hoping the
government will identify which figure is to be used
because the Australian Bureau of Statistics has three
measures of average weekly earnings: full-time adult
ordinary time earnings; full-time adult total earnings;
and all employees total earnings. Given that they vary
by almost 50 per cent across the range I am looking for
some indication from the government as to what it
believes currently constitutes average weekly earnings.
In any event, what this provision does is put a cap on
the extent to which future earnings can be included in
an award — namely, three times average weekly
earnings, whatever that turns out to be, and we support
that. That is a major part of our decision to not oppose
the bill.
Non-economic loss — that is, pain and suffering and
loss of enjoyment of life — has a cap at the moment of
$371 380. That has been chosen because it reflects the
same concept as currently applies under the transport
accident system. We note that that is indexed and that it
will be similarly indexed under the legislation before
the chamber. On that basis we offer no argument; we
offer our support.
Next is the complicated issue of the discount rate. We
acknowledge that that is another effective cap on
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damages. In this case the discount rate is specified at
5 per cent. In our view that is a substantial cap on the
level of damages.
By way of background I simply state that when a court
sets out to award damages it assesses the assumed
future earnings of the claimant and then calculates the
required capital award needed to produce that income
stream. Then it goes the next step and discounts those
earnings to take account of the assumption that the
capital will be consumed over that period. In that way
the higher the discount rate applied, the less capital
assumed to be required to produce that revenue stream
over the assumed timing of the payment.
So the discount rate is a major factor. It so happens that
the Victorian Workcover Authority applies a discount
rate of 3 per cent, which in my view is very generous
indeed. Most courts across the land apply a discount
rate of 5 per cent, and on that basis we say that the
specification of 5 per cent in the bill is practical. We
have no argument with the 5 per cent specified,
particularly given the clause in the bill that
acknowledges that this is to be subject to review in the
future and that, in other words, the government has very
wisely left itself with some room to manoeuvre.
We do have an argument with the concept of capping in
that all of those means of capping in the bill apply at the
top end. We reckon the government has dropped the
ball because it has missed the very important point I
was making before: that the major cost driver in the
industry is not at the top at all, it is at the bottom. It is in
the small claims and is represented by the extent to
which the claim in the first place is less than the cost of
defence. That is the real cost driver in the industry; and
yet the government has remained silent on it.
We have to ask why, particularly when the industry is
very clear in its advocacy in respect of this. It makes it
abundantly clear that if we are going to do something
about the costs of insurance and premium levels we
have to address the issue at the bottom end of the
spectrum. Our concern is that the costs will not be
addressed at all unless a threshold is imposed. That is
where we part company with the government.
The bill we brought before the chamber was prepared
to address that issue. We bit that bullet and chose a
threshold of $36 000 to be applied. We were told by the
industry itself that we should expect to see that take
about 75 per cent of the small claims out of the agenda.
That is a very tough call because it is saying to the
people caught up in it, ‘We are sorry, but you cannot
get a claim up at all unless it is $36 000’. We
acknowledge that that is tough, particularly — and I
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return to the point I raised earlier — when you
acknowledge that there is no safety net in this part. Our
advice from the industry itself is that unless we are
prepared to bite that bullet we are missing the main
game.
The government kept saying in the past that it was
unsure about this remedial package because it could not
get a commitment from the industry. It did not want to
go through the process of reducing costs to the extent
that the bill does only to have the industry take it as a
bonus. So on the one hand the government is saying
that the cost driver is of importance in framing the bill,
and on the other it is absolutely ignoring the
fundamental advice offered by the very industry that is
setting the premiums.
Like the Honourable David Davis before me, I have no
doubt that the issue will come back before us in the
chamber. It will come back again and again and keep
coming back until someone in the Labor ranks is bright
enough to say, ‘We have to grasp the nettle of the
threshold. We have to say that there will be a point
below which a claim cannot be countenanced and will
be struck out on the basis of the size of the claim in the
first place’.
We do not enjoy knocking out the genuine small
claimant, but we are realistic enough to have worked
out that unless we are prepared to establish a threshold
we simply will not get the outcome we are looking for.
We came to the conclusion that we had to do something
dramatic, and that unless we were prepared to address
the costs incurred by the community — and that is who
foots the bill ultimately — and unless we were prepared
to do something about the culture which has been the
major cost driver, we would not get the outcome we
were looking for. We say that on that basis the bill is
incredibly deficient, because it does not address the real
issue.
I return to the comments made by the Honourable
David Davis to support my argument. He said that the
question of excess across the industry was becoming a
bigger and bigger issue. In other words — leaving aside
the question of premiums — more and more policies
were being written with larger excesses, so a claim
would only be contemplated if it were beyond the level
at which the insured was assumed to cover his or her
own risk. That is exactly the same principle that should
be driving the issue at the end of the small claims, and
the government has therefore missed the entire point.
I turn to the next issue raised in the purposes clause,
structured settlements. I am delighted that this issue has
now been put on the agenda, because we are now able
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to contemplate that there is an alternative to lump sum
capital awards where parties agree that that award
should be expressed in part or in whole as an annuity. I
understand that that is the equivalent of the actual
capital sum converted to an annuity, and I know that it
has been available to some degree at least in the past. I
also know that the question of its application has been
complicated by federal tax implications — in other
words, the starting assumption, at least up until now,
that an award made on the basis of an annuity shall
attract the standard rates of tax as applied to weekly
income.
I am told, and I am delighted to hear it, that the
commonwealth has introduced legislation to provide
some relief so that there will not be the continuing
disadvantage in respect of the conversion from a lump
sum to some form of annuity. We support the notion
that we have now got at least another option. We are
not convinced that that of itself will remove the allure
of the lump sum dollar sign. We will reserve our
judgment on that and expect to see it in the future. We
would like to think that there is a chance to move away
from the lottery mentality of the lump sum. We hope
there is a way around it, and we acknowledge that the
bill at least starts that process and we acknowledge the
federal government for its preparedness to listen in
respect of the tax implications. To that extent, we
commend the government for its inclusion.
The next matter I turn to is clause 1(a)(v), which states:
to protect good Samaritans providing assistance, advice or
care at emergencies or accidents from civil liability for their
actions …

I say without quibble that members of the National
Party support that concept, but we note with some
concern that we have now got an exclusion clause
wrapped up in the form of that which constitutes good
faith. We are concerned about that to the extent that we
are aware of many circumstances in which the question
of demonstrating good faith might be a difficult
complication. In any event, in theory we have no
argument about the concept of protecting good
Samaritans.
We then go to the question of food donors. Clause
1(a)(vi) states:
to protect food donors from civil liability arising from the
consumption of donated food …

So far as it goes we are happy to support that, but we
have some concerns, and I invite the minister to take
those concerns on board and to comment on the issue in
the course of responding on the third reading. If we get
a comment from the minister we would be happy not to
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proceed with a committee stage on the bill. On the one
hand I acknowledge, having spent more than 20 years
in the fruit industry, that there are vast amounts of food
thrown out daily. We also know that some of that waste
is the direct outcome of the question of liability. In
other words, we know there are many circumstances in
which that food would be appropriately donated to
charity if it were not for the attendant liability. The
approach offered by the bill appears to be pragmatic to
the extent that it goes to the issue of whether the food is
safe and the extent to which that absolves the donor of
liability. It then says that if there are special
circumstances in the handling or storage then that
should also be part of the safety requirement imposed
upon the donor.
Then we read — this is the bit that concerns me — that
the person actually distributing the food where he or
she is a volunteer is also exonerated from liability, but
the way the bill does that is to simply handball that
liability onto the sponsoring not-for-profit or charity
organisation. The second-reading speech is specific on
that issue, and I shall dwell on it briefly because it
seems to me to creates some real question marks. It
talks about the balance being struck between the need
to protect the volunteers against personal liability and
the interests of those who might suffer injury, with
which we do not argue, then it states that:
This balance is achieved by providing that a volunteer cannot
be held personally liable for anything done, or not done, in
good faith by the volunteer while providing a service within
the scope of community work organised by a community
organisation.

Here is the rub. It goes on to say:
However, the personal liability that the volunteer would
otherwise have had is transferred to the community
organisation.

That is an absolutely bald statement. My concern and
that of my colleagues is that it might be worse than
useless, because the Parliament is saying that it will do
the transfer, and that might attract the prospect of
litigation. I am not sure that that is what the government
had in mind.
We support the notion that the volunteers should be
protected. That should not come as any surprise; that is
exactly what the bill we brought to this chamber not all
that long ago did. That is the precise objective we were
looking for. But if we simply achieve that by overtly
transferring that to the sponsoring organisation, I am
not sure those organisations will be too pleased about it.
I want the minister to explain to the chamber how we
can offer some comfort to those organisations in the
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face of that specific comment she made in the course of
bringing the bill before the chamber.
In other words, our concern is that it is a shift rather
than a waiver of liability. As I said, National Party
members are not sure how that might console the many
charities that rely upon the generosity of others, and we
think the bill might turn out to have an unintended
consequence.
The next issue I want to go to is that of waivers,
because in the scheme of things as I see them that
constitutes the next most important priority offered in
the bill. Reading again from clause 1, it states that the
effect of the bill shall be:
… to amend the Goods Act 1958 to extend the operation of
Part IV of that Act to additional services and to provide for
waivers permitting self-assumption of risk by people who
choose to participate in inherently risky activities.

It is not the theory we are worried about; it is the
practical application of that legal change. It is a
fundamental concept which underpins the bill and it
raises the questions as to whether a participator in a
high-risk activity is able to sue the provider for any
mishap that he or she suffers and why someone who is,
by definition, obviously aware of the personal risk
should not accept some responsibility for the decision
to participate in the activity in the first place. That
comes back to that concept I raised earlier about
personal responsibility.
We are told that in this case the bill strikes the
appropriate balance between the right to contract
around all the risk on the one hand and the assumed
protection that the average participant should be entitled
to expect in relation to gross negligence on the other
hand. But I am not sure that anything much has
changed in that the waiver is, we are told, ineffective
against recklessness and against gross negligence.
My concern is that both those issues are highly
subjective and that they would be issues determined
after the event by a court. My view is that time alone
will tell whether these so-called reforms will provide
any protection to the adventure provider. It sounds very
good in theory — very good indeed — and we
acknowledge that, but the question will still revolve
around the question of what constitutes ‘recklessness’
and what constitutes ‘gross’; I suspect that this, too, will
be an issue that will come back to the Parliament again
and again. They are the main features of the bill and
they are the issues upon which the National Party
framed its response to the legislation.
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In summary, National Party members welcome the
Bracks government’s attempt to address the crisis of
public liability currently confronting the Australian
community. Our concern is that this bill does not go far
enough, and that in the face of the news we are
confronted with every day of more and more
community organisations and small businesses hitting
the wall, we need a response from government which is
much more courageous than the one we have before us.
But we acknowledge that the bill is a step in the right
direction. We acknowledge that a very big threshold
has been crossed by Labor to the extent that the bill
encroaches on the holy grail of common law, and we
take some comfort from the assumption that now that
that threshold has been breached, we may get to see a
more practical agenda in the future.
I note, for example, the minister’s comments when she
introduced the bill, and I refer to page 3 of her
second-reading speech where she says:
The government’s approach has tackled the insurance
problems on several fronts.

This next sentence is the bit I want to refer to in
particular. She says:
The focus has been primarily on prudent and short-term
interventions to help the most severely disadvantaged.

No-one would argue with that, but that was exactly the
same rhetoric that was being used not all that long ago
to justify the return of common law in workers
compensation. So what has changed? We now have
Labor acknowledging that unfettered common law may
have a flow-on effect which produces severe
disadvantage for some in the community. That is
effectively what the minister is saying. Our response to
that is, how the wheel has turned.
For all that, National Party members shall not oppose
the bill, but we are looking for clarification on some
issues that have been raised in the currency of the
debate here and in another place. I reiterate that we are
looking for some clarification as to what particular
figure or what particular classification the government
uses in defining average weekly earnings. We would
settle simply for a response as to the classification of
that; we are not challenging the figures, but we would
like to know where they are coming from. We would
like to know the basis upon which the government
expects the costs of the industry to be driven down
when it has not introduced a threshold and when the
evidence coming before anyone who is prepared to ask
is that that is the major cost driver in the real world. We
would like to know how government can expect the
costs, and therefore the premiums, to decline if in fact it
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is not prepared to grasp the nettle of the small claims.
And finally we would like to know what comfort our
not-for-profit and hard-pressed charities can take from
the bill when it specifically exempts volunteers from
personal liability but does so by simply passing that
liability on to the organisation providing the service.
We would like to know how the government sees this
new bill being of advantage to those organisations.

their rights and to people being more affluent and
seeking to make financial redress of their losses. They
may well relate to other matters such as advertising, but
I do not accept that advertising on its own is a problem
at this time.

As I said, if we get a reasonable response to those three
issues the National Party shall agree to leave being
granted to pass the committee stage. On that basis I
report that the National Party shall not be opposing the
bill.

Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS — I should point out
that I have never practised as a litigation lawyer,
Mr Hallam. I am not seeking to spring to the defence of
my former colleagues in the legal profession, but I have
looked at the facts in the Trowbridge report and it is
important to have a balanced debate on this issue and
not seek to point the finger solely at litigation lawyers.

Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I rise to
make a contribution to this debate in support of the
Wrongs and Other Acts (Public Liability Insurance
Reform) Bill. I will seek to make a contribution on
behalf of the government and I will attempt to answer
some of the matters on which the Honourable Roger
Hallam has sought clarification during the course of his
contribution.
Insurance is a fundamental part of our lives today. It is
an important component of Victorian business, and it
constitutes a very large component in many of our
day-to-day activities. Over a number of years now we
have seen increasing problems in the cost of insurance
premiums and also in the lack of insurance cover for
some types of risks. I do not want to get into a blame
game here tonight. Some of the reasons for these
problems are well known and have already been
canvassed.

Hon. R. M. Hallam — It would be inappropriate if
you did!

The HIH royal commission is an important
development which will go a long way to coming up
with some explanations not only for the collapse of
HIH but also the problems inherent in the Australian
insurance industry at the moment. We need to be
mindful of the fact that the Australian insurance market
is a very small one; it represents only 2 per cent of the
world’s general insurance market. Many of the
problems we are experiencing in Australia relate to
problems that large multinational insurance companies
are having overseas. The insurance crisis, as some
people have described it, is applicable to most
developed countries at the present time, and Australia is
only one of the countries that have been hard hit by the
price of insurance today and the lack of insurance cover
for some types of risks.

The authors of the Trowbridge report, who were the
consultants to the federal working party of finance
ministers, looked at a period of approximately 10 years
and found that there had been a steady increase in the
number of claims and the average cost of claims above
inflation over that time.

Some of the underlying causes for the problems we are
experiencing today relate to the uncertainties faced by
insurers entering the Australian insurance market. That
needs to be acknowledged, particularly where there is a
perception, as has been documented in the media, by
some insurers based overseas that there has been an
extension to the law of negligence particularly
following some very high profile cases in New South
Wales. Some of those perceptions are ungrounded and
unfair, but it is important that we seek to establish
greater certainty for insurers operating in the Australian
insurance market and to encourage them to offer
insurance coverage for a wide range of risks and also to
keep their premiums at affordable levels to ensure that
businesses and voluntary organisations can continue to
operate.

It is a bit unfair to attribute the increasing number of
claims to litigation lawyers, as Mr Hallam has sought to
do. It is difficult to find reasons for the increasing
number of claims being made. Some of those reasons
may well relate to people being better educated about

The Victorian government has sought to respond to the
problems faced by the insurance market on many
fronts. It has made a number of announcements and has
taken a range of initiatives over time to deal with this
issue — for example, in September 2001 the then

They relate to the failure of the insurance market and
the failure of adequate numbers of underwriters who
are prepared to enter the Australian insurance industry
and offer affordable public liability insurance. They
also relate to the collapse of the HIH corporation, which
is the biggest corporate collapse in Australian history
and the terrorist attacks in the United States of America
last year.
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Minister for Finance, the Honourable Lynne Kosky,
and the Minister for Small Business announced a
meeting with key industry and community groups. That
was the first of such initiatives in Australia, so Victoria
was at the forefront in addressing a problem in the
community, seeking to engage in dialogue with key
stakeholders in coming up with solutions to the
problems being experienced.
On 27 March this year the current Minister for Finance,
the Honourable John Lenders, announced that
thousands of community organisations would benefit
from a $330 000 grant for the development of risk
management activities. The project was headed by the
Municipal Association of Victoria and was designed to
help community groups control the sorts of risks that
lead to public liability claims. That announcement
followed a detailed ministerial statement by the finance
minister in the Legislative Assembly on the previous
day. Earlier this year the government also announced a
new public liability insurance scheme to provide
affordable insurance for thousands of not-for-profit
community groups including arts, cultural shows,
community festivals and youth groups.
The scheme was developed after a statewide public
liability survey of more than 10 000 community
organisations was undertaken, and I acknowledge the
work Our Community played in organising that survey.
The scheme was developed through a partnership
between the Victorian government, the Municipal
Association of Victoria, Our Community and Jardines,
which is a leading insurance broking firm.
In addition to that, the government has sought to
provide insurance industry data to potential new
insurers to make it easier for them to enter the insurance
market, and it has dealt with particular problem areas
on a case-by-case basis. For example, it developed a
10-point plan for builders warranty insurance including
a new dispute resolution agency, and it sought to
facilitate insurance cover for pony clubs and other
organisations affected by the lack of cover being
offered for those types of organisations. Further, the
Victorian government has been involved in discussions
with finance ministers at the national level who have
been meeting for some time now to try to come up with
a uniform solution to the insurance problem across the
country.
I reject the assertions made by the Honourable David
Davis that the government has been slow to act on this
issue. We have moved appropriately and in a
considered way to deal with this issue. The problem
that was experienced very early on was that the insurers
were loath to provide much insurance data. I am
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pleased that as a result of the Trowbridge report that
type of data was made available to the finance ministers
around Australia to enable them to properly assess the
level and cost of insurance claims.
It should be noted that the Trowbridge report found that
New South Wales is experiencing the highest level and
cost of claims in Australia. Thankfully, Victoria does
not face problems to the same degree.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.06 p.m.

Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS — Before the dinner
break I was discussing the government’s multi-pronged
response to the insurance problems in this state. I
discussed the various measures and initiatives the
government had developed in response to these
problems. The bill before the house constitutes just one
of those measures. It has been developed on the basis of
a consistent and principled approach to compensation
for acts of negligence. It is a balanced approach
between the interests of not-for-profit community
organisations and business and the interests of injured
people.
I refute the comments made before the dinner break by
the Honourable Roger Hallam suggesting that this
legislation was in some way contrary to the
government’s position on the protection of
common-law rights generally. The government does
not make these changes to the common law lightly. It
does so only after considering all the public policy
interests involved. In this case, as I indicated, I believe
we have come up with a considered and balanced
approach to this problem.
I now turn to the various provisions of the bill. I refer
firstly to the provisions relating to intoxication and
illegal activity as contained in clauses 3, 4 and 5, which
seek to make a number of amendments to the Wrongs
Act 1958. These provisions seek to ensure that in
actions for damages for death or personal injury in
determining whether the plaintiff has established a
breach of the duty of care owed by the defendant the
court must consider, among other things, whether the
plaintiff was intoxicated by alcohol or drugs voluntarily
consumed and the level of intoxication and whether the
plaintiff was engaged in illegal activity.
As the Wrongs Act has separate provisions in relation
to occupier liability, clauses 3 and 4 also amend those
provisions to ensure that intoxication and illegal activity
are matters the court must consider as to whether a duty
of care has been discharged.
I note that the provisions seeking to declare the existing
common-law framework and the issue of duty of care
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in relation to these types of matters received a fair bit of
publicity recently in relation to a case in New South
Wales. That was the case of Fox v. Peakhurst Inn Pty
Ltd in the District Court of New South Wales. A
teenager broke into the premises of a hotel and was
discovered by the hotel manager. The teenager was
struck by the hotel manager and eventually was
awarded $50 000 in damages as the force used was
found to be excessive and the injuries sustained in this
case were extreme.
However, it is important to note that in view of the fact
that this case has received a lot of publicity, this
particular decision of the NSW District Court related to
an intentional act of assault rather than the act of
negligence although the public perception may well
have been otherwise.
It is important to note that the provisions in the bill seek
to assist the courts in identifying issues that must be
considered in assessing the duty of care owed by a
defendant to an injured person
The provisions in the bill that relate to apologies are
contained in clause 6, which amends the Wrongs Act,
and clause 12, which amends the Coroners Act 1985.
There is considerable confusion in the community
about whether a person who is alleged to have injured a
third party places themselves at an increased risk of
civil liability by apologising to a third party. This view
can prevent open communication by a health service
provider or other business with a consumer where the
consumer has suffered physical injury in the course of
receiving services.
This particular concern and anxiety in relation to an
apology is particularly a problem in the health care area
where we have medical practitioners and other health
care workers who, in fear of liability, are discouraged
from engaging in open communication with their
patients where an adverse event has occurred. This
includes reluctance to express sorrow or regret where a
patient has been injured in the course of receiving
medical treatment.
This failure to express sorrow can be interpreted by a
patient as indifference to their suffering. That can lead
to anger and increased risk to commence legal
proceedings being the only available means of redress.
The perception that giving an apology may give rise to
legal prejudice can constitute a problem in the health
care area as it can in many other areas.
It is understood that at common law a mere expression
of regret or sorrow does not amount to an admission of
civil liability. The bill seeks to codify the common law
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to provide a greater certainty to medical practitioners
and many other people in the community.
The bill is not confined to expressions of sorrow made
by health service providers. It would apply to an
apology made by any person or organisation and
provides that an apology does not amount to an
admission of liability in relation to the range of
proceedings or matters that give rise to personal injury.
The provisions make clear that saying sorry does not in
itself amount to an admission of liability in negligence
or any other kind of civil liability, unprofessional
conduct or unsatisfactory professional performance —
for example, in respect of professional registration
under the Medical Practice Act — nor will it give rise
to liability for the purposes of coronial proceedings.
In addition, the provisions provide that an organisation
or professional may choose to waive or reduce the fee
payable for a service as a practical measure to reduce
the risk of litigation or as a means of expressing
sympathy. The bill therefore provides that the fact that
fees have been waived or reduced does not amount to
an admission of liability in relation to any of these
proceedings.
The bill does not apply to an apology where there is a
clear acknowledgment of fault as in those cases where
the maker of the apology has in effect fully admitted
legal liability. This would arise, for example, in the case
of a doctor saying to a person, ‘I’m sorry your father
died in surgery as I was terribly drunk at the time’. That
is an indication of gross negligence and in those kinds
of situations the health care provider would not be able
to obtain legal immunity merely by virtue of saying
sorry.
I want to turn to the provisions that relate to personal
injury damages as these are probably the key provisions
in the legislation as it relates to providing greater
certainty to insurers in the future. The provisions in
clause 7 of the bill seek to do a number of things. They
seek to impose caps on past or future earnings, caps on
non-economic loss, and it also contains some
provisions relating to the discount rate. I will turn to
each of those provisions and discuss them briefly.
As all honourable members know, the award of
damages by a court aims to restore plaintiffs to the
same position they were in before their losses or
injuries occurred. It is a difficult task for any court to be
able to estimate matters such as future medical
expenses let alone subjective issues such as pain and
suffering and the future earning potential of a plaintiff.
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It is therefore difficult for a court to properly assess the
amount of damages that would in effect put the plaintiff
back into the same position they would otherwise have
been in had they not been injured. On occasions this has
led to some very large damages awards. Unfortunately
the media tends to focus on the types of cases where
there are multimillion-dollar awards and seeks to
suggest to the public that these are the norm.

amount that should be awarded in the most serious of
cases, with less serious cases receiving proportionately
less. The amount of $371 380 specified in the bill is
equal to the maximum amount of damages for
non-economic loss that may be awarded under the
Transport Accident Act 1986 and, as under that act, this
maximum amount is indexed annually in line with
changes in the consumer price index.

I would argue that these are generally the exception to
the norm and usually involve people who have suffered
extreme and severely debilitating injuries where they
may be quadriplegic or paraplegic and there are some
very expensive ongoing medical and carers’ costs
involved.

The other provision contained in clause 7 relates to the
discount rate. This is commonly understood to be the
rate that is applied by a court in awarding damages to
convert a lump sum amount to take into account a
projected income stream — expecting of course that a
plaintiff would invest that amount — and to convert
that lump sum into a present value. Currently the
applicable discount rate in Victoria is 3 per cent, and
the bill seeks to increase this to 5 per cent. The bill
further provides that the discount rate can be adjusted
from time to time by means of regulation, having
regard to the investment returns applicable at any
period in time.

The findings of the Trowbridge Consulting report,
which I discussed briefly in the introduction to this
legislation, were that there are a growing number of
claims in the smaller cost category. These claims
involve minor injuries, and it is really this type of claim
that is growing in number rather than the big awards,
despite the media perceptions.
By introducing caps on certain damages the bill seeks
to give greater certainty as to the potential claim costs
they may incur in the future. One of the things the bill
seeks to do is to set limits of three times the average
weekly earnings for loss of past or future earnings or
deprivation or impairment of earning capacity or loss of
expectation of financial support. I note that three times
the average weekly earnings is an income level
achieved in only a few cases. As I indicated, these tend
to be people who are very high income earners, so this
cap will impact only on those high income earners and
therefore a small number of court awards every year.
I note that the Honourable Roger Hallam in his
contribution sought clarification of the definition of
average weekly earnings. Clause 7 of the bill, in new
section 28F(3)(a) — which will be inserted into the
Wrongs Act — refers to the average weekly total
earnings of all employees in Victoria. My
understanding is that this is a definition that is provided
by the Australian Statistician and should therefore be
readily understood by Mr Hallam.
The other provisions in clause 7 seek to impose a cap
on non-economic loss. These tend to relate to matters
such as pain and suffering and loss of enjoyment of life
rather than quantifiable costs that relate to medical
treatment or forgone earnings. The determination of
non-economic loss is necessarily more subjective than
the determination of economic loss, and the purpose of
imposing a cap is to provide the courts with guidance as
to community standards regarding the maximum

The average returns over a reasonable period of time,
say 5 to 10 years, is considered to be the appropriate
basis to avoid excessive fluctuation or too frequent
adjustment of the rate. Five-year average returns for
commonwealth bonds over the last 15 years, for
example, have been very stable and have averaged just
under 5 per cent to just under 7 per cent. This indicates
that the discount rate of 5 per cent is therefore an
appropriate rate having regard to the relatively risk-free
earning rate that applies in Australia at the present time.
I now wish to turn to the issue of structured settlements
and the provisions contained in clause 8 of the bill. A
structured settlement is a settlement in which all or part
of the damages award is paid in the form of an annuity
or annuities and may include a deferred lump sum. It is
only reached when all of the parties have agreed to such
a payment. Unfortunately until the present time the
federal income tax arrangements have not favoured
such structured settlements and annuities have been
considered, for example, as assessable income, as have
some deferred lump sums.
As a result of discussions between the various state
finance ministers and the federal government at the
meetings of finance ministers that have occurred during
the course of the year agreement has been reached for
the federal government to move to change the federal
income tax law to remove the disincentive for
structured settlements. I understand the federal
government has in fact introduced those amendments to
the Income Tax Assessment Act and that the legislation
is still before the federal Parliament.
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What that legislation will do is seek to provide a tax
exemption for structured settlements that meet certain
eligibility criteria.
This bill endeavours to provide for structured
settlements that will meet the agreement that has been
reached by the various state ministers and the federal
government to ensure that structured settlements can
take place where there is agreement between all the
parties concerned.
I now turn to clause 9 of the bill which relates to good
Samaritans. The government is moving to provide legal
immunity from civil proceedings to good Samaritans
who provide assistance, advice or care in good faith to
other persons in an emergency or accident. The
provisions in the bill make clear to the community that
well-intended efforts voluntarily undertaken by
would-be rescuers, including health care professionals,
are to be protected and are in fact to be encouraged.
The bill also proposes to cover the actions of
emergency workers, Country Fire Authority members
or volunteers, whose actions as good Samaritans are
outside the scope of the relevant acts which establish
their duties and authorised activities. There has been no
case in Australia to date where a health service provider
has been held liable for providing assistance in good
faith. The government is seeking to clarify these issues
to provide greater certainty to members of the public.
In our community we value people who perform acts of
heroism and risk their own lives to save people in
emergencies. In fact we honour those people with
awards every year and we want to encourage people to
continue to provide assistance in cases of emergency
without fear of being sued. There is a safeguard in the
legislation that requires behaviour to be conducted in
good faith and it is expected that the position of good
Samaritans in common law will be retained in the terms
of the legislation as it stands in relation to the good faith
immunity requirement.
I will turn now to the provisions relating to food
donors. These are contained in clause 10 of the bill and
also part 4 of the bill as it relates to amendments to the
Food Act 1984. At present the Food Act 1984 does not
apply to food that a food business gives away. A
charitable body which gives away food and undertakes
no food retail activity is not registrable under the act.
Neither is it required by law to adopt a food safety
program, although it may do so in the interests of risk
management. Under common law a person or food
business that negligently supplies unsafe food which
causes damage may be held liable to pay damages. It is
for this reason that some businesses, fearing potential
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liability, have been reluctant to donate food to charities
and a great deal of food is currently going to waste.
I note that in 1986 an estimate of the amount of food
thrown out each year in Melbourne was
280 000 tonnes, a figure that is likely to be much higher
today. That is a huge waste of a very valuable resource
in this community that could be put to good use. It is
for this reason, and having had discussions with
charities such as the One Umbrella charity that
processes donated food into pies for distribution to the
needy, that the government is seeking to provide
protection for food donors in this area and is providing
a protection that is similar to legislation passed by the
province of Ontario in Canada and the state of New
York in the United States.
The provisions provide legal immunity to persons who
donate food in good faith for a charitable or benevolent
purpose with the intention that the consumer of the food
will not have to pay for the food. There are other
requirements in order to obtain that legal immunity. For
example, food must be safe at the time it is donated to
the charity, and also the donor must advise the charity
as to the appropriate handling and processing
requirements of the food.
I now turn to the issue of volunteers, in particular
clause 11 as it relates to immunity for volunteers. In his
second-reading speech the minister said that about
1.2 million Victorians volunteer each year in various
capacities. Last year we recognised many of those
individuals as part of the festivities for the International
Year of Volunteers. It is important that we offer
protection to people who volunteer their time and
energies to the community for no reward.
The potential liability that exists at the present may
discourage volunteers from continuing to offer their
time to help others. Although common law provides
some protection for volunteers, it is important we
address community concerns by putting the matter
beyond doubt. The amendments contained in clause 11
seek to achieve a reasonable balance between the need
to protect volunteers against personal liability and the
interests of those who suffer injury. This balance is
achieved by providing that a volunteer cannot be held
personally liable for anything done, or not done, in
good faith by the volunteer while providing a service in
relation to community work organised by a community
organisation. I note, however, that the personal liability
the volunteer would otherwise have had is transferred
to the community organisation.
Mr Hallam raised some concerns about transferring the
risk on to the community organisation. However, I note
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that after the passage of this legislation the risk that will
exist in respect of those voluntary organisations will be
no different to the risk that falls on to those community
organisations at the present time.
We are not seeking to impose additional risks or
burdens on those voluntary organisations. The
government has sought to decrease the cost of
premiums for these types of voluntary and
not-for-profit organisations by facilitating a new
community insurance scheme that has been established
by the Municipal Association of Victoria, Jardines and
Our Community. In this way we are ensuring that
not-for-profit community organisations can continue to
obtain affordable public liability insurance.
I will now discuss briefly the provisions for waivers as
this issue came up for considerable discussion not too
long ago when opposition members sought to introduce
a bill in relation to adventure tourism. In response to
that legislation I indicated on behalf of the government
that a major failing of the legislation had to do with the
fact that it was not linked with any changes to the
Goods Act or the Trades Practices Act. We have taken
up this issue at the national level and agreement has
been reached with the states and the federal government
to make some changes in respect of enabling adventure
tourist operators, for example, to better utilise waivers
in their business practices.
The federal government has introduced the Trade
Practices Amendment (Liability for Recreational
Services) Bill, which will amend the Trade Practices
Act so that suppliers of recreational services may
require consumers to agree to limit or exclude the
supplier’s liability under the warranties implied into the
contract by section 74 of the Trade Practices Act for
death or personal injury arising from the supply of
those services.
Part 5 of this bill seeks to amend the definition of
‘services’ in the Victorian Goods Act so that it is
similar to or as wide as the definition that will be
introduced into the Trade Practices Act. Part 5 will also
extend the application of the implied conditions and
warranties set out in part IV of the Goods Act to apply
to most consumer contracts and services in Victoria. It
will amend the monetary threshold held for a contract
to be considered a consumer contract covered by
part IV from the current limit of $20 000 to $40 000 in
line with the Trade Practices Act. It will provide for a
waiver to operate in respect of recreational services
which will exclude the operation of the implied
condition that recreational services are to be rendered
with due care and skill. In effect this will prevent a
consumer from suing the adventure tourism operators
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under the Goods Act for breach of the conditions in
sections 91 and 92 of the Goods Act.
Some safeguards are provided in part 5 to provide
protection to consumers. Those safeguards include that
waivers will be ineffective where the operator has
performed an act with reckless disregard for the
consequences of the act or omission. A waiver is
ineffective where the operator has made a false or
misleading statement in or in relation to the waiver
form. In addition, the provisions in part 5 will provide
for a pre-disclosure regime through proposed
regulations which will prescribe the form of waiver to
be used. It is also anticipated that risk management
strategies will be undertaken by the operator and a clear
explanation of the effect of signing the waiver will be
provided.
Part 6 of the bill deals with the Essential Services
Commission Act 2001 and seeks to address an
important issue, in my view, to do with the collection of
data on the industry. One of the major difficulties the
government has faced in determining an effective
policy response to insurance issues has been the lack of
comprehensive standardised data on claims costs. The
bill provides for the Essential Services Commission to
use its information-gathering powers to obtain
comprehensive standardised state-based insurance data
for Victoria and to advise government ministers on
issues relating to such data.
In the Premier’s media release of 2 September the
government indicated an intention to appoint a specific
insurance commissioner as a member of the Essential
Services Commission. The commissioner of course will
have the responsibility of collecting data on private
insurers and also statutory insurers. It is also anticipated
that the Essential Services Commission will cooperate
with the Australian Prudential Regulatory Agency to
ensure insurance data is coordinated and exchanged
between those bodies so that information that is
consistent and practical is available to both levels of
government.
The final provisions I wish to discuss are in to parts 7
and 8 of the bill relating to the fire services levy. Part 7
seeks to make amendments to the Country Fire
Authority Act 1958 and part 8 amends the Metropolitan
Fire Brigades Act 1958. As honourable members know,
Victoria’s fire services are largely funded by insurance
companies. The fire services determine annually the
amount required in total from Australian-based
insurers. In respect of overseas insurers, a contribution
is collected directly from property owners insured by
overseas insurers. Usually these are large businesses
rather than home owners.
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As a result of significant increases in premiums, the
contributions collected from insurers are now greater
than has previously been estimated. The bill enables
property owners to have part of their contribution to a
fire services levy refunded to them, where that is
applicable. It also provides for more effective
reconciliation between the amounts collected by each
insurer in respect of the fire services levy and the
amounts that they actually remit to the Metropolitan
Fire Brigades Board and the Country Fire Authority.
The bill requires insurers to provide information to the
state of Victoria that enables reconciliation between
these amounts to occur and imposes penalties for
failure to provide the required information.
This bill is a very important measure. It is a major step
in the government’s total package in dealing with the
insurance problems being experienced in the state and
around Australia. There is no quick fix to the problems
currently faced by the insurance sector. The package of
changes and reforms contained in the legislation will
provide an opportunity for significant insurance
premium relief in the long term.
I note also that the Minister for Finance in a media
release of 11 September called on the Australian
Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC) to
ensure that the benefits of Victoria’s insurance reforms
are passed on to consumers. This is a very important
announcement that the minister made. It is now
incumbent on the ACCC and the Australian Prudential
Regulatory Authority to properly regulate the insurance
sector and to ensure that insurers do pass on to
consumers the benefits of these changes. In his media
release the Minister for Finance said:
A conservative estimate is that at least $50 million will be
available to stabilise public liability premiums. The
government is particularly pleased that of this $18 million
will be available to assist the current problems with medical
indemnity insurance.

The minister’s statement was in relation to the estimates
made by independent actuaries that indicated that the
government’s package would provide a significant
saving for insurers. Therefore there is an opportunity
for insurers to pass on to Victorian consumers their
considerable savings, to bring down premiums and to
offer policies for a greater range of risks.
I note that an outstanding issue that will come up before
this Parliament in this sitting relates to legal costs.
Mr Hallam indicated that the government has not put
any thresholds in for people to be able to take legal
action. That is not in fact the case. The government
announced as part of this package of reforms that it
would make changes in legislation to ensure that a legal
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costs threshold would be introduced, preventing the
recovery of legal costs as a matter of course in court
proceedings for claims under $30 000 and limiting
recovery of legal costs to up to $2500 for claims
between $30 000 and $50 000. Further, as part of the
additional changes that will be coming to the
Parliament, there will be changes that will be seeking to
encourage greater mediation between parties in these
types of disputes and encouraging parties to stay out of
the court system.
I note also that the other outstanding issue for all states
and the commonwealth is to consider the extent to
which state statutes and federal statutes should be
amended to clarify the laws of negligence. I note that
the second and final report of Justice Ipp’s committee
has recently been concluded and that the final report
will be considered by the next meeting of finance
ministers to be held on 15 November. I understand
those issues will also be considered by the next Council
of Australian Governments meeting towards the end of
November.
In conclusion, the legislation offers a very balanced
approach to this important issue of the problems being
experienced in the insurance sector. It is a balanced
approach that takes into consideration the interests of
not-for-profit organisations and businesses in this state
and balances them across the interests of injured
people. I commend the bill to the house.
Hon. W. I. SMITH (Silvan) — The Liberal Party
does not oppose this bill. But in saying that I indicate
that this bill is too little, too late. While the bill has
started to address some of the issues that are of concern
in the public liability debate, it has completely failed
small business. One of the greatest issues facing
Victorian small businesses for a number of months —
in fact for about 14 months — has been public liability
insurance: access to public liability insurance and
affordability of public liability insurance. That is what
the debate on this bill is about: how will the bill bring
down public liability insurance premiums — make
policies accessible and affordable? The bottom line is
that it will not.
The Bracks government, in its usual indecisive manner
and with its lack of ability to tackle the difficult
decisions and issues, has not helped small business and
community organisations. The government has
vacillated for months and months: it has held talkfests,
it has written letters to the federal government, it has
blamed insurance companies and it has tried to take
credit for the actions of others, such as pooling
arrangements put in place by the Municipal Association
of Victoria. Instead of decisive, responsive and
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immediate action, this government has failed to act
until individual sectors reach crisis point. The
government’s response — this bill — will not solve the
industry’s problems. It is too little, too late.
I look at other states in Australia — Labor states — that
have taken the lead on this issue. The Labor state
government that led in this issue was the Carr
government. In March — we are talking eight months
ago — the Carr government released a ministerial
statement that started to combat the problems.
Increases in public liability insurance have placed some
small businesses at risk of continuing; home
affordability particularly is under serious threat, with
builders and subcontractors having increases in public
liability and professional indemnity insurance. In this
area of building and subcontracting, surveys that have
been taken are starting to show that without public
liability insurance it is expected that up to 60 per cent of
small businesses will go. It puts the Victorian public at
great risk. Some businesses are now unable to obtain
that insurance at any price.
However, as I said, the Carr government eight months
ago issued a ministerial statement that actually led
every state in Australia except Victoria. Victoria was
the last mainland state to introduce public liability
insurance. Let’s look at what the ministerial statement
from the Carr government said because Queensland and
South Australia have followed. Victoria is the only state
that has not taken the hard decisions and followed.
Carr’s ministerial statement said that:
New South Wales will address the increasing size and
number of public liability claims. New South Wales will
introduce tort law reform legislation for personal injury cases.

A leader in Australia — introducing tort law legislation.
What has this government done? It has completely
walked away from this. Why has it? Because the
Bracks government is a complete captive of the Labor
lawyers.
New South Wales proposed a number of measures. By
March the New South Wales government had already
introduced restrictions on lawyers advertising in this
area. The government also decided that other measures
would be introduced to discourage speculative claims.
A plaintiff’s lawyer can be made to pay the defendant’s
legal costs if the plaintiff loses and the court decides
that the claim was speculative and not supported by
evidence.
In March New South Wales also decided that it would
propose to require plaintiffs to provide expert evidence
of negligence up front. New South Wales also
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acknowledged that one of the problems appeared to be
the number of small claims that are argued in a way that
drives up legal costs and makes insurance claims more
expensive. The Honourable Roger Hallam clearly
explained the impact of small claims and what they are
doing to public liability insurance.
In New South Wales the Carr government said a way to
address this is to cap legal costs for small claims to a
proportion of the claim. This would mean that no-one
was prevented from bringing a small claim, but the cost
of arguing the claim would have to be kept at a realistic
level. Another way of addressing the problem, it said,
was the introduction of thresholds to preclude trivial
claims. And what did the government do here? It
picked up none of those issues.
I specifically mention the Carr government because I
am not only saying that our Labor government has not
performed; I am looking at its brother Labor states
throughout Australia that picked up the issue, took the
hard decisions and ran with the issue. But not the
Bracks government! The Carr government decided it
would propose to change the law to exclude claims that
should never be brought and provide defences to ensure
that people who have done the right thing are not made
to pay just because they have access to insurance. That
is obviously in regard to good Samaritan legislation,
which I must say has been picked up here. The bill has
certainly tried to take up some initial issues and it is a
start, but it is just a start.
The Carr government proposed to ensure that a warning
of risk becomes a defence for risky entertainment or
sporting activities, and it also very clearly said that the
proposed uniform tort laws should be adopted
nationally. Well, they have not been. However,
Queensland picked up the Carr government’s reform
very quickly. The Australian Financial Review of
8 May proclaimed the New South Wales and
Queensland rush to limit personal liability damages.
The article said:
The push to tackle Australia’s spiralling insurance crisis
gained momentum yesterday —

this is in May, many months ago —
when NSW and Queensland unveiled major reforms aimed at
restricting damages payouts.
Queensland Premier Peter Beattie said the government would
ban jury trials for people seeking personal injury payouts as
part of a wider legislative push to address the crisis in public
liability and medical indemnity insurance.
Under reforms approved by state cabinet yesterday, lawyers
in Queensland would be banned from advertising on a
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no-win, no-fee basis and some personal injury payouts would
be capped.
…
The Insurance Council of Australia welcomed the move,
saying NSW and Queensland had moved quickly on reform.

But in Victoria the government was doing nothing. The
only people who started to pick up the issue were
members of the Liberal Party. In May we introduced in
the upper house a bill to try to save the adventure
tourism business. By then 60 businesses had closed
down and towns like Mansfield and others in the
adventure tourism sector were starting to close down or
were being faced with not being able to get public
liability insurance cover for a year. The situation was
urgent because the policies had to be renewed by
30 June. There were 300 operators.
As I said, the Liberal Party initiated a bill on adventure
tourism, brought it in as a private members bill in the
upper house and had it passed in the upper house — but
it was refused debate in the lower house. That was the
Bracks government response in May of this year.
The Institution of Engineers Australia, in response to
the crisis, wrote to every member of Parliament in
Australia in July of this year. The sleeper in the public
liability issue is professional indemnity, but the Bracks
government has not tried to tackle that issue, even
though professional indemnity insurance is closing
businesses down. The Institution of Engineers said in
its letter that many of its 14 500 Victorian members
were unable to obtain public liability insurance. The
letter states:
Government focus has been on problems associated with
public liability insurance, home warranty insurance and
medical indemnity insurance. It is now time to focus on
professionals and business, particularly the impact of recent
events on professional indemnity insurance across the
professions.
…
Members have advised us that … some engineers have
experienced rises in premium costs ranging up to 600 per
cent. From our investigations, we know that the rise in
premiums cannot be attributed to a rise in claims.
What is of more concern is the complete withdrawal of cover
by insurance companies for a broad range of engineering
services, without any real assessment of the risks involved in
providing cover in these areas.

Many of their members had had no claims, yet insurers
were refusing cover:
… simply because the insurer perceives that there may be
some risk in the future.

The institution’s letter went on to say that there were
businesses closing down, a trend that would:
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… directly impact on the health and safety of the
community …

In July the Herald Sun printed articles saying that
public liability insurance premiums for Victorian
businesses had risen by an average of 74 per cent in the
previous year — and still the Bracks government was
doing nothing; whereas the South Australian
government actually recalled its Parliament during the
parliamentary break to bring in legislation on public
liability. And what were we doing? We were doing
nothing. We were having a talkfest!
The Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and
Industry (VECCI) was seeking reforms on public
liability insurance and businesses were unable to obtain
it at any price. There was a crisis in small business and
other industries, and the government was not listening.
Also in July an Age article headed ‘State employers
warn of litigation threat’ states:
Victoria is at risk of becoming Australia’s litigation capital if
the state government fails to reform public liability insurance
payouts awarded by courts …
The Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and
Industry yesterday revealed that 100 surveyed businesses paid
an average 74 per cent more for public liability insurance …

I will not quote the figures but obviously 74 per cent
was a huge hike. The article continues:
VECCI chief executive Neil Coulson said that the rise …

Honourable members on the other side can sigh and
look bored, but let me tell the minister that many small
businesses are closing down. Many small businesses
cannot obtain public liability insurance, and this
government has introduced legislation that will not
reduce premiums or make insurance more accessible.
Victoria stood alone in July as the only mainland state
that had not introduced or announced reforms to public
liability insurance payouts. VECCI at that time said that
some businesses included in its member survey had
taken out loans or extended overdrafts to finance
insurance policies. The surveys they ran showed that
businesses across a range of sectors were being hit by
higher premiums.
We knew that; and it was not just the engineering
community, not just building and not just construction;
it was finance, property and business services
organisations as well. That last group suffered the
highest average premium rises: 208 per cent!
Recreational and personal businesses had the
second-highest increase, at 169 per cent.
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Accommodation, cafes and restaurants also saw their
premiums more than double.
The Age of 24 July recorded that:
Accommodation, cafes and restaurants also saw their
premiums more than double. They reported a 115 per cent
climb in insurance rates.
The three sectors of building and construction, manufacturing
and retail trade all reported increases between 41 and 49 per
cent. State’s employers warn of litigation …

In August the Australian Financial Review ran an
article about tort law reform reporting that Suncorp
GIO, an insurance company, had snubbed Victoria and
turned its back on it. It states:
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The Australian Financial Review of 3 September
referred to builders facing a new warranty cover crisis.
The Bracks government had not introduced legislation
and had done nothing to implement tort law reform or
anything in regard to capping small claims, but it
withdrew its support for one of the sector’s main
insurance providers. The article states:
In a move that is expected to cause critical delays for home
builders and renovators, the government is expected to
confirm today it has withdrawn its reinsurance support to
Dexta Corporation, one of just three warranty providers in
Victoria.
The government has been providing reinsurance to Dexta
since the agent’s leading European reinsurers quit the market
earlier this year after reassessing their global exposures …

… Suncorp excluded Victoria when it said it would re-enter
the small business public liability market because the
southern state had failed to follow other states in reforming
negligence, or tort, law. Victoria … was the only state in
Australia that has done nothing on public liability reform.

Although the government yesterday informed Dexta it would
not renew its reinsurance agreement when it expired on
30 September, it was last night taking advice from the Master
Builders Association of Victoria, which has warned about the
implications of the move.

The Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and
Industry picked this up, and an article in the Age of
27 August under the headline ‘Chamber blames Bracks
for insurance crisis’ reports it as stating:

The Australian Financial Review of 4 October
complimented the New South Wales and Queensland
governments and reported that New South Wales had
pushed ahead with its own negligence reform laws and
the Queensland government by October this year had
introduced a second tranche of its legislative package in
regard to reform. What had Victoria done by then?
Nothing.

The Bracks government’s failure to introduce reforms
limiting civil liability payouts has left businesses without
access to public liability insurance …
The chamber’s chief executive, Neil Coulson, said Australia’s
second-largest insurance group had decided not to make its
public liability policies available in Victoria because of the
government’s inaction.
Suncorp GIO decided to re-enter the public liability insurance
market in other states after withdrawing its policies earlier this
year. New South Wales, Queensland and South Australia
have made legislative changes to entice back Suncorp and
other insurers.
Mr Coulson said the Bracks government had done nothing
after promising in May to examine reforming civil liability
payouts.
‘While all other mainland states have pressed ahead with such
reform, the Victorian government appears to have sat on its
hands’, he said.
…
A Suncorp spokeswoman yesterday confirmed the company
would not be offering public liability cover in Victoria until
there were reforms.

The Sydney Morning Herald of 8 August this year, in
an article headed ‘Engineers forced to go uncovered’,
states:
One in four engineers has been hit with premium rises of up
to 300 per cent and more insurance pain may be on the way.

What does the bill do? Labor’s public liability
legislation will not make public liability and
professional indemnity insurance more available or
more affordable for small business. Nor does it tackle
the huge number of exaggerated or unjustified claims
for minor injuries that are causing massive legal costs
and undeserved payouts that threaten small business,
recreational bodies and community groups across
Victoria. This bill will not prevent massive
compensation payouts being awarded to people injured
while committing criminal offences. On criminal
activities and drunkenness, all the bill requires is that
the court must consider these matters. This is no more
than the law already requires.
The waivers provision of the bill will not provide
certainty to an operator such as an adventure tourism
operator, therefore no improvement to the costs and
availability of insurance will occur. The claimant’s
lawyers will be able to argue the waiver was not
properly drafted and therefore does not apply to their
claim. However, the waivers approach also means that
people can be asked to give up all legal rights to sue,
even for the most serious injury caused by clearly
negligent conduct by the operator of a facility or
activity. If in fact the waiver does apply, they will not
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receive any compensation. This bill will not tackle that
law reform. It will not help lower premiums and will
not make insurance more accessible.

I acknowledge the work done by the shadow Minister
for Finance because it is extensive and comprehensive
and leads the way in public liability policy.

In contrast, the Liberal Party has taken a decisive stand
on the public liability and insurance crisis. In May we
introduced the Adventure Activities Protection Bill to
address the costs and availability of insurance in the
adventure tourism industry. That bill passed the
Legislative Council but the Bracks government refused
to debate it in the Legislative Assembly.

In conclusion, the Bracks government has been
indecisive and weak. The bill may be a start, eight
months later, after all the other states. However, many
of the provisions in the bill are of little benefit and fail
to tackle the main issues relating to the escalating
numbers of small claims, often unjustified and
exaggerated. The Bracks government is a captive of the
Labor lawyers; it is Workcover revisited in the way the
Labor lawyers have caught Labor.

In September we released Liberal reform initiatives to
tackle the public liability and insurance crisis. I
commend the work of the honourable member for Box
Hill in the other place and his intelligent grasp of the
situation and his depth of understanding in introducing
the eight initiatives which are fundamental to our
policy. Those initiatives are based on: personal
responsibility; supporting community participation;
prevention of injuries as well as treatment; fairness,
certainty and commonsense in our legal system; and
ensuring the seriously injured are properly looked after.
I shall briefly map out the eight initiatives. They are to:
1.

ensure that where people voluntarily engage in a risky
recreational activity, they accept responsibility for minor
injuries incurred in the course of that activity;

2.

introduce proportionate liability where several
defendants separately contribute to an injury or loss;

3.

make law firms which take on cases on a no win, no fee
basis responsible for ensuring the other party’s costs are
paid if their client loses the case and is unable or
unwilling to pay;

4.

require no win, no fee advertisements to disclose that the
client will generally be liable to pay the other side’s
legal costs if the client loses;

5.

6.

allow reputable business and community organisations
operating on state government land to obtain public
liability cover jointly with the government at an
incremental cost reflecting the risk involved, thus
eliminating the current requirement for them to provide
$10 million of cover to the government before being
allowed to operate;
provide risk management guidelines to businesses and
community organisations through the government’s
in-house insurer, the Victorian Managed Insurance
Authority;

7.

assist industry and community associations to establish
pooled risk management and insurance arrangements;
and

8.

put industry associations and associations of community
organisations in contact with reputable and relevant
potential overseas insurers where they cannot find
affordable insurance within Australia.

The legislation will fail small business in Victoria. It is
too little and too late.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — In my
short contribution I will concentrate on the public
liability insurance aspect of the bill, which covers many
issues. I am surprised that public liability did not
warrant legislation in its own right, stand-alone
legislation, because it is probably the most important
and serious issue facing tourism operators, many
organisations such as community groups, pony clubs
and all forms of business in Victoria and indeed
Australia.
I agree entirely with the Honourable Wendy Smith that
the government’s efforts with the bill have been
pathetic, it is far too late and will not reduce insurance
premiums. That is the bottom line. The only thing that
counts in this debate is whether premiums will be
reduced. I do not believe the legislation will work in
reducing premiums, which is a sorry state of affairs.
The third paragraph of the second-reading speech says:
The government’s objective is to ensure insurance is available
and affordable for business and the wider community, to
protect Victoria’s reputation as a good place to live and do
business.

Unfortunately the Insurance Council of Australia does
not agree with that comment. A media release dated
30 September headed ‘Insurers release report card on
liability reforms’ states:
There is a significant risk that the reforms in Queensland,
Victoria and Western Australia will not reduce claims costs or
improve the predictability of claims in any meaningful way.
The ineffectual nature of these reforms is likely to adversely
affect outcomes not only in these states but in the wider
Australian market as well.

There has been some debate tonight about waivers. The
second-reading speech refers to waivers and talks
about:
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… provision for waivers that will allow people to accept
responsibility for their participation in risky activities …

The value of waivers is highly debatable. Waivers will
require extensive legal drafting to be any use at all.
Mr Sandy Tod of the now — I am sorry to say —
disbanded Mansfield Public Liability Insurance
Taskforce agrees that the value of waivers is highly
debatable. Mr Tod wrote me a letter with a section
about waivers. He said:
Waiver reforms are a minefield, do not impress the insurance
industry and have been largely unsuccessful in all other
countries in which they have been introduced. This
government purports to have been guided by the Canadian
model in adventure tourism with regard to waivers.

Mr Tod asks:
What evidence gathered from that model is there to support
reductions in premium levels flowing from such waivers?

That is a very pertinent and valid question. The
Honourable Wendy Smith was critical about waivers
and the Honourable Jenny Mikakos did not give any
assurance that waivers will reduce premiums. I would
have thought that the lead speaker for the government
would have given us some basic reassurance about the
value of this bill. I sat here tonight for over an hour
looking for reassurance — —
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Broken-hearted.
Hon. E. G. STONEY — I think the industry will be
broken-hearted, Mr Hallam. It is a sad state of affairs
that the government, after all these months, has not
been able to give us any solid assurance that any of this
legislation will be of any value in reducing premiums.
A reduction in premiums is really the bottom line.
Mr Tod commented:
The government has not seriously addressed the harnessing of
claims under $50 000. These claims represent some 90 per
cent by volume and in excess of 70 per cent by dollar value.
In the Victorian tourism sector such claims represent in
excess of 75 per cent of dollar value. The Trowbridge report
also highlights their enormous significance nationally to all
industry sectors.

Mr Hallam and Ms Smith both highlighted the
important issue of small claims and the impact of small
claims on this debate. Mr Tod expressed some serious
concerns. He has studied this at length with the
assistance of Peter Clark, SC. Those two gentlemen
know exactly where we are with this whole debate and
neither of them is impressed with what is being
presented here.
Mr Tod summed up the legislation as follows:
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The reforms enacted by this bill will not provide significant
premium relief. The insurance industry has enunciated this
fact quite clearly. There is, however, some evidence to
suggest that numbers of groups who achieved insurance cover
this year will be unable to renew with their current facilities
next year and will therefore be in a worse position than they
were earlier in this year.

To add credence to that statement, which I know to be
correct, there is one operator in Mansfield who has just
renewed his insurance for a premium of $30 000. That
operator’s turnover is $150 000, so immediately he is
faced with running an unviable operation. I know he
has decided to pay the $30 000 in the faint hope that
this legislation will assist him next year. I hesitate to
say it, but I believe this legislation will not help that
operator. Many operators have bitten the bullet. They
have paid enormous premiums, and I believe they are
going to be sadly disappointed. Next year premiums
will not come down.
There were nearly 20 horse operators in the Mansfield
district. There are now four, and I make the prediction
that unless something major happens in a couple of
years there will not be any small operators running
horse groups in the Mansfield area. There will be not
one person, from generations of families who know the
mountains, that people will be able to ride with into the
mountains. The general riding public in Victoria and
the members of the public that enjoy adventure tourism
will be the poorer. The blame for that lies squarely at
this government’s door. The bill does not encourage
people to take any responsibility for their own actions.
Without that basic premise I fail to see how any
legislation can significantly reduce premiums.
With the Honourable David Davis and the Honourable
Wendy Smith, I congratulate the honourable member
for Box Hill in another place, the shadow Minister for
Finance. He made a last-ditch stand to put in this bill
the basic thrust of the adventure activities bill — and
Ms Smith quickly outlined those earlier. The
honourable member for Box Hill put amendments
which the government refused point blank to accept.
This looks like the end of it for the time being, so I will
take the opportunity once again to congratulate and
thank the Mansfield Public Liability Insurance
Taskforce and people like Mr Sandy Tod and Mr Peter
Clark, SC, and others who have put hundreds of hours
into developing a worthwhile and workable proposition
that was rejected outright by this government.
As Ms Smith said, we tried again with the Adventure
Activities Protection Bill in the other place — we tried
very hard to resurrect it, and we failed. I think history
will show that that bill in some form or another will
come back. Certainly, unless people take responsibility
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for their own actions in some form or other, I fail to see
how premiums will be reduced.
The government has also ignored the opportunity to
reduce the $10 million public liability cover
requirement for operators on public land. I understand
that if the government reduced this to a $5 million
cover there would be a savings of approximately 40 per
cent in premiums to operators. This is something the
government could do overnight — it could do it very
quickly if it wished — but indeed it just shows that the
government does not really want to or does not have the
capacity to assist operators in an area where it certainly
could.
In conclusion, in the autumn sitting I made a comment
in this place about the bottom line needed to reduce
insurance premiums. I said, as reported at page 1661 of
Hansard of 6 June 2002:
It is clear the government does not subscribe to the basic
philosophy that people should have a choice to take some
responsibility for their own decisions. Without this basic
premise adventure tourism in Victoria will wither away ….

I stand by that comment.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I am of the
opinion that the second reading of 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 DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! In order
that I may ascertain whether the required majority has
been obtained, I ask those honourable 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.
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Firstly, in relation to the matter of average weekly
earnings I can indicate that the bill clearly states
‘average weekly total earnings of all employees in
Victoria’, which I am advised is the broadest possible
definition.
Secondly, in relation to volunteers, I can indicate that
the bill does not create any new liability for charities or
not-for-profit organisations as it has always been
possible to sue the organisation. I can also indicate that
there is very little, if any, experience of either
volunteers, food donors or charities being sued. The
purpose of the bill is to alleviate concerns by volunteers
or food donors that they might be sued. Charities
involved in food donations have not sought an
exemption. They are, I am advised, implementing a
risk-management plan in respect of food handling and
the bill represents an appropriate balance between the
concerns of volunteers and the interests of those who
may suffer injury.
In relation to apologies, I can indicate that the bill is
intended to encourage apologies by providing that
saying sorry cannot of itself be taken as an admission of
guilt. The bill does not make apologies inadmissible for
the reason that such a blanket provision could be unfair
in certain circumstances to people who have suffered
injury. The example I am able to provide is that if
someone were to say, ‘I’m sorry, I injured you; I was
drunk at the time’ it would be unfair for the statement
about being drunk to be inadmissible simply because it
was attached to an apology. The bill, therefore, allows a
statement to be admissible as evidence of liability if it
contains a clear acknowledgment of responsibility.
The DEPUTY 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
ascertain whether the required majority has been
obtained, I ask those honourable members who are in
favour of the question to stand where they are.
Required number of members having risen:

Read second time.

Third reading
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — By leave, I move:
That this bill be now read a third time.

In doing so I firstly wish to thank honourable members
for their contributions to the debate and I also wish to
by his invitation respond to some matters raised by the
Honourable Roger Hallam in the course of the
second-reading debate.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
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ROAD SAFETY (RESPONSIBLE DRIVING)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 15 October; motion of
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and Resources).

Hon. G. B. ASHMAN (Koonung) — I rise to speak
on this bill at 9.25 p.m., noting that new business was
introduced after what has been our traditional closure
for new business but also noting that the chamber
agreed to a suspension of so much of the sessional
orders as would prevent us from introducing new
business after 9.00 p.m. today.
In speaking to the bill I indicate at the outset that the
opposition does not oppose it. The policy of not
opposing road safety measures continues what is a long
tradition of support for road safety measures from all
the parties. I note that when we were in government in
coalition with the National Party, the Labor Party
generally supported road safety measures. The tripartite
support on these issues has been with us for very many
years — certainly for as long as I have been a member
of this place, and I hope we can continue with that level
of support on legislation such as this.
The purposes of the bill are stated as introducing
measures to deter excessive speeding; expanding the
circumstances of immediate licence suspension for
learner permits or probationary drivers when alcohol
offences are involved; and clarifying some issues in
relation to the failure at a breath test. The bill also
makes minor amendments to the Marine Act. They
clarify the scope in relation to failing a breath test. The
amendments to the road safety legislation will be
mirrored in the Marine Act and, as we are all aware, the
breath-testing regime under the Marine Act mirrors that
under the Road Safety Act.
The major changes are to penalties for speeding. It is
now proposed that there be an automatic licence
suspension for being 25 kilometres per hour over the
speed limit; previously it was 30 kilometres per hour.
This is a measure that we, as an opposition, certainly
support, because 25 kilometres per hour over any speed
limit, whether it be a 40 kilometres per hour speed limit
or a 110 kilometres per hour speed limit, is a very
substantial margin over the posted limit. There would
probably be only one road in Victoria where you may
be able, even with some creative arguments, to say it
was safe to be travelling at 135 kilometres per hour.
This measure is very sensible. This bill now puts in
place a one-month automatic suspension for exceeding
the speed limit by 25 kilometres per hour.

411

The new penalties also increase the number of demerit
points lost through an offence. I will read out some of
the changes that will be made. The current fine for
15 kilometres per hour over the limit is $125 and the
loss of 1 demerit point; that will be increased to
$200 and 3 demerit points. The present fine for
travelling 25 kilometres per hour over the limit is
$200 and the loss of 3 demerit points; that goes to
$265 and 4 demerit points. The current fine for
35 kilometres per hour over the limit is $265 and the
loss of 4 demerit points; that will be increased to
$360 and 6 demerit points. The current penalty for
driving at 45 kilometres per hour over the speed limit is
$360 and 6 demerit points; the proposed fine will be
$430 and 8 demerit points. The opposition does not
have any problem in supporting these changes to the
penalties.
Hon. K. M. Smith — Revenue raising.
Hon. G. B. ASHMAN — However, we raise some
issues in relation to the percentage changes in the fines.
Mr Ken Smith interjects that this is revenue raising. He
may be right, because at the lower end of the scale the
increase in the fine for travelling at 15 kilometres per
hour over the limit is 60 per cent. At the upper end the
increase in penalty for driving at more than
45 kilometres per hour over the limit is 19.4 per cent. It
begs the question: have these been structured at the
lower end to capture more revenue? The lower target
has seen revenue raising by fines increase from about
$100 million two years ago to $336 million in this
financial year — quite a significant increase by
anybody’s standards.
The speed limits in some areas need to be reviewed.
With these new penalties and with the policy that is
now in place, with the police adopting almost a zero
tolerance to speeding, some consideration needs to be
given to reviewing the posted speed limits on a
significant number of roads. There are a number of
examples across Koonung Province where the limits
have been subtly reduced. The roads still have all the
appearances of roads that would normally be posted
with speed limits of, say, 70 kilometres per hour, but
we find they are now posted at 60 kilometres per hour,
and — surprise, surprise! — those roads regularly have
speed cameras on them. They are roads where the
average motorist would not consider 70 kilometres per
hour to be an inappropriate speed for that section of
road.
By way of example, I cite one new piece of road in
Mitcham Road between Donvale and Mitcham.
Mitcham Road comes off Doncaster Road to
Springvale Road. It is a dual carriageway and is posted
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at 70 kilometres per hour. Once you cross Springvale
Road you find Mitcham Road is still a dual
carriageway, but it is posted at 60 kilometres per hour.
It is a new section of road, so it is built to a very high
standard. It has all the appearances of a road that would
normally be posted at 70 kilometres per hour. That road
is subjected to quite rigorous policing. I can say that I
see a speed camera there probably three or four times a
week — and I hasten to add that it has not captured me.
The argument that some of these changes target the
lower brackets rather than the high-risk end has some
validity.
There are also some changes in the bill to the
drink-driving provisions, particularly in relation to
learners permits and probationary licence-holders.
There is a loss of licence for those people currently at
.00 — zero — and the bill will take it to .07. We think
it should remain at .00 because there should be no
tolerance on P-platers and learners who exceed the zero
blood alcohol provisions.
I will read a short passage from a letter that was
forwarded by the shadow Minister for Transport to the
Minister for Transport on 8 October about this
legislation. The section I will read is about the reforms
for the on-the-spot loss of licence for learners and
probationary licence-holders. He says:
The opposition wishes to suggest that the government
introduce an amendment to create a clear and definitive ‘zero
means zero’ approach to such learners and probationary
drivers BAC. Your legislation provides for an ambiguous
approach to this area and, given the rising road toll and the
increased number of inexperienced drivers on the road, such
ambiguity is not constructive to a successful road safety
campaign. I also note that this bill also continues the Bracks
government’s focus on penalties (revenue), but ignores issues
of driver education (an expense). The opposition supports
increased driver education and notes that a report completed
by the Professional Driver Trainers Association of Victoria
about the Problems of Novice Drivers, which was submitted
to you on 31 May 2000, has still not received a response. This
is undisciplined and it is no wonder that the road safety
message from the Bracks government isn’t getting through to
the public.

With this debate on the legislation the opposition was
handing an opportunity to the government to amend
this legislation to reflect the zero policy that we all
believe ought to be included. It would have been quite
easy for such an amendment to have been negotiated
while the bill was between the houses, but it appears the
government is not prepared to pursue that at this stage.
Clearly when in government we would move very
quickly to introduce zero means zero in relation to
P-plate drivers and learner drivers.
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The suspension of licences for people exceeding the
blood alcohol limit is strongly supported by the
opposition. We know that at random breath-testing
stations only 1 in 200 drivers registers above the legal
limit, but when it comes to fatalities and severe-injury
collisions it is something in the order of 1 in 4 that
exceeds .05. We know that in the road toll, 25 per cent
of death and trauma can be attributed to alcohol. We
know there is a percentage of probably approaching
20 per cent — Mr Brideson might be able to elaborate
on this — of drivers who are also under the influence of
other drugs. If we can remove these people from the
roads we have a significant opportunity to reduce our
road toll. Given those statistics, one wonders how
effective the zero tolerance on speed is, and indeed
whether that is the right target for the attention that we
are giving it.
We support the changes that provide for the immediate
suspension of a licence for a drink-driving offence
when the driver is likely to be charged with more
serious offences. There has been an anomaly where the
police have not suspended licences of drink-drivers
when they have been considering more serious charges.
Certainly from the opposition’s point of view it is
imperative that we get these people off the road
immediately rather than delay while the police develop
further charges. That clause is quite strongly supported.
There are also other changes which we support in
relation to demerit points for P-plate drivers which
bring our demerit point system into line with that of the
other states.
In concluding, I will go back to the speeding issue and
make one further comment, one which has been made
in earlier debates on road safety measures in relation to
the accuracy of speedometers in cars. The Australian
design rule allows for a 10 per cent variation in the
speed reading. We all recognise that being 5 per cent
over the limit is fairly difficult to judge in some driving
conditions. When that is coupled with what is
recognised as the inaccuracy of some speedometers, the
zero or almost zero tolerance on speeding that the
government is pursuing is a little harsh.
I refer to a couple of examples that have been reported
to me, and some personal observations. I am not
suggesting that the Vicroads speed reading device on
the Hume Highway is 100 per cent accurate, but we
would hope it is reasonably accurate because many
people use it as a means of registering or recording their
speed and checking their speedometers. Over the past
months I have gone past that point on a number of
occasions. In the Commodore I am currently driving,
100 kilometres an hour on the speedometer showed up
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on the speed test at 98 kilometres an hour. I went up a
couple of weeks ago in an Audi A4 and 100 kilometres
an hour on the speedo showed up as 97 kilometres an
hour; in a Land Rover 100 kilometres an hour showed
up as 93 kilometres an hour; and in a BMW
100 kilometres an hour showed up as 104 kilometres an
hour, so there is some variation there. If the tolerance is
only 1 or 2 kilometres there is an opportunity for people
to be booked. I defy anyone to keep such an accurate
check on their speed.
The Liberal Party will be saying to the community that
it would be prepared to reintroduce a 10 per cent
tolerance and to take a more commonsense approach to
the enforcement of these speed limits. We do not see
road safety as an opportunity for revenue raising. We
see our responsibility as one of providing safe driving
conditions and a safe driving environment for people,
but certainly not pursuing them for what we see as
generally being relatively minor misdemeanours.
The Liberal Party does not oppose this legislation. As I
stated at the outset, we will continue to support road
safety initiatives, even if we disagree at the edges with
some of them.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I am
pleased on behalf of the National Party to speak on the
Road Safety (Responsible Driving) Bill. At the outset I
thank the minister’s department for its usual
informative briefing. I have found its briefings to be
good and departmental officers are willing to come
back to us with any information we might require.
The purpose of the bill is straightforward. It is to amend
the Road Safety Act 1986 to introduce measures to
deter excessive speeding; to expand the circumstances
in which a learner permit or probationary driver, or a
repeat offender for drink-driving, may be immediately
suspended for certain offences involving alcohol; to
clarify the scope of failing a breath test offence; and
also to amend the Marine Act 1988 to clarify the scope
of failing that particular breath test offence.
As usual the National Party has consulted widely on
this bill, as it does with all road safety bills. I will
comment on some of the responses we received. The
only one not fully in support fairly questioned the
science and research of the effectiveness of reducing
the speed limit by, say, 5 kilometres an hour, and the
effect that would have on safety. Another response
from the Australian Drug Foundation said that:
The changes proposed to the Road Safety Act appear
reasonable. The proposal for immediate on-the-spot
suspension of licences acts to remove dangerous drivers from
the road sooner, and removes dangerous loopholes.
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The proposal to lower the limit at which probationary drivers
face interim suspension is also reasonable. These are
inexperienced, often young, drivers who were supposed to
have been driving with a zero blood alcohol concentration.
The P-plate system has been in place and enforced for long
enough for all participants to understand and have strategies
in place to observe the restrictions of that licence.

I spoke with David Cumming, the government relations
manager for the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria,
which is also supportive of the proposal, as is the
Victorian Alcohol and Drug Association.
I received an informative letter from Ken Dowsley,
who is the executive officer of Roadsafe Wimmera.
This came into my possession because Mr Dowsley
was contacted by the honourable member for Wimmera
in another place, Hugh Delahunty, who as usual did his
community work well by personally contacting the
responsible people in his electorate. Mr Dowsley has
some good suggestions that I will put on the record. He
says he would be tough on high-level speeding, but in a
bit more detail Mr Dowsley suggests on drink-driving:
There is really no excuse for driving with BACs at a level that
reduces driving capability so I support the move to make the
penalties literally on the spot. The next step I would be
suggesting for serious repeat offenders would be to impound
or confiscate the vehicle.

On demerit points, Mr Dowsley’s views are as follows:
While the proposals have some merit (no pun intended) I am
disappointed that the focus is still so heavily on penalising
drivers. Alternative measures with a more preventive flavour
could include:
Making 120 hours of supervised driver practice
mandatory for L-platers — with the idea of raising the
‘crash proofness’ of young drivers so as to significantly
cut their crash risk in their first year or two of driving.
Significant increase in checking of licences to remove
the increasing number of unlicensed drivers from our
roads …
Mandate lights on for all vehicles. Also known as
daytime running lights (DRL) this is now being included
in the driving policies of some major organisations —
for example, Telstra, Vicroads. In Victoria the
expectation is of a 16 per cent reduction in road fatalities
if all vehicles ran DRLs. (This approach has significant
value for our older drivers as they need more light to see
properly. It also lets the rest of the community see them
earlier and react to avoid possible problems.)

I thank Ken Dowsley, who is well known to many of us
because he has worked in the Wimmera for a long time,
for his practical and thoughtful suggestions on road
safety.
The National Party will not oppose the bill. It would
like to look at the excessive speeding philosophy which
flows from the bill. It will discourage excessive
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speeding by requiring the automatic licence suspension
of drivers speeding by 25 kilometres an hour or more
over the limit. This is a 5-kilometre an hour reduction in
the current trigger point for automatic licence
suspension of 30 kilometres an hour.
The bill imposes longer suspension periods for
high-level speeders: at 25 to 35 kilometres an hour over
the limit, one month’s suspension; at 35 to
45 kilometres an hour over the limit, six months
suspension; and at 45 kilometres an hour or more over
the limit, 12 months suspension.
Some other changes introduced as part of the
responsible driving package will revise the structure of
the speeding demerit point thresholds and speeding
fines. We understand the changes to the speeding fines
may be in force by the end of the year. There is no
change in fines for offences of less than 10 kilometres
an hour over the speed limit.
When my parliamentary colleagues and I had this
discussion we concluded unanimously that we could
not argue against the intent of the bill but would in fact
support it. Out of the discussion came the thought: I
wonder where the bidding war stops in relation to
political parties and other organisations relative to this
particular issue. We wondered where the line might be
drawn in the sand — the line that balances safety and
the practical use of motor cars and all the other issues
that we, particularly in country Victoria, live with on a
day-by-day basis.
There is no doubt that Victoria has an excellent record
in road safety. We started off seatbelt legislation. Our
innovation in drink-driving laws has shown strong
leadership. The speed penalties are quite heavy, and the
demerit points are certainly a deterrent and make
people use our roads safely.
In our discussions we were concerned whether, if the
pressures on our motoring public became too great, the
community’s attitude to the law would turn the other
way so people would not be supportive and may not be
cooperative. There was a bit of philosophy, I guess,
displayed in the discussions members of the National
Party had on this bill, and that might be mirrored by
what a lot of people in our community think.
The other issue we talked about was the proposed or
real — I am not quite sure which it is — reductions in
the tolerance relative to speedometer readings in cars. If
the police are looking for people driving over the speed
limit on our roads, what is a reasonable tolerance level
for that? In an article in the Sunday Herald Sun of
7 April Sue Hewitt made the point that:
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Thousands of Victorian motorists face speeding fines under
tough new zero-tolerance guidelines because their
speedometers are faulty.
Mechanics say thousands of cars, including new models, have
speedometers as much as 10km/h out. And they claim many
older cars have worn mechanical speedometer equipment that
can fail.
They say testing equipment is not a simple task and that the
police minister André Haermeyer is being unreasonable in
demanding drivers check speedometer accuracy.
…
A recent court case supports their claims with a booked driver
found to have a speedometer that was more than 20 per cent
inaccurate.
…
Police are cracking down on motorists with moves to cut the
tolerance level to 3 per cent.
Ian Howard, who has tested speedometers in Geelong for
31 years, said he regularly saw motorists who had absolute
faith in faulty speedos.
‘We’ve had customers with new cars come in because they
have thought they were sitting on 100km/h and they’ve been
booked for doing 110’, he said.
One customer had been booked twice by radar and, after
having the equipment repaired, took the bill to the new car
dealer.
‘The dealer said sorry, but it (the speedometer error) meets
the Australian design rule of plus or minus 10 per cent
(error)’, Mr Howard said.

They are the issues that are being discussed in our
community.
I must have had a quiet weekend or two looking at the
weekend papers. I noticed, again in the Herald Sun — I
think last weekend — an article by Chris Tinkler. I will
read a paragraph or two:
All proceeds from speed and red-light camera fines should be
put directly into road safety initiatives, a former top police
officer says.
Bob Falconer, former Western Australia Police chief and
Victoria Police deputy chief, yesterday called for the
Victorian government and opposition to make election
pledges to commit the funds to a special pool.
…
Mr Falconer said that Victorians should ensure every cent
was pumped directly to safety initiatives, as happened in WA.

So it is in the media, it is in the community’s eyes and it
is on people’s lips as they talk about the issue of
tolerance in relation to speed guns or the use of radar on
our roads.
That is one issue, but the other question we should ask
ourselves is: what is the right speed limit? Around
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schools there is a bit of the ‘Watch my lips’ stuff. I
suspect that in the next week or so the National Party
will be releasing some very good policies. Around town
is it 40, 50 or 60 kilometres an hour? In the country is it
100 or 110? I know that in country Victoria,
particularly in north-western Victoria, we have a speed
limit of 110 kilometres an hour on the Calder Highway
from Wycheproof right through to Mildura. I know,
and Mr Craige would know, that it took an awful lot to
get that 110 speed limit on that road.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — Mr Craige’s predecessor
went to water on it.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — I do not think that is right,
Mr Baxter. I am sure that any of our ministers for roads
who had experience in country areas would have been
keen to see the 110 limit introduced on that piece of
road between Wycheproof and Mildura. But it is true
that it took five years to get that into place. It is true,
too, that there was some resistance in a number of
quarters. I think it was in 1999 that the speed limit was
lifted.
I am certainly not aware of any increase in accidents
since the introduction of that much-sought-after lift in
the speed limit on that part of the Calder Highway. I
might say that we put a bit of work into that, and a
number of people in this house would realise that. We
were very tempted to start the higher speed limit at
Charlton, but decided to go back to Wycheproof
because there are a couple of waterways between
Charlton and Wycheproof that could present some risk
if the extra 10 kilometres an hour had been allowed on
that section of road.
When I think about Charlton I am reminded of the
Charlton Driving Training Centre. The honourable
member for Swan Hill in another place, my colleague
Ron Best and I believe it does a fantastic job. It is
unfortunate that to the best of our knowledge — and we
are quite sure of this — it is not really strongly
supported by the police force, the bureaucrats or
academia. But it was supported by road ministers we
had in this state who were very generous in finding
enough funding to keep that school alive. Even though
it was struggling we kept it open on a hand-to-mouth
basis. I thank the Honourables Bill Baxter and Geoff
Craige for their support — off their own bat, I might
say — for that. It was greatly appreciated across that
part of Victoria.
During that period Monash University was contracted
to do a study on the driving school. It was some time
ago, but it was a really wishy-washy report that I was
quite disappointed in. It did not home in on what the
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Charlton Driving Training Centre really does. I suspect
most views were that the training of our drivers should
be done on the road. I can assure honourable members
that the Charlton Driving Training Centre has some
very good documented results which would convince
anyone who thought about it at all that its program is
worth while.
I can remember that at the time we tried to get money
out of the Transport Accident Commission and could
not crack even a dollar out of it. I am absolutely sure it
would have been just as good an investment as a lot of
the commission’s ads and programs given the results
out of that driving training program. Last week the
police were having an open day at the Charlton Driving
Training Centre. I hope that went well. I am sure it
would get a bit more publicity for the centre. Let’s hope
it gets a bit more support and the right word gets out
about it.
When we were in government as a coalition we almost
got the Charlton Driving Training Centre on a
sustainable footing by adding the programs into
education. I suspect we probably need three training
centres around country Victoria contracted out to the
schools. I hope to see that process come to fruition in
the next few years.
Coming back to the legislation, the bill tightens up on
the blood alcohol content of learner drivers and
probationary drivers in relation to on-the-spot
suspensions from .15 to .07, and .07 is the trigger to an
on-the-spot suspension of licence. On-the-spot
suspension will also be in place for repeat drink-driver
offenders. Previously suspension could not be imposed
until the driver was charged; and that could well be a
week or two weeks later. Also in the past the interim
suspension could only take effect when the driver was
charged with drink-driving under the Road Safety Act
and may not have been an option if they were charged
with a criminal offence such as manslaughter or
culpable driving while under the influence of alcohol.
In some cases the investigation may have had to stretch
out over some weeks prior to charges being made, so
those people would be on the roads during that time
without having their licences suspended.
We have no problem with these tougher rules. The
on-the-spot suspension has been applied to
permit-holders, probationary licence-holders and repeat
drink-driving offenders. In fact, a number of people in
my electorate have suggested that to me — that they
should be dealt with on the spot to take them off the
road to ensure the safety of other drivers on the road. I
think that will get quite strong support across a wide
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sector of our community. The same provision is added
into the Marine Act 1988 as well.
Probationary and learner drivers will also be exposed to
tougher demerit point rulings. If they go over 5 points
in the year they will face loss of licence, and additional
points lost over 5 will incur further penalties in relation
to the loss of licence. That is a reasonable move to
make; otherwise it might be two years before they
would have a lesson learnt that might save their lives
and someone else’s as well. During the briefing I was
rather uncomfortable with that provision as I believed it
would overpenalise probationary and learner drivers.
My discomfort was about the translation of points and
the compensation level of points, so I was pleased to
see the amendment that removes that possibility
adopted in the upper house.
The bill also deals with the scope of testing in relation
to drink-driving. I will not go into that into that in detail
given the time of night, but it certainly clarifies the
situation.
The National Party does not oppose the bill. It does
raise concerns about what we might loosely term the
bidding war. Where is the practical balance between the
sensible and practical application of speed limits and
safety? Our party also raised its real concern about the
margin of error in speedometers, which may not be
taken adequately into account if the police reduce the
margin for error when they are out on the roads looking
for speeding motorists.
The National Party does not oppose the bill but asks the
government to take into account the issues raised
during this contribution.
Hon. G. D. ROMANES (Melbourne) — I am
pleased to have the opportunity to speak on the very
important Road Safety (Responsible Driving) Bill this
evening. The bill is important because it provides
increased penalties for drink-driving offences and for
speeding offences. The aim of the bill is to reduce the
number of drivers on the roads who put themselves and
others at risk. We know that speed kills and that 20 per
cent of fatal accidents in Australia are due to excessive
speeds. We know also that the combination of drinking
and driving is lethal.
The bill, therefore, puts forward a number of measures
as part of a consistent, coordinated approach the
government has been taking through its Arrive Alive
strategy to reduce speeding and reduce drink-driving.
Some of those measures we have seen introduced over
the past year or two are: the setting of appropriate safe
maximum speeds, such as the 50-kilometre-an-hour
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default limit in residential areas; the increasing
likelihood of detection of speeding through the safety
camera program; the Transport Accident Commission
Wipe Off 5 campaign; measures like the alcohol
ignition locks to prevent serious and repeat offenders
re-offending; and penalties for excessive speeding that
better reflect the real risks — which is what we are
dealing with in the bill before the house.
Research has shown that if all drivers complied with the
speed limits — for example, in the
60-kilometre-an-hour zones — 25 per cent of crashes
would be avoided. The government is faced with the
complexity of the situation on the roads and the search
for triggers that will engender behavioural change in
drivers to produce a safer situation on the roads for all
concerned. Those measures are beginning to work, and
after the introduction of the 50-kilometre-an-hour speed
limit in residential streets we have seen a 13 per cent
reduction in casualty accidents and a reduction of over
40 per cent in pedestrian fatalities in pedestrian streets.
The Road Safety (Responsible Driving) Bill introduces
tougher penalties for excessive speeding. The bill will
discourage excessive speeding by imposing automatic
licence suspension for drivers speeding at 25 or more
kilometres an hour over the limit. That compares with
the current 30-kilometre an hour limit, so there is a
5 kilometre an hour reduction from the current trigger
point for automatic licence suspension. That will affect
some 42 000 drivers, the number of people who were
caught last year doing 25 kilometres an hour over the
speed limit. That is a not insignificant netting of drivers
who have been speeding excessively on the roads.
The tougher penalties will impose longer suspension
periods for high-level speeders exceeding the limit by
35 kilometres an hour or more. There is a range of
progressive increases for high-level speeders in terms
of automatic licence suspension periods. Those
measures reflect the increasing danger to the
community, and speeding drivers are a greater danger
to the community the faster they drive. Considerable
research has been conducted, such as by the road
accident research unit in South Australia, which shows
that you double the crash risk for every extra
5 kilometres an hour over the speed limit. The
provisions in the bill reflect that research and the need
to increase penalties in proportion to the danger that
speeding drivers pose to the community.
One of the key provisions is on-the-spot suspension of
licences or permits of dangerous drink-drivers. It
introduces on-the-spot suspensions for drink-drivers
who represent an unacceptably high risk to public
safety because of their past patterns of behaviour — for
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the very large amount of alcohol they may have
consumed before driving. That is a significant change
from the current situation where there are interim
licence suspension provisions in the pretrial situation.
These currently exist in the Road Safety Act but can
only be activated where drivers are charged with
drink-driving offences involving a blood alcohol
content (BAC) of .15 or above or repeat drink-drivers
charged with exceeding the legal limit.
However, the requirement that the person be charged
with a drink-driving offence before an interim
suspension may be imposed and before the community
can be assured that such a driver can be taken off the
roads can delay the interim suspension by several
weeks due to difficulties of paperwork and ensuring
that all the right processes have been undertaken. In
some cases where persons are charged with the more
serious offence of culpable driving rather than
drink-driving the interim suspension provisions do not
apply. In fact, the police will often not lay a
drink-driving charge to avoid criminal and summary
cases running concurrently. Therefore, unfortunately
the situation as it currently stands is often that the
offender, while the charge is being laid and in the
pretrial situation, continues to drive and creates a high
risk on the roads. The bill is designed to try to get those
high-risk drivers off the roads.
The new provisions for on-the-spot licence suspensions
relate not only to high-level or repeat drink-driving but
also to probationary and learner drivers whose blood
alcohol content exceeds .07. The Liberal Party has
made a strong statement that it will revisit this issue if it
wins government and that there should be a
zero-equals-zero approach to learner and probationary
drivers in this situation rather than a .07 approach
before an on-the-spot suspension of licence occurs. The
opposition is taking a misleading and duplicitous
position because when it comes to sentencing a
probationary or learner driver who has been convicted
of drink-driving zero already means zero, and this will
not change.
A probationary driver who is convicted of driving with
any alcohol in his or her bloodstream will be punished,
including facing licence loss as follows: probationary
drivers detected with blood alcohol content of .05 or
above already face automatic licence cancellation and
disqualification from driving for a six-month minimum.
This disqualification period increases with the BAC
reading.
As well, probationary drivers detected with a BAC
above zero but less than .05 already receive 10 demerit
points which can result in three months suspension if
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they reach 3 points in a three-year period. The bill
significantly increases these penalties with regard to
demerit points for probationary drivers and tightens
them considerably.
It is important to bear in mind the strong principle in
our system of law that a person is presumed innocent
until proven guilty and, as such, penalties are not
normally imposed until the person has admitted guilt or
has had an opportunity to answer the allegations in
court. The purpose of the on-the-spot suspensions is
public safety rather than punishment. The provisions
apply where there is a clear-cut case of serious risk to
community safety if these people continue to drive.
Therefore the cut-off point for on-the-spot suspension
of licence for novice drivers with a BAC is .07, which
reflects the seriousness of the situation of inexperienced
drivers drinking and being let loose on our roads.
This is an extremely important bill and needs to be seen
within the context of the range of measures the
government has been putting forward over the last year
or two to try to tackle this serious issue of the road toll
in terms of road fatalities, casualties and injuries.
The other issue raised by the Honourable Barry Bishop
and the Liberal opposition is the commitment of the
Liberal Party to reintroduce 10 per cent tolerances for
motorists with regard to the design standards of
speedometers rather than the current 3 per cent that is in
place at this time. I contend that that is a scandalous
position to hold because it is the equivalent of wanting
people to drive at .05 blood alcohol content in risk
terms. It is a misplaced position and a populist gesture,
although out of tune with public thinking, because there
is widespread public support for the safety initiatives
that the government is introducing in the bill and the
range of other measures in its Arrive Alive strategy.
No revenue raising is incorporated into the bill despite
what the Honourable Gerald Ashman said earlier,
because this bill deals with tightening the thresholds,
increasing the penalties and endeavouring through
those changes and triggers to send out warning signals,
particularly to young people and repeat offenders
through the demerit points system. They are warning
signals designed to try to get drivers to voluntarily
ameliorate their behaviour and to think about changing
their driving practices to become safer drivers on our
roads.
These measures are needed and are very important,
particularly in relation to young and inexperienced
drivers. I was talking with someone over dinner this
evening; there is a phenomenon of young people
thinking somehow that they are invincible — and we
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all went through that a long time ago. Therefore it is
absolutely vital that the provisions of the Road Safety
(Responsible Driving) Bill pass through the house this
evening and become law in Victoria. I commend the
bill to the house.
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — As
has already been alluded to, the opposition does not
oppose the Road Safety (Responsible Driving) Bill. The
bill forms part of the government’s Arrive Alive
strategy which, as chairman of the Road Safety
Committee, I certainly support. The changes proposed
by the bill will mean tougher penalties for speeding and
drink-driving. There are very compelling reasons why
the opposition does not oppose the legislation.
Essentially it can be summarised by the police concerns
over the mounting road toll. There are community
concerns about the angst that is caused in families and
the community at large over road fatalities and injuries.
The Transport Accident Commission statistics on road
deaths are dramatic, and the costs of accidents to the
community are an unnecessary burden.
I want to record the causes of road accidents and show
how the only way to change driver behaviour really
seems to be by hitting the hip pocket, by taking more
demerit points off drivers and maybe in some cases by
taking licences away from them. Even today in one of
my local newspapers, the Waverley Leader, published
on 15 October, I was staggered to read that with the
tougher penalties that have been in existence for some
time, people still flout the law. The paper states:
A learner driver was among 177 people charged with
drink-driving by Glen Waverley police since July last year.

That is an astronomical figure! It is unbelievable that
that number of people would go out, drink and drive. In
fact it is really worse than that because the highest level
of those who were booked in Glen Waverley had a
0.209 blood alcohol level — more than four times the
legal limit. It is just incomprehensible that people drive
in that condition. Heaven knows what sort of condition
the driver accompanying the learner was in! The article
continues:
Senior-Sergeant Archer —

from the Glen Waverley police —
said 11 drivers charged in the past year had been involved in
car accidents, including the learner …

Senior Sergeant Archer is alarmed at the increase just in
the last two months. It shows that even with our tough
penalties, people will still flout the law.
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Let us look at the numbers of deaths that have occurred
on the roads, and again it is incomprehensible. In 1997,
284 people died on the roads. In 1998 the number of
road deaths was 291; in 1999, 300; in 2000, 313; in
2001, 335; and up until 14 October, 310. That is a slight
drop compared to the same time last year, so perhaps
there is a slight improvement in the road toll. We
should not get too carried away with it; there are lots of
other factors which need to be taken into consideration,
and maybe one is that it has been a relatively dry year
and there tends to be less serious accidents in dry
weather.
When you look at the statistics that the Transport
Accident Commission puts out each week, it is
somewhat alarming to see the number of males who are
killed in road accidents compared to females. So far this
year 82 females and 228 males have been killed — a
substantial difference. Maybe we should be aiming
education at male drivers. I will have more to say about
education later.
It is also interesting to note that a large number of
deaths continue to occur in rural Victoria, and that is
something else which the government should address.
While I am talking about rural roads, the Road Safety
Committee made 50 recommendations earlier this year
as a result of an inquiry into rural road safety and
infrastructure. One of the recommendations made —
recommendation 45 — was that road safety officer
positions be created at a local government level to
promote road safety both within councils and in the
wider community, with substantial financial assistance
from Vicroads. The reasons the committee made that
recommendation are set out on page 125 of the report
of the Road Safety Committee. I do not want to put
those reasons on the record tonight. Suffice it to say that
they are in the report.
I was personally disappointed that that was one of four
recommendations the government did not agree to
when its response to the inquiry was released last week.
I think that if local road safety officers were employed
in the local government area that would go a long way
towards educating the community about better attitudes
towards driving. It is something I hope future
governments might pick up in time.
There are essentially three main causes of road
accidents: human, environmental and vehicular. But the
greatest reason can be attributed to the human factor.
People speed, drink, do not wear seatbelts, drive when
they are tired and are careless. These are the major
reasons why people kill, injure and maim themselves
and others and cause misery to family members,
relatives, neighbours and community members. As I
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said in my opening, the only means we seem to have to
change people’s attitudes is to hit the hip pocket, take
their licences away and increase the number of demerit
points for unlawful driving practices.
I was going to put on the record the costs to the
community of casualty crashes. These are phenomenal.
If we can just reduce the number by one accident per
day we are going to save our community an enormous
amount of money. In Melbourne the average cost of a
motor car accident with a casualty is $90 000. In some
areas of the state the cost is $148 000. These figures
were provided to the Road Safety Committee by
Vicroads experts or came from rural shires that my
committee visited.
The government should put more emphasis on driver
training. There should be driver training programs
which look at changing driver attitudes and behaviour.
Perhaps we need to give a new reference to the Road
Safety Committee to review driver training.
This year I have had the good fortune to attend two
advanced driver training courses. Each of those courses
was different in style. With a combination of both of
them we could develop a very good course. When
honourable members change their motor vehicles I
recommend they attend the course, which they are
allowed to do.
Hon. G. R. Craige — Encourage them!
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON — Yes, we should
encourage all members of Parliament to do that.
In conclusion, this bill represents a significant package
of measures to improve the safety of all road users. It
introduces some important measures to deter speeding
drivers. We ought to look at the persistent speeding
driver in the same light as we regard drink-drivers —
they are socially irresponsible. This bill goes a long
way towards trying to change their behaviour and
attitude.
Hon. G. R. CRAIGE (Central Highlands) — I rise
to make a brief contribution to the debate on the Road
Safety (Responsible Driving) Bill and indicate that the
opposition does not oppose this bill.
My points are around the issue of governments and the
community being prepared and willing constantly to
change legislation and not being afraid to do so. In
respect of road safety the law must remain relevant. I
can recall a brief stint during which I was the Minister
for Roads in the Kennett government, and I reflect on
my ministerial colleagues who continually made
statements about the frequency with which road safety
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legislation was passed. I indicated to them that that was
a good thing because it meant that we were always
trying to change legislation so that it was relevant.
Therefore I say to this Labor government, ‘Don’t be
afraid; remain relevant’.
Most importantly in road safety our tradition in this
state has been one of continual bipartisanship. You
have to work at it; it does not come easy. I encourage
the Labor government to continue to work with the
Liberal opposition and the National Party and
Independents and not to use road safety in any way,
shape or form as political point scoring. It is not the
way to ensure great outcomes in road safety.
I reflect on two people — the late Frank Green and Jim
Murcott — whom I had a great deal of respect for and
knew well. I spent a lot of time with both those
gentlemen. One of the lessons they taught me was that
road safety was a very complex jigsaw, that there were
many pieces in it and that each and every one of them
was important. No one piece was more important than
the other. At times in road safety we tend to forget that.
I encourage the Transport Accident Commission, police
and Vicroads to continue to work in the belief — and I
know they do — that no one of them has the answers
and that education is important. Training, booze buses
and radar equipment are important, police presence is
important and road infrastructure is important — but
none of them is of any greater importance than another.
They are all vital for great outcomes. The real message
is that they all play a role collectively.
Isn’t it an area full of instant experts? It worries me
from time to time in the field of road safety that some
organisations feel as though they have all the wisdom
and answers, and if you do not do what they want it is
wrong.
In the overall issue of road safety in particular we have
to move past that and have a collective outcome about
it. I know that at times politics interferes, but I always
like to hope that as we continue to change and focus on
the outcomes of any road safety legislation we can look
at it in a concise way, that we can be inclusive, and that
we can sit down, consult and arrive at outcomes. At
times training and education get left behind a little, but
a greater effort has been made over the last six to nine
years in respect of training and education.
I want to conclude my remarks around training and
education, and in particular the current situation with
some agencies, in particular Vicroads, arguing with the
Transport Accident Commission about on-road training
and giving little credit to off-road training. It is time we
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forgot about that issue and got on with the job. Both are
equally relevant and off-road training certainly has a
place in our road safety agenda. I hope the philosophy
of some organisations changes.
I conclude my remarks by saying there are many
agencies and bodies, including privately run
organisations, that provide defensive driving courses
off-road, including at Charlton. I am really proud that I
have just been elected by the community in Kilsyth as a
board of management member of the Metropolitan
Traffic Education Centre (Metec). It is a community
not-for-profit organisation that was founded in 1971.
Places like Metec play an important role in the overall
picture of road safety. They provide pre-licence school
programs for children from the age of 16 years. What I
particularly like about Metec, and the reason I agreed to
be on the board, is that it has objectives that a lot of
people talk about — that is, things like attitude, like
learning to be patient and trying to instil in young
children that patience is important on the road. Other
things include a preparedness for and a recognition of
hazards, being aware and the correct attitude to the
driving task.
That is a part of the basic criteria Metec has in talking
to the young children. The course is booked out
consistently throughout the year. It is one of the most
popular courses, and it deserves to be recognised that it
does play a role. I would be the first to say that
obviously the time is getting near when we need
statistical data and support on certain research to see the
benefits of the programs and to see where the young
kids who have gone through the program are today. We
should study where they have ended up in with respect
to the roads issue. Metec also runs advanced defence
driving, caravan towing, horse float towing, four-wheel
driving and motorcycle testing out there. Charles
Gorman, who was the general manager of Metec for
11 years, has recently retired, and Chris Bigg-Wither
has taken over as general manager. We welcome him.
I wish to place on the record that there are many
organisations out there that are playing a role. We
should all be big enough in the quest for a reduction in
the number of people killed or injured on our roads to
become inclusive and not treat differently those who
are seen to be a bit different. I say they are part of a
jigsaw; they may be a smaller part of the jigsaw, but
they are still part of it. You do not get to complete any
jigsaw unless you have all the pieces in position. I
encourage all future governments, no matter what
persuasion they may be, to be brave and not to be afraid
of changing road safety legislation because it must at all
times remain relevant.
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Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I rise to
speak on the Road Safety (Responsible Driving) Bill
introduced by the government in order to encourage
responsible driving and to introduce measures that are
aimed at deterring speeding and also to amend the Road
Safety Act 1986. In making my contribution I would
like to speak directly on two of the main points of the
bill — that is, speeding and drink-driving.
I also note that although the Liberal Party will not
oppose this piece of legislation, as a member of this
place particularly concerned with road safety and
efficient road safety strategies in my electorate of
Silvan I wish to speak briefly on some of the provisions
in the bill that concern me.
Excessive speeding is obviously one of the main
contributors to the road toll in this state and is classified
as being excessive when a vehicle is being driven
30 kilometres per hour or more in excess of the actual
speed limit. The proposed legislation would cut the
30 kilometres per hour excess down by 5 kilometres per
hour, redefining excessive speeding as travelling in
excess of the speed limit by 25 kilometres per hour.
Focusing on excessive speeding is, in my view, a move
in the right direction.
On the point of excessive speeding, however, it is
disappointing when drivers are often more concerned
about receiving a ticket for speeding than about losing
their lives or putting the lives of others at risk. Even so,
booking people for travelling, say, 3 kilometres per
hour over the speed limit in a 80 kilometres per
hour-plus zone is not being proactive about the road
toll. In the view of many in the community it is mere
revenue raising.
To give honourable members a perspective on how
much revenue is raised by speed cameras I have some
comparative figures related to the death toll and
revenue raised by those means. In 1993 there were
436 deaths and $95 million was raised by speed
cameras. In 1999, the last year of the Kennett
government, there were 384 deaths and $99 million was
raised. In 2001, under the Bracks government. there
were 444 deaths and $206 million was raised — over
twice the amount raised by speed camera fines for the
same period of the Kennett government.
It is excusable for many in the community to believe
this is mere revenue raising. Supporting this sentiment
are the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria spokesmen,
Ken Ogden and David Cumming. They were quoted on
8 September as branding this legislation smacking of
revenue raising which lacks total public support. Road
safety is such a critical issue in Victoria, and indeed
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anywhere in Australia, but there has always been a
bipartisan approach to these issues.
I will not point out some further statistical data because
of obvious time limits, but I will say that Victoria has
always had an excellent road deaths rating in terms of
the national average. Using speeding fines to
compensate for poor economic management is not
good government nor is it helping us to reduce our road
toll. The figures demonstrate that clearly. The
government needs to initiate more innovation and
thinking about driver safety, not budget deficits.
In conclusion, I wish to raise one point on demerit
points — no pun intended! I want to bring to the
attention of the house the implementation of provisions
the government has proposed. Under the bill
probationary and learner drivers could lose their licence
or permit if they incur 5 points in any 12-month period.
The general application of 12 points in three years will
also apply to them. I hope this will encourage younger
drivers to learn from their mistakes but also allow them
to continue gaining valuable experience on the road if
possible, even if there has been a minor road offence.
That said, I wish the bill well, but reiterate my earlier
point that the Bracks government needs to take heed of
the road toll and act efficiently to curb it, rather than
hitting drivers with ridiculous fines for travelling
slightly over the speed limit.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Third reading
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — By leave, I move:
That this bill be now read a third time.

In doing so I thank honourable members for their
contribution to the debate.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT VICTORIA
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
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Read first time on motion of Hon. M. R. THOMSON
(Minister for Small Business).

SENTENCING (FURTHER AMENDMENT)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Sport and Recreation) on motion of Hon. M. R. Thomson.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Port of Melbourne: channel deepening
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — My matter
is for the Minister for Ports, but I see her scurrying
away. She could have stayed to listen to my matter, but
she has chosen to scurry out of the chamber. I want to
raise with the minister the proposal to deepen part of
Port Phillip Bay’s shipping channels.
My electorate of Monash Province includes the suburbs
of Port Melbourne, St Kilda, South Melbourne and
Middle Park, all of which are famous for their beaches
and views of Port Phillip Bay. These beaches are
enjoyed not only by the local residents but also by
thousands of Victorians who flock to the area on the
weekends and whose predecessors visited the area since
the beginning of the last century.
The minister will be aware that Melbourne’s bayside
communities are very concerned about the effects of
channel deepening and what that will do to the local
beaches. Some are working on their own environment
effects statements. I understand that the government has
given in-principle support to the proposed channel
deepening.
I ask the minister — it is a great pity she had to go —
what is the current status of the environment effects
statement process and what will she do to protect Port
Phillip Bay’s coastline from any negative consequences
of the deepening?

Tourism: Orbost facility
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Tourism and the Minister
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for Environment and Conservation tourism promotion
in the town of Orbost. Orbost is in a bit of strife up
there with its tourist promotion facility. Currently it
offers visitor and tourist information services out of the
rainforest centre building which is a Department of
Natural Resources and Environment asset located in
Orbost. However, the current services are a partnership
between the Shire of East Gippsland, Lakes and
Wilderness Tourism and Parks Victoria. They are the
three organisations that currently contribute to the
operation of that facility.
The Shire of East Gippsland has recently terminated its
tourism promotion agreement with Lakes and
Wilderness and it will not be renewed after
31 December 2002. Also, Parks Victoria’s input to that
partnership has been on a reducing scale with a limited
contribution this year and no contribution made for
2003. Consequently we can see that tourism promotion
in the town of Orbost is in desperate circumstances.
Given that we have had some significant cutbacks in
the timber industry in that part of East Gippsland,
tourism is supposed to be the saviour for the people of
the area. Without a tourism promotion organisation and
facility one can hardly see tourism bringing the sorts of
benefits this government would like to envisage for this
part of East Gippsland.
I am calling on the government, through the Minister
for Tourism and the Minister for Environment and
Conservation, to make an immediate commitment to
ensure that tourism promotional services in Orbost post
the end of this year are still viable. I seek a contribution
from the government to ensure that that occurs.

Bellarine Peninsula Community Health Service
Hon. E. C. CARBINES (Geelong) — I raise with
the Minister for Health in the other place a matter
concerning the Bellarine Peninsula Community Health
Service. The service is held in extremely high regard
across the Bellarine Peninsula and has primary care
facilities at Point Lonsdale, Drysdale, Portarlington and
Ocean Grove. It also runs aged care services, Coorabin
and Sims Lodge in Point Lonsdale and Ann Nichol
House in Portarlington. The Bellarine Peninsula
Community Health Service is one of Victoria’s few
community health services that provide such a broad
range of services to the local community.
Last year the federal government granted the service an
extra 30 bed licences for Ann Nichol House to double
its capacity to serve the growing needs of the frail aged
on the Bellarine Peninsula. However, in making this
welcome announcement the federal government most
disappointingly refused to allocate any funding to
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finance the necessary upgrade of Ann Nichol House to
cater for the 30 new beds. The Bellarine Peninsula
Community Health Service is now faced with the very
difficult proposition of having to raise over $1 million
in funds to build the extension of Ann Nichol House or
lose the 30 bed licences.
The service has approached the federal member for
Corangamite, Stewart McArthur, for assistance with
funding, but he clearly stated in the Geelong
Independent of 27 September 2002 that it was unlikely
that any funding would be available for the Bellarine
Peninsula Community Health Service. Accordingly,
given the refusal of the federal government to allocate
funding to the service for the upgrading of Ann Nichol
House and meet the needs of the frail aged in our
community, I seek the minister’s advice on behalf of
the residents of the Bellarine Peninsula.

Macclesfield Primary School
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I seek the
assistance of the Minister for Education Services on an
issue related to the Macclesfield Primary School in my
electorate. The last time there was a facility upgrade at
this school was to build a fire refuge back in the 1980s.
The four portable classrooms that are currently on the
school site are covered in mildew and are
mould-ridden. They are cold in winter, hot in summer
and past their use-by date. The old classrooms are
undersized compared to today’s standards.
School council president, Mr Cordell, said the school
council was desperate to replace the four portables with
permanent classrooms, with purpose-built teacher
preparation areas, withdrawal spaces and room for
information and communications technology.
Funding to address this deplorable neglect of school
property is urgently required, and I ask that the minister
immediately assist Macclesfield Primary School in the
development of a master plan to upgrade its school
buildings.

Mildura courthouse
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — My
adjournment issue this evening is directed to the
Attorney-General in the other place. I again raise the
issue of the new Mildura courthouse, which has been a
long time coming. I have observed that the site has been
cleared and secured in preparation for the building
works to commence. I understand and appreciate the
government’s wish to involve the local justice
community in planning decisions for the new building
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and I have attended two briefings on the plans, which
appeared to me to be quite suitable.
In mid-July advertisements were placed in newspapers
calling for tenders to undertake construction of the new
Mildura law courts. Expressions of interest were again
being sought from suitable building contractors at the
end of September because, according to a statement to
the local newspaper from Mr Rowell, the project
manager, the response to the initial call for tenders
‘could have been better’. This re-advertisement made it
clear that previously submitted expressions of interest
still remain in the running to win the tender.
Can the Attorney-General please advise me whether
this latest advertisement has produced any more
acceptable tenderers, and if so whether there is now a
definite starting date for the construction of the new
Mildura court complex?

Local government: rate concessions
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I wish to raise for the attention of the Minister for
Community Services in the other place the availability
of municipal rate concessions for certain pensioners.
Under the current state scheme there is a rebate of up to
50 per cent for council rates, up to a maximum of
$135 per annum for eligible pensioners and low-income
earners.
As honourable members will be aware, in recent years
there have been substantial increases in the value of
residential properties. In turn, through the revaluation
process of local government that is required every two
years, there has been a commensurate increase in local
government rates. It has reached a point where the
rebate of $135 is no longer adequate for low-income
earners. Indeed, the constituent who approached me has
given the example of his place in Dandenong. The
value of his property has increased from $80 000 to
$120 000, which has meant that his rates have increased
from $370 to over $550. As a consequence, the cap of
$135 on the rebate means that his expenditure on rates
has dramatically increased.
I am delighted to say that since I first brought this
matter to the attention of the shadow minister, Robert
Doyle, now the Leader of the Opposition in the other
place, he has announced that the next Liberal
government will increase this rebate by 50 per cent to
$200 per individual per annum, which I am delighted to
hear. Unfortunately, he is not able to implement that
undertaking until after the next election and in the
interim something needs to be done to address this
situation. I seek from the Minister for Community
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Services an undertaking from the government to match
the opposition’s commitment of an increase to $200 for
the municipal rates rebate, and ask that it implement
that prior to the next election.

Drought: government assistance
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — I would
like to raise an issue with the Minister for Small
Business and I am pleased to see her at the table.
Yesterday, in question time, I asked the minister to
establish a special unit to deal with the particular
problems facing small businesses — under which I
include primary producers — that are affected by the
drought.
The minister advised that the Department of
Innovation, Industry and Regional Development is
developing a package of regional assistance. I am
pleased to hear that, because the department has offices
and staff in Shepparton who are very helpful and
provide services and advice to small business. While I
have asked the government for assistance, my
community is prepared to help itself. Leaders in the
Shepparton community are meeting to form a
community group to assess what the needs are and to
find solutions. The Kyabram Community and Learning
Centre briefed me on a rural crisis team leaders
meeting, held locally.
The issues identified locally are: an increase in stress,
depression and anger; the need to promote healthy
eating and lifestyles; the need for more funds for rural
counsellors and financial counsellors; the need for more
funds for service providers for training and skilling-up
those who have lost their jobs; and farming skills
training needs to be subsidised by the government
because farmers do not have the extra funds to spend on
training. The government needs to talk to the banks
about supporting our local communities and ask them
to be lenient with overdraft blow-outs, to not charge a
fee for the restructuring of loans if they need to be
restructured, and to provide interest-free loans.
As these issues are across a number of government
portfolios I again ask the minister to set up a special
drought unit with representatives from the appropriate
government portfolios to work with local community
groups, councils and businesses to assist people in
drought-affected areas to overcome the problems over
the next months.

Peninsula Health Care Network
Hon. B. C. BOARDMAN (Chelsea) — I ask the
Minister for Small Business to refer to the Minister for
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Health the adjournment issue I raised last Thursday
regarding various activities at Frankston Hospital. I
must stress that these allegations are not mine — they
were published on the Crikey web site on 10 October.
However, I draw to the attention of the house section 10
of the ministerial directions under the Financial
Management Act, which states in 10.1.2(ix):

the public domain by a third person and it is therefore
essential that the Minister for Health give an immediate
assurance that they have no foundation. Only in that
way can proper confidence in the Frankston Hospital be
maintained.

The accountable officer must ensure that all cases of
suspected or actual theft, arson, irregularity or fraud in
connection with the receipt or disposal of money, stores or
other property of any kind whatsoever under the control of the
department are notified to the minister and the
Auditor-General as follows …

Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — I raise a
matter for the Minister for Ports, who I note is not here
to respond directly. One of the deficiencies of this
government is that the responsible ministers are not
here to respond directly. I look forward to a prompt
response to the issue I raise.

It goes into a number of cases where that needs to be
followed. Paragraph (x) states that:
A register must be maintained by each department of all
advices provided under (ix) —

which I have just mentioned.
To determine the veracity of these allegations there is
not only an obligation that they be reported to the
minister, and indeed the Auditor-General, but they must
also be investigated. I inform the house that I have
spoken to the chairperson and the chief executive
officer of Peninsula Health who both gave me a
different perspective on these allegations, and I am
appreciative of their contact. I am in no way able to
judge whether these allegations are correct or
otherwise. However, it is essential that the Minister for
Health enters the debate and gives the Parliament an
assurance that the information is false. The individuals
who have been named must be presumed innocent until
proven otherwise. For that reason it is reasonable that
the minister clear the air on this matter and give an
unequivocal explanation as to the events at Frankston
Hospital.
I note the health network has released a statement
which reads in part:
The facts in Mr Boardman’s speech were that a senior
executive left the organisation over two years ago, prior to my
appointment, and another left recently.

It further states:
The recent annual audit found no financial irregularities.
Following the audit a matter arose not associated with
building contracts and appropriate action was taken.

I am not aware whether the individuals concerned or
Peninsula Health have initiated any legal action against
Crikey, but I reiterate my earlier comments that these
allegations must be investigated. I am confident that no
official notification has been made to the
Auditor-General. These allegations have been placed in

Marine safety: commercial vessels

Mr Ronald Cumming of Warrnambool is a retired
marine engineer with more than 35 years seagoing
experience. He has been communicating with the
minister and Marine Safety Victoria about a number of
concerns he has about marine safety and the
inconsistency of the application of marine law and
regulations. He has written to the minister and to
Marine Safety Victoria on a number of occasions, but it
appears he has not received a response.
He expressed concerns about what he regards as serious
breaches of marine safety regulations by some of the
craft that sail the Yarra River and Port Phillip Bay. He
referred to the absence of safety briefings for
passengers on ferries and other craft, the existence of
unsecured deckchairs on marine craft, and of diesel
fumes coming from the engines, which he considers to
be dangerous.
Mr Cumming refers to reports of the prosecution of a
boat operator in Port Campbell who was fined some
$5000 for having no safety briefing and loose seats on
his vessel. He has supplied clear photographs, of which
I have received copies, of a ferry trip he took from
Southbank to Williamstown verifying his concerns and
pointing out breaches. He is concerned that safety
issues are not policed. He seeks an explanation for the
inconsistency of the enforcement of marine safety
regulations, a full and detailed response to his letters
and an explanation as to why he should not be
concerned about Marine Safety Victoria not fulfilling
its role and obligations.

Bass Highway: duplication
Hon. K. M. SMITH (South Eastern) — I refer to
the Minister for Transport in the other place an issue
regarding the public sector asset investment program
which was released last Thursday.
I have gone through this document looking for what is
going to be done with the Bass Highway. Honourable
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members will be very much aware that the Bass
Highway leads to the motorcycle grand prix this
coming weekend, and it has traffic going to the super
bikes and to the penguins — and it led to Seal Rocks
before the mob on the other side sent the company
broke. More importantly, it is the road that leads to San
Remo and will get me home safe and sound. It leads to
Phillip Island, Wonthaggi and Inverloch, which is a
growing area.
The thing that concerns me most is that a Vicroads
document was put out when Mr Craige was the roads
minister. It was not Mr Craige’s document but a
document of Vicroads which put a very high priority on
the duplication of the Bass Highway. Anybody who has
travelled down to look at the penguins of recent times
or gone down to look at the demise of the Seal Rocks
project will have seen that the road has been duplicated
around the area of the tram stop down towards the
Gurdies. That was all programmed by the Kennett
government and nothing, absolutely nothing, has been
set aside — not 1 cent has been set aside by this
government for the ongoing upgrading of the Bass
Highway.
The total ignorance of this government of the
importance of that road is a disgrace, an absolute
disgrace. It is a major artery into the West Gippsland
area. It is a major artery to the biggest tourist attraction
in Victoria. It is tourist buses that go down there, loaded
with people who have come from around the world to
look at the penguins and who used to go down to look
at Seal Rocks until the government sent the company
broke. What is going to happen? Nothing is going to be
done about upgrading that road any further than it is.
Hon. M. R. Thomson interjected.
Hon. K. M. SMITH — It is not good enough. The
minister can laugh, but she had better not travel down
that road because she will be putting her life at risk. It is
an absolute disgrace what the Minister for Transport
has done to the people of West Gippsland. He has not
duplicated the Bass Highway. He has not looked after
the Leongatha railway. I want something done down
there for the people who are travelling into what will be
my part of the electorate after the next election. Labor
had better do it, or else.

Responses
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — The Honourable Andrea Coote raised a
matter for the Minister for Ports in relation to the
deepening of the Port Phillip Bay shipping channels
and asked what is the process for the environment
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effects statement. I will raise that with the minister for
her direct response.
The Honourable Peter Hall raised a matter for the
Minister for Tourism and the Minister for Environment
and Conservation concerning the Orbost tourism
promotional services and the fact that they have ceased
to be funded and supported by the Shire of East
Gippsland and is seeking support from the Victorian
government to ensure that those services remain viable.
I will pass that on to the ministers for their direct
response.
The Honourable Elaine Carbines raised for the Minister
for Health a matter concerning the Bellarine Peninsula
Community Health Service in relation to a licence to
have a further 30 extra beds down there for the frail and
aged. The federal government will not fund the
extension of the facility to enable that to occur and she
seeks the minister’s advice on how to proceed from
here for that community to meet its needs.
The Honourable Andrew Olexander raised a matter for
the Minister for Education and Training concerning
Macclesfield Primary School maintenance. I will pass
that on to the minister for her direct response.
The Honourable Barry Bishop raised a matter for the
Attorney-General concerning the Mildura courthouse
and the advice on acceptable tenders and whether there
is a definite date for commencement. I will pass that on
to the Attorney-General for a direct response.
The Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips raised a matter
for the Minister for Community Services concerning
concessions for municipal rates for pensioners. I will
pass that on to the minister for her direct response.
The Honourable Jeanette Powell again raised with me
the matter of the drought and communities. An
interdepartmental committee is working to provide a
whole-of-government support for drought-affected
areas and to meet those needs, so that is occurring.
There are meetings with communities to discuss ways
in which they can be supported.
The Honourable Cameron Boardman raised a matter
for the Minister for Health concerning the Frankston
Hospital. I will pass that on to the Minister for Health.
The Honourable Carlo Furletti raised a matter for the
Minister for Ports from a constituent in relation to
marine safety regulations and apparent breaches that are
occurring.
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The Honourable Ken Smith raised a matter for the
Minister for Transport in relation to the Bass Highway.
I will pass that on.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 11.10 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. A. Chamberlain) took the
chair at 10.04 a.m. and read the prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Manufacturing: small business
Hon. W. I. SMITH (Silvan) — What action will the
Minister for Small Business take to stop the loss of jobs
in small manufacturing businesses and the closure of
small manufacturing businesses?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — It is an interesting question from the
member of the opposition because the Bracks
government actually established a Minister for
Manufacturing Industry. The previous government
considered manufacturing to be an industry that would
close down in this state. We have made a commitment
to manufacturing. We have developed a package of
initiatives in manufacturing to ensure that our
manufacturing companies actually look to the new
requirements they will have to meet to compete in a
global economy.
We are working strongly with the manufacturing sector
and industry and have been praised by the Australian
Industry Group for the work we are doing with its
members to promote manufacturing industry in this
state. By contrast, when you ask what the opposition
stands for in relation to manufacturing, the answer is
nothing. Three years, and nothing; and during its time
in government, nothing!
We will continue to value the role manufacturing plays
in Victoria, and we will continue to work with members
of the industry to ensure that they are preparing
themselves for the future of manufacturing and carving
out a niche for the Victorian manufacturing industry in
a global environment.
Supplementary question
Hon. W. I. SMITH (Silvan) — The minister’s
policies are not working. Yesterday the Australian
Bureau of Statistics released a major report.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I want to hear the
supplementary question.
Hon. W. I. SMITH — Yesterday the ABS released
a report that it releases every two years on small
business in Australia. It said that small manufacturing
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businesses are employing less Victorians than they
were before 1999. The number of employees in small
manufacturing businesses has declined by 22 per cent.
Under the Bracks government it has gone from
74 300 to 58 000, a loss of 16 200 jobs, and the number
of small manufacturing businesses has fallen. It has had
a fall of 1400, from 26 800 to 25 400. The minister’s
policies are not working. What new policies and
initiatives will she be introducing to stop this worrying
trend?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I will go through this again. We have
developed a policy on manufacturing industry that has
seen manufacturing jobs grow; we have seen jobs grow.
The agenda for new manufacturing will see
manufacturing in this state take on the challenges it has
to meet globally.
In fact, manufacturing was struggling under the
previous government because it was not prepared to put
in the effort and energy to work with the sector to
ensure it could meet the challenges. Where was the
support for research and development in
manufacturing? Where was the recognition of the new
technology that manufacturers would need to adopt in
order to be competitive? Where was the
realisation — —
The PRESIDENT — Time!

Youth: government initiatives
Hon. R. F. SMITH (Chelsea) — The Minister for
Youth Affairs has previously informed the house of
action the Bracks government has taken to ensure that a
whole-of-government approach is being taken to youth
affairs. Will the minister outline the government’s
vision for youth policy and its framework for program
development?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Youth
Affairs) — The young people of Victoria are often
thought of as the future. However, the Bracks
government understands that young people are not only
the future, they are making a commitment to the
community today — right now. The previous
government showed absolutely no respect for young
people. The opposition continues to talk down young
people at every opportunity it is given. It always likes to
portray them in a negative manner.
I am delighted to inform the house that I recently had
the pleasure of launching the Bracks government’s new
youth strategy, Respect. The Respect framework
document connects the Victorian government’s broad
vision of Growing Victoria Together. There are four
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key elements in this document: involvement of young
people; learning and working; support; and, most
importantly, celebrating young people. Respect
provides a clear indication of the direction and
strategies the government is adopting to enhance
policies, programs and services for young people. It
also clearly shows the ways in which we will
demonstrate programs in measuring our commitment.
We will demonstrate that the Bracks government
encourages the involvement of young people in all
aspects of community life.
We have established the successful youth round tables
where young people can have direct input to
government policies and talk to government
policy-makers. This government believes young people
should be celebrated. We will continue to work with
and support young people to build them up. We have
doubled the funding for Freeza, unlike what the Liberal
Party did, and we will continue to encourage young
people and support them. After the former government
defunded the Youth Affairs Council of Victoria,
Yacvic, we re-instituted its funding. We are fostering
successful partnerships amongst youth agencies. The
Bracks government will continue to ensure that a
coordinated, whole-of-government approach is taken to
youth affairs. We will continue to show respect to
young people.

Natural Resources and Environment:
reorganisation
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I draw the
attention of the Minister for Energy and Resources to
the announcement in recent days by the Secretary of the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment of a
departmental reorganisation that has seen the
appointment of three new deputy secretaries, increasing
the number of deputy secretaries in the department
from two to five. Will the minister confirm that these
three new departmental fat cats appointed at salaries of
up to $200 000 each will — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house did not
permit the Honourable David Davis’s last words to be
heard. I ask him to repeat the last couple of sentences.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I ask the minister to
confirm that these three new departmental fat cats
appointed at salaries of up to $200 000 each could cost
Victorians up to $600 000.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — Of course the opposition has just
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reminded everyone of its approach to the Department of
Natural Resources and Environment when it was last in
government, which was to slash resources to that
department, including service delivery and the officers
of that department who were responsible for delivering
services right around this state in a whole range of vital
areas.
This government has a strong agenda which is being
delivered by DNRE, and it makes no apologies for
providing additional resourcing to that department to
service the government and its policy agenda to ensure
that the agenda is delivered in all areas and
appropriately resourced. This includes, at the behest of
the secretary of the department, positions that are
necessary to ensure that Labor’s policy agenda is
effectively implemented. That is exactly what the
secretary of the department has done, and the
government has ensured that the resources are provided
for these positions.
Supplementary question
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I take that as
confirmation that three new deputy secretaries are being
appointed and that $600 000 of public money is being
wasted without any outcome for the community. Indeed
the minister’s own area of responsibility has seen the
upgrading of an executive director, Peter Sutherland, to
the position of deputy secretary for catchments,
community and water. The minister has responsibility
for some areas of water, which lies in part in that
department. I also note that the disorganisation in the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment is
ongoing. This is in response in part to the failure over
Seal Rocks, and Kevin Love has come to that
department from the Department of Premier and
Cabinet. Will the minister confirm — —
The PRESIDENT — Time!

Ports: reform
Hon. G. D. ROMANES (Melbourne) — Will the
Minister for Ports please advise the house what action
the Bracks government is taking in response to the
review of port reform conducted by Professor Bill
Russell?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Ports) — I thank
the honourable member for her question. In the middle
of this year the Bracks government released the full
review report, The Next Wave of Port Reform, by
Professor Russell and a comprehensive government
response to that review. I am pleased to report to the
house that since the release of that report, work is
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proceeding speedily to implement the government’s
response.
To summarise, Professor Russell found basically that
the port reforms implemented by the previous
government had serious shortcomings and left our port
sector ill equipped to face current and emerging
competitor pressures, particularly from the other main
and capital city ports of Sydney, Brisbane, Adelaide
and Fremantle. In other words, Victoria’s ports have
been left exposed to interstate competition as a result of
the previous government’s inaction. The Bracks
government is determined to fix this and has been
active in turning things around in this sector, which is
so vital to the Victorian and national economies.
Significantly Professor Russell also found that the
institutional arrangements put in place under the
Kennett Liberal reforms neglected safety and
environmental management in our ports and in our state
waters more generally. This is not acceptable to the
Bracks government. The government’s response to the
review broadly endorsed Professor Russell’s findings
and put in place a work program including some 22 key
actions to implement a new direction for Victoria’s
ports. These actions include a strategic planning
framework for Victoria’s ports. Other priority actions
include addressing safety and environmental concerns,
areas much neglected by the former Liberal coalition
government.
It is somewhat suspicious, to say the least, that a
number of opposition members, led by the honourable
member for Mordialloc in the other place and now
joined by the Honourable Andrea Coote, are professing
to be concerned about the environmental impact of
developments vital to the future competitive position of
the port of Melbourne. I am referring, of course, to
channel deepening. Meanwhile, we have a deafening
silence from the shadow Minister for Ports.
The Bracks government is managing our ports’
governance and future growth in an integrated and
systematic fashion to ensure the continuing success of
our major ports. It stands in stark contrast to the state
opposition, which cannot even get a policy together on
the critical task of investigating the feasibility of
deepening the approaches to Melbourne’s shipping
channels — still no policy! I advise that three attempts
have been made to approach the offices of the state
opposition to brief opposition members on this vital
project of channel deepening. No response has been
provided by the opposition to this invitation.
In contrast I congratulate the local federal Liberal
member for Flinders, Mr Greg Hunt, who has been very
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sensible and found the time to inform himself by being
briefed on this vital project so that he can develop an
informed position, unlike the state opposition, which
continues in blind ignorance of this project.
The PRESIDENT — Time!

Electricity: Enviromission project
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — Is the
Minister for Energy and Resources satisfied with the
efforts of her department to have the innovative
Enviromission alternative energy project built in
Victoria?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I could not hear the name of the project.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Will Mr Bishop give
the minister the name of the project?
Hon. B. W. Bishop — The Enviromission
alternative energy project. I can give the minister a bit
more detail; it is a 1-kilometre high tower — —
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I am well aware of the
project to which the honourable member refers. The
advice I have received on this project is that to date the
proponents of the project, which is still in what could
reasonably be described as the early planning stages,
have as far as I am aware received every assistance they
have requested from the Victorian government. If there
are any matters outstanding on which they are seeking
assistance I would be pleased to hear about them. There
have certainly been no approaches to me that I am
aware of to further this very exciting project proposal to
further stages.
Supplementary question
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I am
disappointed with that answer for a number of reasons.
One reason is that I have raised the subject of this
project in this house four times. It is an innovative
project and would have been excellent for Victoria. I
read an announcement by the New South Wales
government in the Sunraysia Daily of 12 October
stating:
… the giant Enviromission solar tower power generation
project has been given state significant development status.
The state government will now determine the fate of the
futuristic proposal to build a 1-kilometre high, $800 million
tower on Tapio station with continued input from —

the Wentworth council. Further:
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Granting the project state significance has bolstered the
chances of the project becoming a reality.

The federal government has now given the project
major project facilitation status.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The question is?
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — The question is: why — —
The PRESIDENT — Time!

Sport and recreation: campsites
Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — Will the
Minister for Sport and Recreation advise the house
what steps he has taken to ensure that all young
Victorians have access to quality campsite facilities?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — There are more than 100 000 bed nights
each year across five Sport and Recreation Victoria
campsites, with the majority of visitors being
school-age children. This government has committed
$750 000 in funding to enable priority works to be
undertaken at Howmans Gap, Camp Manyung and
Mount Evelyn to improve building design and to allow
for safer supervision of the users of those camps, most
of those being school-age children, as I mentioned.
The projects will address compliance issues, ensuring
that all facilities comply with current state legislation
industry standards — à la building codes, occupational
health and safety, essential services et cetera. These
works have been part of an ongoing program arising
out of recent technical audits and master planning
projects conducted by Sport and Recreation Victoria.
The camps are viewed as benchmark facilities across
the state and provide leadership for other private camp
owners across the state that provide facilities of this
nature. This is an example of the government’s
commitment and capacity to deliver high-quality
services that directly address important issues in the
Growing Victoria Together strategy.
These camps should be not underestimated for their
vital assistance to many regional areas, particularly with
the huge number of visitors staying at the camps.
Honourable members will appreciate that there are
many services related to the ongoing viability of these
camps which link directly into those regional centres.
The government is very proud of its commitment to
ensuring quality service provision across the state and
growing the whole of the state.
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Ministers: adjournment attendance
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I refer
the Leader of the Government to the government’s bans
on all but one minister attending any given adjournment
debate. Will all ministers attend the adjournment debate
in Benalla on 30 October?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — Opposition members are sore losers. I
have not thought about it, Mr President, and I will take
it under advisement.

Skillsnet program
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Jika Jika) —
Yesterday the Minister for Information and
Communication Technology outlined a number of
outstanding achievements the Bracks government has
delivered under the Connecting Victoria policy. One of
the achievements referred to was in relation to the
community program Skillsnet. Will the minister
provide the house with further details regarding the
achievements under the Skillsnet program?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Information
and Communication Technology) — The Skillsnet
program provides free or affordable Internet access and
training to Victorians who would not otherwise have
access to the technology or skills to be able to take
advantage of the benefits of new technology.
The previous government did offer a Skillsnet program.
However, that program was not properly targeted to the
groups that most required the assistance from
government. To effectively close the digital divide in
Victoria it is important that Internet skills training is
targeted to those communities who most need it or who
would otherwise not have access to those facilities.
The Bracks government has delivered an improved
Skillsnet program that is better targeted to improve the
delivery of programs to disadvantaged groups:
disadvantaged communities because of isolation,
people with disabilities, older Victorians, indigenous
people and people from non-English-speaking
backgrounds.
The results of this improved program speak for
themselves. Skillsnet had a target to provide Internet
training and access to 80 000 Victorians by 30 June
2003. This milestone has already been reached — nine
months ahead of schedule. To date, over
83 000 Victorians have received Internet training and
access under the Skillsnet program. Currently on
average more than 1000 Victorians are being provided
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with Internet training and access every month through
the Skillsnet program.
Hon. M. M. Gould — How many?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — More than 1000.
I am pleased to be able to announce to the house that
there is now a further round of Skillsnet funding:
18 Skillsnet projects will receive almost $260 000 in
funding to establish approximately 56 Skillsnet centres,
and 89 per cent of those will be located in rural
Victoria.
Just one example of the projects to receive funding is
the Smith Family, which will receive $50 000 to
provide Internet training and access to highly
disadvantaged groups, including unemployed people
and those on low incomes. The project will be delivered
in Sunshine, Geelong, Ballarat, Bendigo, Morwell and
Shepparton.
The redirection of the Skillsnet program has been a
huge success. We are delivering Internet skills and
training to people and communities who would
otherwise not have the access. Unlike the Liberals, we
do not live in a policy-free zone. You cannot even find
the Liberal Party’s information and communications
technology policies in cyberspace!

Gas: rural and regional Victoria
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — I refer to
the government’s gas reticulation network task force,
which has been advising the Treasurer for over eight
months now, and I ask the Minister for Energy and
Resources: when will the government stop
procrastinating and take positive steps to bring natural
gas to marginally viable towns in country and regional
Victoria?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — Of course, this is in contrast to the
opposition, which is still trying to figure out how it is
going to fund all of the promises made by not just the
new Leader of the Opposition but the one before him!
There is no question that there is strong interest in
country, regional and indeed outer suburban
metropolitan areas in relation to gas extensions. This is
a matter which this government has taken up very
strongly, in contrast to the previous government which,
on selling off the Gas and Fuel, which previously
planned gas extensions in this state, took no interest
whatsoever in providing for future gas extensions.
Indeed, it did not even ensure in the sale process that
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commitments made by the Gas and Fuel would be
honoured by the new private owners of those utilities.
This government has conducted a very thorough
examination of the need for gas extensions around this
state and the economic opportunities which attach to
gas extensions. I am very confident that when this
government judges the timing to be appropriate it will
be making announcements about future gas extensions,
as the government — the Treasurer and Minister for
State and Regional Development — has indicated prior
to this question today.
So there is no secret that the government is actively
considering gas extensions in Victoria, and members of
the opposition can rest assured that this government
will be acting in the interests of country and regional
Victorians and those in outer metropolitan areas, in
stark contrast to the performance of the previous
Liberal government. This government will ensure that
its commitments are properly funded in the interests of
maintaining a financially responsible fiscal setting in
this state, again in contrast to the unfunded
commitments, the billions of dollars racked up by the
Leader of the Opposition and his predecessor.

Youth: government initiatives
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — Can the
Minister for Youth Affairs please inform the house of
the government’s efforts to encourage the youth sector
working in partnership? In particular, can the minister
provide any examples of the government supporting
local communities to collaborate in the delivery of
youth services?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Youth
Affairs) — I thank the honourable member for her
question. As I have indicated in this house on a number
of occasions, the Bracks government is committed to
supporting communities in their efforts to work in
partnership. This is something the opposition does not
understand — it does not comprehend this.
The previous government actively prevented groups in
the youth sector from working together; it caused
young people to break down any collaborations they
may have had. Carefully formed community
partnerships that were in the best interests of local
young people were torn apart by the previous Liberal
government. That was because its members did not care
about young people. They did not care then; they do not
care now.
It was with great pleasure that I recently announced a
Community Support Fund grant of over $1 million to
assist the building of the Wyndham youth resource
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centre. I have to congratulate the City of Wyndham,
which worked collaboratively and collectively with the
sector, the community and, of course, the honourable
member for Werribee in the other place. Working
together, they identified a need in the area. They,
together with the government, will be building this
resource.
When this resource is built the centre will include a
darkroom, a band rehearsal space, meeting areas and
Internet facilities for young people. It will also include
office space that will be leased to youth-focused
agencies. So you will have a centre that is of relevance
to the community and to the young people. It will give
young people opportunities. If they do have some
concerns, they can go into a facility. Without being
subjected to what the opposition always likes to do —
that is, stereotype these young people as being in
need — they will be able to go to a facility and seek
assistance from services in the youth sector, participate
in Freeza programs or have access to IT facilities. That
is the stark contrast between this government and the
opposition.
The people of the community of Wyndham ought to be
proud of their commitment to their youth. I know they
are in putting this proposal to the government. As I
said, with the great work of the honourable member for
Werribee in the other place and through the
Community Support Fund we were able to work
collaboratively in partnership for the youth of
Wyndham. That shows the stark contrast with what the
Liberal Party did when it was in government. We are
turning things around for young people. We will
continue to work in collaboration. We respect young
people.

MOTIONS TO TAKE NOTE OF ANSWERS
Manufacturing: small business
Hon. W. I. SMITH (Silvan) — I move:
That the Council take note of the answer given by the
Minister for Small Business to a question without notice
asked by the Honourable W. I. Smith relating to small
manufacturing businesses.

The answers the minister gave clearly show that she is
not on top of her portfolio. She is not really aware of
what is happening in small businesses in the
manufacturing industry. It is very clear from Australian
Bureau of Statistics figures, and I am very surprised she
has not seen them.
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The ABS releases a report every two years on small
business figures across Australia. Yesterday it released
a report looking at small manufacturing businesses in
Victoria. Those stats show very clearly that small
manufacturing businesses in Victoria are employing far
less people than they were in 1998 and 1999. It is an
incredibly worrying trend: worrying because what we
are starting to see is small manufacturing businesses
shedding employees. They have shed 22 per cent of
employees since 1998–99, from 74 300 to 58 100, a fall
of 16 200 jobs in two years.
In that same period Queensland had a rise of 3700 jobs
in small manufacturing businesses and New South
Wales stayed steady, but Victoria had a decrease, losing
22 per cent of employment in the area in addition to a
fall of 1400 in the number of businesses.
One of the reasons for the fall in this area of
manufacturing is our poor industrial relations. Between
April 2000 and August 2001, 15 major food processing
plants closed in Victoria. The Institute of Public Affairs
did a paper in its magazine on why this was occurring.
It put closure of those 15 food manufacturing
companies down to poor industrial relations in Victoria.
Many small manufacturing businesses feed off larger
manufacturing areas. That has to be one of the reasons
why small manufacturing businesses are finding it
difficult.
The decreases in jobs and in numbers of small
businesses are very much in line with the results of the
survey published last month in the Yellow Pages Small
Business Index. Small business confidence has dropped
in Victoria. The 4 August index showed that confidence
had dropped considerably when compared to other
states, and that small business confidence in the Bracks
government had dropped over the previous 12 months.
In addition it showed that since the election of the
Bracks government small business sentiment towards
Labor policies had been negative in every quarter. The
index also recorded a negative result in sales, the
weakest result in Australia for small business
profitability. Something is going wrong in small
business in Victoria.
And what is it? The government does not have the
policies; it is not pro-business, not pro-small business.
Look at what is happening with the taxes impacting on
small businesses. Since the Bracks government came in
payroll taxes have gone up in real terms by 27 per cent,
insurance taxes are up by 49 per cent and revenue from
land taxes — which impact enormously on small
businesses — is up by 66 per cent.
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What is the government doing about these policies?
Absolutely nothing! What is it doing about small
manufacturing businesses that are closing down and
shedding jobs? Absolutely nothing! The minister today,
in her response to the two questions, said, ‘We are
doing really well in Victoria. Our manufacturing
industry is growing, our policies are working’. Yet she
failed to address the trend that is going on. Small
manufacturing businesses are closing down and jobs
are being lost.
I condemn the government, which, as I said, is not
listening to small business. Its policies are wrong; its
Workcover premiums are too high; general insurances
are up; there is overregulation; and compliance costs
are high. Under this government over the last two years
we have had an increase in overregulation and
compliance costs that are sending some small
businesses to the wall.
It is time the Labor government and the Minister for
Small Business actually took some responsibility for
some of their policies. She has had the portfolio for
three years, and yet small business has not seen any real
policy that has assisted it in taxation, Workcover,
regulation, red tape or compliance costs. I condemn the
government for its lack of interest in and lack of
pro-business policies for small business.
Hon. R. F. SMITH (Chelsea) — What a pathetic
attempt by the shadow Minister for Small Business!
She indicated yet again to this side of the house that she
knows nothing about manufacturing; but she in good
company with those on that side of the house.
She started by referring to Australian Bureau of
Statistics figures. Allow me to inform the house that
there are some other ABS statistics for May to August
2002. Those figures show that manufacturing jobs in
this state have increased by 8400. Maybe it is a
different department of the ABS from the one the
Honourable Wendy Smith was referring to; I do not
know. However, as I said earlier by interjection, you
can make figures say whatever you damned will like.
The fact is the ABS stated that in May to August of this
year 8400 extra jobs were created. The manufacturing
industry in Victoria is worth $50 billion to the state.
We heard the shadow minister rattling on about small
businesses and about how they feed off major
companies and so on. She is right, they do, and our
manufacturing sector is going gangbusters, clear and
simple. It is booming. Our exports are up quite
significantly and many industries, including the steel
industry and the automotive industry, are enjoying
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record exports to the Middle East of cars manufactured
here or that have componentry manufactured here.
I know the opposition members do not like the fact that
we are winning in this area, creating jobs. The lowest
unemployment rate in the country is here in Victoria
under the Bracks government. They hate that.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. R. F. SMITH — We know the opposition
does not like workers. They hate the fact that most
workers in this state and, in particular, manufacturing
workers, have federal awards. The opposition would
get rid of them if it had the chance — it has
demonstrated that. The opposition’s hostility towards
ordinary working people has no limits.
Earlier in the session we heard attacks on the Bracks
government for failing to do what it could to prevent
the Ericsson company leaving Victoria and moving to
Singapore. Let us have a little more in-depth look at
why Ericsson made that decision. The decision was
made purely and simply on the basis that the
Singaporean government outbid us. How did it do that?
It offered Ericsson this deal: for every PhD-qualified
person the company employed in Singapore the
government would pay the wages for two years. At the
end of that time if they did not like their employee they
could let them go with no problems.
Is the opposition suggesting that we should have
offered the same? I doubt that we would have had
qualified people to fill those positions because it could
not be done, but the opposition tried to blame this side
of the house. The fact is, clear and simple, there is an
election in the air. The opposition is trying to talk down
the state, implying that the government is not up to it.
All the figures, including Australian Bureau of
Statistics figures, demonstrate to all and sundry that we
are right and the opposition got it wrong — it was a
puerile attack on the government.
I suggest that post election the opposition give serious
consideration to the people who represent it in these
areas. It should get somebody who knows something
about manufacturing — although it might be very
difficult I might say. Who knows, somebody new might
come in. Industry and manufacturing in the state,
including high technology projects, such as the Holden
V6 engine plant, are good for Victoria. The opposition
hated it when we were successful in keeping the project
in Victoria, and implied to all and sundry that we are
not capable, but we are.
What does the opposition think of the Siemens
television commercial talking about the fantastic
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opportunities in Victoria, because we have it all here in
Victoria — the skills, the resources, exports and the
transportation systems. According to that company, we
have it all and Victoria is the place to be — how
perceptive of Siemens. The opposition hates it because
we are delivering.
The spin-off effect is downstreaming to smaller
suppliers, such as automotive componentry companies
like Siemens VDO Automotive, that rely significantly
on what we are doing. But the opposition did nothing to
commend VDO; it condemned that company because
of its associations with governments and its ability to
work hand-in-glove with unions. The opposition does
not like that.
The PRESIDENT — Time!
Motion agreed to.

Youth: government initiatives
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I move:
That the Council take note of the answer given by the
Minister for Youth Affairs to a question without notice asked
by the Honourable R. F. Smith relating to the government’s
youth policy vision.

The Bracks government’s long-awaited youth strategy,
Respect: the Government’s Vision for Young People,
which it somewhat misleadingly says is the
government’s vision for young people has failed to
raise even a peep from the youth sector in the state or
from young Victorians.
The deafening silence that has come from youth
organisations is to be expected given that the
government’s position was virtually dictated to young
people. The document was brought down from the lofty
heights of the minister’s office, which listened only in a
cursory way to the concerns of young Victorians whose
concerns it was supposed to address.
For the government this policy has represented three
years of wasted effort. For youth organisations it was a
disappointing decree and an arrogant attempt to address
issues affecting youth without first asking youth what it
thought. The most disappointing aspect about the
policy’s release was that nobody even noticed. So
underwhelming was the document that the Bracks
government was unable to get youth issues into the
public domain for debate for even a single day. It is a
patchworked, superficial attempt and young people
have not responded to it.
The reason the policy failed to create a ripple was
because it lacked substance and failed to address four
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key issues of concern for young people. Young
Victorians want a real voice in Victorian democracy,
and Respect made no suggestions. Young people need
an answer for youth unemployment, and Respect failed
to provide any hope on this front. Young people also
want the government to address youth suicide, and the
Respect document contained a one-line glib quote to
address this growing epidemic. Young people, of
course, are sick of youth homelessness issues, and
Respect ignored this scourge completely.
What young Victorians wanted from the government
was an action plan to address these issues. What they
got was a slick and expensive policy document
produced by middle-aged bureaucrats who tried to talk
the talk but have completely failed to produce anything
of substance. Young people in the state should be able
to initiate solutions by taking them to government and
having their ideas listened to.
The greatest single criticism coming from the youth
sector about the strategy was that it failed to spell out a
clear action plan. Young Victorians want a clear way
forward — a plan that allows them to participate and
find solutions to the problems they face on a daily
basis. Instead of offering young people a hand in
partnership, as the minister claimed in her answer, the
Bracks government has yet again offered a superficial
strategy which is full of glossy photos but no answers.
As usual, the Bracks government has attempted to
window-dress with youth affairs. It has run around the
state conducting youth round tables but these have
proven to be a complete waste of time for the young
people involved. The round tables have resulted in
countless documents tabled by bureaucrats but
absolutely no action arising from those suggestions.
The ultimate indictment of the government’s approach
is that Respect failed to address concerns mentioned at
the youth round tables. The round tables raised issues
such as youth unemployment, youth suicide and youth
homelessness, but these issues have been completely
ignored in this inappropriately named document.
By contrast, what young Victorians want is to be
brought to the centre of government. True respect
means not only listening but responding to the concerns
of young people in a practical way. The Youth Affairs
Council of Victoria has advocated placing the Minister
for Youth Affairs in the Department of Premier and
Cabinet, thus ensuring issues are handled on a
whole-of-government basis.
Young people want to see the creation of a coordinating
youth policy advisory council to ensure the voice of
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young Victorians is not ignored by government. The
Bracks government has completely ignored its own
auspicing body on these issues.
Young people want their concerns heard and they want
a government that is prepared to act on issues that affect
them. Victoria needs a real partnership between young
people and government. This will require goodwill,
commitment and generational change. Young
Victorians are waiting for a government that is prepared
to bring them to the centre where decisions are made. If
Respect is anything to go by, young Victorians will
have to continue waiting, and when a Liberal
government arrives they will receive what they truly
deserve.
Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I rise to
speak in support of what the government has done in
the area of youth services. I was pleased to have been
able to attend the launch of the policy Respect: the
Government’s Vision for Young People. It is a very
good document, for which both the current Minister for
Youth Affairs and the former minister, the Minister for
Sport and Recreation, should be congratulated and
commended.
The youth strategy document was developed after
extensive community consultation that involved young
people across Victoria. I was pleased to see many of
those young people representing numerous youth
organisations attend the launch of the Respect
document. That indicates the very high level of support
for this vision document that exists in the community
and in organisations that deal with young people.
I note that it is a framework document. It is a
whole-of-government approach to the government’s
vision as outlined in Growing Victoria Together, and it
is based around four key themes. The document looks
at the government’s key achievements and priority
efforts in the future around the four key areas of
involvement, learning and working, supporting, and
celebrating.
I note that in respect of the key theme of involvement,
for example, the document talks about what the
government has done to date in relation to the youth
round tables. The government has established a
mechanism to communicate directly with young
people, it has held seven youth round tables across
Victoria since April 2000 and it has involved over
380 diverse young people contributing their views on a
wide range of topics.
Each of these round tables has focused on a specific
issue that has been selected according to priority issues
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identified by young people themselves and regional
youth committees or youth agencies. These youth
round tables have provided excellent opportunities for
young people to contribute to government policy and
program formulation. The youth round tables are giving
young people a voice in the formulation of government
policy, so I reject the assertion made by the Honourable
Andrew Olexander that the government is not involving
young people in decision making.
I note that pages 8 and 9 of the document outline future
priority efforts in increasing the involvement of young
people in decision making, encouraging them to
participate and also providing greater access to
information above government programs and services.
On page 14 the document also addresses youth suicide
and homelessness, so I again reject the assertion made
by the Honourable Andrew Olexander about those
issues. I advise him that it is not one line; there is in fact
quite a detailed section on the issue of mental health
and how that fits into the government’s mental health
strategy. I note that the government has very detailed
policies in relation to youth homelessness and youth
suicide and that the Minister for Health in the other
place recently handed down a mental health strategy.
This document provides a clear indication of the
directions and strategies the government is looking at in
support of young people. It is encouraging young
people to participate in all aspects of community life. In
contrast to this, the opposition has no youth policy. We
are still waiting to hear from the Leader of the
Opposition what his policies are. He has not told us
what they are.
The opposition has a very poor track record when it
comes to a youth strategy. It developed nothing while it
was in government. This document is a fantastic
contribution and should be commended.
The PRESIDENT — Time!
Motion agreed to.

Electricity: Enviromission project
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I move:
That the Council take note of the answer given by the
Minister for Energy and Resources to a question without
notice asked by the Hon. B. W. Bishop relating to the
Enviromission energy project.

It is for a number of reasons quite frustrating for me to
bring this issue up in the house, and I am certainly keen
to ensure that the concept that Enviromission has
brought into the commercial world is fully investigated.
This should have been enthusiastically picked up by the
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government and investigated to the fullest extent, and I
believe it could have supported this project quite
substantially.
Firstly, if the Enviromission project does go ahead and
is built at Tapio Station, it will be only about
25 kilometres from Mildura, so obviously Mildura will
share in the employment benefits and the resource
opportunities that will flow from such a major project.
But that is not the issue; it is not the issue at all. The
issue is that in my view this government did nothing. It
simply put everything on the backburner like it has
done with many other worthwhile projects around
Victoria.
This is a good project. It is innovative, it is quite brave
and it is deserving of government support, and the New
South Wales and federal governments have been quick
to grasp the opportunity. I will again quote the
Sunraysia Daily of Saturday, 12 October, which states
that the New South Wales government has announced
that the:
… Enviromission solar tower power generation project has
been given state significant development status …

Further:
‘Granting the project state significance has bolstered the
chances of the project becoming a reality. It now has vital
state government backing’. The federal government gave the
solar tower major project facilitation status as a project of
national significance in August.

So there has been substantial support from both the
New South Wales and the federal governments.
Again, this is an innovative project. It is a huge tower. It
is 1 kilometre high — 1000 metres. My briefing notes
say that the diameter of the tower is 130 metres and that
it generates enough power for 200 000 households.
There is a collector around the base of the tower that is
5 kilometres in diameter, which is a huge basin, and
Enviromission believes it can use hothouses under that
structure to grow produce. There are 32 wind turbines
in the tower, and when built this will be the largest
construction in the world.
The difficulty I have with the government’s actions —
or non-actions — is that the government appears to me
to be hooked on wind power. It certainly has not looked
at supporting this innovative project in any way at all,
and little or no support has come forward.
The government ought to be searching, and searching
quite hard, every avenue of alternative power
generation to ensure that every project is given every
opportunity to prove its worth in what may well be a
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real market niche in the future, as well as making sure
that every bit of reusable energy is utilised.
I am really disappointed at losing the chance to
investigate this new innovative technology. Most of our
electricity comes from black and brown coal, and there
are some gas-fired generators, but we do have a
shortage. What is more, this Enviromission tower
would be in a perfect position to tap into the national
grid for the power that is required, and it would fit into
that market very well indeed.
I also note that only about 10 per cent of Australia’s
total electricity is now sourced from renewable energy,
and most of that is hydro-electricity, a good bit of
which would be in Tasmania and in the Snowy region
as well. The renewable energy coming from
hydro-electric, solar, landfill, gas and wind sources is
essential to the market, so a system like this is well
worth investigating. A trial program is going in Spain
with a quarter-sized unit which has received substantial
testing, and that is the basis of making this a
worthwhile concept.
I urge the government to lift its game on this
worthwhile concept and join with the New South Wales
and federal governments in a joint venture process to
ensure this concept gets a fair go into the future.
Motion agreed to.

Ports: reform
Hon. B. C. BOARDMAN (Chelsea) — I move:
That the Council take note of the answer given by the
Minister for Ports to a question without notice asked by the
Hon. G. D. Romanes relating to the dredging of ports in Port
Phillip Bay.

Incorporated in the minister’s answer were certain
references to the port of Hastings and potential future
use of the port of Hastings.
I will say at the outset that it is extremely disappointing
that the minister would attempt, in the first instance, to
try to politicise this issue by suggesting that there has to
be some policy shift away from the government to the
opposition. Maybe that is an acknowledgment that the
government’s policy is totally inappropriate in this
regard. Maybe the government is searching for an idea
because it does not have any idea in regard to Hastings
and its future use and capacities. Maybe it is simply an
acknowledgment that the minister and her department
are not doing the job they are supposed to be doing in
outlining a future strategy to encompass all of the
economic and social potential of that region.
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It is also disappointing that the minister would try to
simplify the whole debate. This is a complex issue both
in its size and outcome. The minister cannot suggest
that it is an easy argument to be solved through
simplified and less detailed policy statements. The
whole Western Port region has tremendous potential,
not only on a local basis but also on a regional basis.
The Hastings area is just one part of that area — a fairly
significant part albeit, but one that contributes to the
tremendous opportunity to develop in the future
socially, economically and culturally.
The minister asked: what is the opposition doing about
it? I make it quite clear that the opposition is more than
interested in the Hastings area. I have a tremendous
interest because I have been fortunate to be preselected
and endorsed by the Liberal Party as the candidate for
Western Port Province in the upcoming election. I will
win that seat together with my colleague and friend,
Ken Smith, who will win the lower house seat of Bass.
When the Liberal Party forms government after the
next election, it will have a formidable team to
represent the interests of that area in stark contrast to
the government at the moment. Recently the Leader of
the Opposition in the other place made an extensive
visit to Hastings that encompassed a detailed briefing
from the harbourmaster at Hastings, Mr Dick Cox, who
also represents Toll. The Honourable Robert Doyle also
met with the chamber of commerce including the port
advisory committee. He also met with a number of
other community organisations to talk about and
witness first hand the issues at Hastings, its potential
and its opportunities.
I know the minister has been down there, but has the
Premier? Has the leader of the government, the person
who is supposed to have the final say on any policy,
been there? No, he has not. The Labor Party’s
announcements to do with Hastings have been
non-existent. It has suggested that maybe it is up to the
opposition to take up the challenge and the opposition
is happy to do that.
The minister also made reference to the federal member
for Flinders, Greg Hunt. I commend Mr Hunt. It is
refreshing that local Liberal Party members at all levels
are taking an active interest in the area and representing
the interests of their communities to try to ascertain the
best outcomes and Mr Hunt has done that. So has the
Liberal candidate for Hastings, Mr Neil Burgess. He
has also taken the issue to heart and tried to consult the
community as extensively as possible to work out the
best way of moving forward on policy.
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Hastings is not simply about building a port, it is about
the associated infrastructure that goes with it, both road
and rail. There is also interest in stevedoring, and in
particular private interests need to be considered. One
cannot simply suggest that a policy statement on
building a port can be taken into consideration.
It was disappointing that the minister tried to infer that
there was some division in the opposition because of
the comments made by the Honourable Andrea Coote
during the adjournment debate last night. I do not think
there is an honourable member in this house who would
be as environmentally aware as Mrs Coote considering
her past experience of serving as one of the directors of
Parks Victoria. Mrs Coote is very passionate about
those issues. Her interests cannot be used as political
leverage to suggest there is some confusion or
contradiction within the opposition.
The Liberal Party understands this issue and in
conjunction with its federal colleagues it is definitely
committed to finding a better outcome. That is why the
Leader of the Opposition has been down there and
witnessed the area first hand and talked to the people on
the ground. That is why the Liberal Party will go
through extensive policy deliberations to come out with
a platform that will be in the best interests, not only of
the region, but of the whole state.
Motion agreed to.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I have answers to the following
questions on notice: 2874, 2879, 3299.
Hon. B. C. BOARDMAN (Chelsea) — I seek
information in relation to questions on notice 2480 and
2883. Question on notice 2480 was received by the
minister on 5 December 2001. It relates to the number
of volunteers at a certain date within the Country Fire
Authority and also the number of full-time career
firefighters in the CFA at certain dates. This question is
almost 12 months old. I suggest that the government’s
processes would make it relatively easy to ascertain an
answer to the question. I seek an explanation as to why
that basic administrative task has not been completed.
Question 2883 was addressed to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services in the other place, as was the
other question. It relates to the numbers of penalty
infringement notices, specific code 2002, and a
delineation of which issued from speed camera fines
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and which were issued as on-the-spot fines. Again I
suggest that it is an easy administrative process and
those records should be easily obtainable. This question
on notice was received on 18 April and is nearly six
months old. I seek an explanation from the minister as
to why these questions have not been answered.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I appreciate the honourable member’s
comments and I will endeavour to obtain those replies
from the appropriate minister in the other chamber and
make them available at the earliest possible time.
Hon. B. C. BOARDMAN (Chelsea) — Could the
minister ascertain when answers will actually be
provided, considering the potentially limited amount of
sitting time left for the chamber?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I will endeavour to obtain them prior to
the next sitting day.
Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) — I wish to
raise a similar issue with the minister. Two days ago I
personally presented him with a letter regarding four
questions. Yesterday I raised the same issue at this time
with the Leader of the Government in this house and
have not received answers to those four questions.
The minister is aware of the numbers. He has a letter
from me, and I seek an explanation. Of the four
questions I refer to, two were to the Minister for Local
Government and the others were to the Minister for
Planning.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I will endeavour to obtain those replies
from the respective ministers in the other chamber and
make them available at the earliest possible time. I
anticipate that that would be prior to the next sitting
day.
Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) — That is
basically the same answer I had yesterday from the
Leader of the Government. I am very concerned that I
am running out of time to receive these replies. I note
the response of the Minister for Sport and Recreation
that he anticipates getting them before the next sitting
day, so I will take that on board.
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Report
For Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources), Hon. J. M. Madden (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — By leave, I move:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Victorian
government indigenous affairs report, November
1999–October 2002.

Motion agreed to.
Laid on table.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Regulation review
Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) presented annual
review 2001, together with appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

This annual review summarises the operations of the
regulation review subcommittee in reviewing the 2001
series of regulations. As honourable members would be
aware, the regulation review subcommittee is a
subcommittee of the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee. The subcommittee did not make any
adverse reports to Parliament in relation to the 2001
series of regulations. However, the subcommittee sent
27 letters to ministers seeking clarification of issues or
raising concerns.
Ministerial responses have generally been prompt and
most helpful to the subcommittee. The list of
subcommittee correspondence is detailed in appendix 2
of the report, and extracts of the subcommittee’s
correspondence and ministerial responses are also
provided in the report.
The annual review seeks to offer assistance to
departmental and agency officers as to the operations of
the subcommittee under the Subordinate Legislation
Act. The review identifies issues of concern and
includes a number of practice notes in appendix 3 of the
report. While the subcommittee considers that the
quality of regulations and accompanying
documentation examined has been of a high standard
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there remains scope for improvement in some areas.
Many of these concerns are also addressed in the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee report into
the Subordinate Legislation Act that was recently tabled
in this house.
I take this opportunity to thank members of the
subcommittee for their continuing work. The
subcommittee has had a particularly heavy workload
during this year whilst it concluded its inquiry. I also
thank the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
staff who assist the subcommittee in its work, in
particular the subcommittee’s excellent legal adviser,
Ms Jenny Baker, and Mr Simon Dinsberg and
Ms Sonya Caruana, who provide organisational
support. I also thank Mr Matthew Groves and Ms Fiona
Lawandowski for assisting the subcommittee to review
the 2001 series of regulations. I commend the report to
the house.
Motion agreed to.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Report on Mental health services for
people in crisis, October 2002.
National Parks Advisory Council — Report, 2001–02.
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968 — Minister’s response
to recommendations in Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee’s report upon the Department of Human
Services — Service Agreements for Community, Health and
Welfare Services.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Orders of the day
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I
move:
That order of the day, general business, no. 2 be read and
discharged.

Motion agreed to.

BASSLINK PROJECT
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I move:
That this house revokes amendment C15 to the Wellington
planning scheme and amendment C20 to the La Trobe
planning scheme.
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Today is D-day — decision day. This debate provides
the last opportunity for members of the Victorian
Parliament to ensure that the use of outdated, historic
technologies — pylons for a particular transmission
project — is stopped and that we require the proponents
of this particular infrastructure project to use innovative
modern technology that is up to date with the
current-day expectations for such projects.
As I said, it is decision day. It is now in the hands of
this chamber. This is the last chance to ensure that the
environmental needs and the wishes of the local
community in South Gippsland — and, I strongly
believe, the wishes of country Victoria in general — are
listened to and acted upon. By moving this particular
revocation motion we, as members of this chamber,
have the chance to stand up for country Victoria. That
is what we will be judged on — how we vote on this
motion will indicate whether we are prepared to stand
up and support country Victorians.
Amendment C15 of the Wellington Planning Scheme
and amendment C20 of the La Trobe Planning Scheme
facilitate the use of pylons to carry overhead
transmission lines associated with the infamous
Basslink project. I use the word ‘infamous’ because I
claim from the outset that this project has generated
unprecedented levels of protest from the local
community and has been felt by people all around
Victoria — not only in country Victoria but I would
suggest by people in the city also.
Certainly that anxiety and protest has been felt by we in
the National Party who share the views of those people
protesting. I am sure the Liberal Party has also felt the
anxiety and the concerns which have been expressed by
people in country Victoria. I suggest that even members
of the government must feel at least the slightest
discomfort with the decision taken by their cabinet to
approve this project because I am sure that in their own
hearts they can see that the particular decision to allow
the use of overhead pylons is not an environmentally
friendly approach to this project. There are better ways
to do it, and they must feel a bit uncomfortable and a
little embarrassment about their government having
approved the project in its current proposed form. I
hope they feel a bit uncomfortable and I hope they
listen to comments I and others make in today’s debate,
and that they then re-think their position.
Basslink has become a landmark issue in a number of
senses. Certainly country Victorians generally, and
South Gippslanders in particular, feel they have been
betrayed by those who have approved and those who
have acquiesced in the approval of this project. I will
return to that issue and spend some time during the
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course of my contribution to the debate expressing the
views and feelings of local people and country people
in general.

stop its proceeding. We will use the best of our
endeavours to put forward arguments to suggest that
there are alternative and feasible technologies available.

Basslink has become a landmark issue in another sense
and probably in a real physical sense because it would
mean 180, 45-metre-tall pylons marching across some
of the most tranquil, beautiful, scenic countryside in
Victoria. They will become a permanent monument and
reminder for all to see of a lasting blight on the South
Gippsland landscape.

With that in mind, I will start. What is Basslink? One
probably hardly needs to describe in detail what
Basslink is all about. Anyone who has not heard about
Basslink and does not have a fundamental idea of what
it is all about does not live in the real world. It has been
in the newspapers, it has been in the media, we have
had protests at the front of Parliament House, we have
had representations from the proponents of this
particular project — and I am sure every honourable
member would have received those — it has been in
the daily newspapers circulating widely in the state, and
it has been in national newspapers circulating
throughout Australia and in local Gippsland
newspapers.

They will become a monument to the utter disregard
that the Premier, the Minister for Planning in the other
place, every single member of cabinet and every
member of the Labor government showed for the needs
and aspirations of people in country Victoria. They will
also become a landmark to the Liberal Party’s refusal to
prevent this outdated, historic monstrosity occurring.
Everybody who drives along the South Gippsland
Highway and sees the emergence or the beginning of
the 180, 45-metre-tall pylons marching across that
beautiful countryside will remember that the Labor
Party approved this project. They will remember that
the Liberal Party acquiesced in this project, and it will
be a lasting thought in their minds. I assure the house
that it will be the task of the National Party to ensure
that at the next election the people of Victoria —
particularly those in country Victoria — are reminded
who actually allowed this to happen.
I will canvass a number of issues in my contribution to
this debate this morning. I start by providing
background information on the Basslink project. I will
also talk about my personal views and those of the
party I represent, the Victorian Nationals, on this issue,
and I will talk about the views of local community. I
will inform the house of the history and the
commitment that people in our local communities in
South Gippsland have dedicated towards stopping this
project.
I will talk about the process — because it has been a
complicated one — and where we are at today. I will
talk about why we believe the joint assessment panel
(JAP) — that is, the panel that was established by the
Tasmanian, Victorian and federal governments to steer
this project through to the point of approval — got it
wrong and why we believe the Victorian government
has got it wrong in accepting the recommendations of
the JAP.
Finally, I will canvass some alternatives. We are not
simply going to say it is a project that we reject
outright, but if the project is to proceed, we will not

For the record, Basslink is a 400-kilovolt interconnector
extending for some 360 kilometres between the Latrobe
Valley in Victoria and George Town in Tasmania. In
simple terms, to use an analogy it is a giant electricity
extension cord linking Tasmania with Victoria —
nothing more, nothing less.
I understand that 280 kilometres of that 360-kilometre
interconnector will be under Bass Strait through the use
of undersea cable. On the Victorian land section,
6.5 kilometres will be undergrounded and it is proposed
that 60 kilometres will be above ground within the state
of Victoria. Basslink will have a peak capacity of
600 megawatts of electricity into Victoria and
300 megawatts from Victoria into Tasmania.
An important point that needs to be remembered is that
Basslink is claimed to be a $500 million project. I say
‘claimed’ because the cost is unclear. We have seen
some changes which must in turn escalate that cost, but
they have not been verified by the proponents at this
point in time. The proponents of the project are
National Grid, a UK-owned company. Basslink is a
Tasmanian initiative, supposedly to secure Tasmania’s
power needs with claimed benefits — and I emphasise
‘claimed’ because that is disputable — for Victoria in
meeting energy needs in periods of peak demands.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Do you want to scuttle
it?
Hon. P. R. HALL — I will not respond to every
inane interjection I invariably will receive from
Mr Theophanous, but I will respond to that one. He
asked me if we want to scuttle this project altogether.
At the very start, I say clearly that no, the National
Party does not want to scuttle this project. It supports
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this infrastructure project but its support is conditional
on using the best, the most modern technology
possible — technology that is environmentally friendly,
and it is possible.
Our objection today, while we seek to revoke these
planning scheme amendments, is purely because it is
proposed — and the Victorian government has allowed
it — to use overhead transmission lines supported by
180, 45-metre-tall pylons. They do not have to happen.
It can be put underground.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — At what cost?
Hon. P. R. HALL — You would be better off
shutting your trap for a while and starting to listen,
Mr Theophanous, instead of interrupting. I will not put
up with your interjections throughout this debate. This
is a serious issue.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You don’t need to do
that.
Hon. P. R. HALL — And you don’t need to
interject. Why don’t you show some manners?
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — At what cost?
Hon. P. R. HALL — And listen to the contribution
to this debate. I won’t put up with that crap from you.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Hall!
Mr Theophanous!
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — At what cost?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Hon. P. R. HALL — I will come to the issue of
costs quite clearly and I will spend some time on costs.
There is no doubt about that. If people wish to be
patient and listen to my argument which I am going to
put very comprehensively to this house, I am sure I will
cover the issues of concern to Mr Theophanous and
other honourable members. I will return to where I was
before the interruption.
The Basslink project is a $500 million-plus costs
project by a private company to link Victoria and
Tasmania’s electricity supplies. That is essentially what
it is. It has been a longwinded process started many
years ago and pursued in earnest towards the end of
1999. It has been a seriously considered project for the
last two years with extensive evaluation work and
community consultation. A number of issues have
arisen during that process which have caused great
consternation. First of all, the choice of route in
Victoria has caused concern to some local people.
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Various options have been discussed and now a final
route has been selected.
The technology proposed for the underwater cabling
was causing consternation to a range of people and
again that has caused changes to the original design.
The use of overhead transmission lines supported by
those 180, 45-metre-high pylons has certainly caused
the greatest concern and, as I said before, this will be
the landmark issue of this project. I will come back to
look at some of those points in a little more detail in the
course of this debate.
It is important that early in this debate I put on record
my own views about this project because I represent
that area and have a great interest in it. I have
participated personally in the process that has led us to
where we are today — that is, I have taken the
opportunity on two occasions where public submissions
were sought to express my view about this project. My
first submission was made to the Basslink Joint
Advisory Panel on 11 July 2001. It was a submission
on the draft integrated impact assessment statement. I
posed the question, right up front in my submission: do
we need Basslink? I have to say to honourable
members, if I am to be open, up front and honest, that
my conclusion was, ‘No, we do not need Basslink’.
I pointed out that in the months prior to my making this
decision the Minister for Energy and Resources
announced in this house something like
1300 megawatts of new generation capacity in Victoria.
Some were gas-fired power stations and some were
using renewable energy sources, but the minister
announced 1300 megawatts of new generation capacity
in Victoria just last year. That is just starting to come on
line. Many of those projects are welcome new
investments in their local areas. Some are in Gippsland;
some are in other parts of Victoria. The National Party
welcomes them. I claimed in my submission that if
there were a future need for power capacity here in
Victoria then we have the resources to develop and
meet that demand ourselves. That would create
important new investment in the state by investing in
new generation capacity, whether it be by gas or coal or
renewable resources. I welcome new investment. My
concern is that Basslink will probably defer any such
future investment in Victoria, so in terms of the benefits
of investment I say that we would probably be better
off if we invested in our own generation capacity.
The question is asked: what about Tasmania? I
reflected on its position as well. At that time a natural
gas link by Duke Energy was under construction
between Victoria and Tasmania. That has now been
completed and Tasmania now has the ability to have its
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own gas-fired generation facilities. Indeed, it is
converting one of its electricity generation facilities — I
think it is in Bell Bay in Tasmania — to a gas-fired
power station. With the connections of natural gas now
to Tasmania it has the capacity to provide for its own
power needs in terms of extra gas-fired generation
capacity. Further, Tasmania has a wealth of wind. It
probably has more wind than Victoria, and if renewable
energy technology is the way to meet future power
demands Tasmania is ideally placed to take advantage
of the advances in wind-generated power. This is not an
issue for Tasmania in terms of having to meet its needs.
Particularly with the Duke Energy gas connection to
Tasmania there is plenty of capacity to meet its own
future power needs.
Then I went to the issue of overhead or underground
supply in my submission and was totally adamant in
reflecting the views of the people I represent — that it
must be put underground. I pointed out in that
submission the reasons for putting it underground and
essentially they were environmental reasons. I will talk
about this in my contribution today. There is a very
powerful argument on environmental grounds alone to
require this project to be put underground. I am really
surprised that the government did not see this to be of
sufficient environmental importance to require that in
its planning scheme amendments that it has put forward
and which we are talking about today.
My second submission was to the draft report of the
Basslink Joint Advisory Panel and I reiterated some of
the things I had said in my first submission and
re-emphasised those, except that I did concede that
there had been strong support for this infrastructure
project. Therefore I did not pursue my opposition to the
proposal as a whole. But I certainly pursued more
strongly the need for the land section to be put
underground. It is important that people understand
where I come from in this debate, that even today I do
not think this project is necessary. However, if others
think it is necessary and it is to proceed, then so be it,
but it must be done with the best of technologies, taking
into consideration the views of the people who are
going to be directly affected by this project.
The National Party’s position on this has always been
unequivocal. It has clearly said its support for Basslink
is totally dependent on the entire Victorian transmission
section being underground. That has been the view of
the National Party throughout this debate. That is why
we are here today seeking the revocation of these
planning scheme amendments. We want the project to
be underground, and that particular provision is
conditional on our support for this particular project.
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That is my position and my view. That is the view of
the party I represent. What about the views of the local
community in South Gippsland? As I previously stated,
this project has caused unprecedented opposition from
the local South Gippsland community. If there has been
one small positive that has arisen out of the Basslink
process, it has been that it has galvanised a lot of the
local community in its support of the one aim and
objective, and that is to prevent the use of pylons for
this project. It has brought a lot of people together, and
that is a minor positive out of the project.
As I said before, if people do not know about Basslink
and about the feelings of the people of South
Gippsland, then they have had their heads in the sand
and do not live in the real world. We have had protests
on the front steps of Parliament House. Honourable
members will remember the dogs that barked in unison
as the placards were held up with ‘No Basslink’ written
on them. We have had protests every time a state or
federal minister has visited the Yarram area. I have to
add that there have not been too many visits by state
government ministers to the Yarram area in the past
12 months. I think they are scared of what they might
face down there. Certainly the Minister for Planning,
who signed off on this project, has not been down to
South Gippsland.
A further indictment against the government on this
matter is that not one Victorian state government
minister has ever inspected the proposed route for this
Basslink project — not one. There have been plenty of
offers to drive them along the route and to show them
what sort of impact it will have on the South Gippsland
landscape, yet not one Victorian minister, from the
Premier down, has accepted that invitation to come
down and cast an eye across the area that will be
blighted by this project — not one. That is typical of the
government’s disregard for the needs of country
Victorians. It could not care less. All it is concerned
about is ensuring that the people in Melbourne can run
their airconditioners at peak times in summer. Having
airconditioning flowing through every government
office in Melbourne is more important to this
government than coming down and having a personal
look at where this project will blight the South
Gippsland landscape.
With respect to the community views on this,
communities need leaders, and with regard to Basslink
there have been many who have demonstrated
outstanding leadership and committed their time and
energy over the last several years in a commendable
effort to lead their community’s opposition to this
project. At the risk of omitting some I shall name just a
few of those individuals, people like Rosemary Irving,
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who has headed the No Pylons group in Gippsland;
Colin McAllan, who has headed the Concerned
Citizens on Basslink group; and other people such as
Ian Onley, Lesley Joyce, Robert Burns, Peter Jennings,
Jeff Robbins, Madelon Lane — the list could go on
because many individuals have stood up and been
counted.
Debate interrupted.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — On behalf of the
Legislative Council and the Parliament of Victoria I
welcome a parliamentary delegation from the Socialist
Republic of Vietnam, led by Dr Nguyen. We welcome
you to our house and wish that your stay in Victoria is
fruitful.
Debate resumed.
BASSLINKPROJECT
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Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — As I was saying,
a lot of local individuals have committed a great deal of
their time and effort in leading the community in its
protest against this project. I commend every one of
those people, not only those I have mentioned but
others who have worked tirelessly to represent their
community on this issue.
I also pay tribute to some of the local media that has
been most supportive in expressing the views of the
community at the highest levels, particularly the
Yarram Standard News, the Leongatha Star, the Foster
Mirror, the Gippsland Times and the Latrobe Valley
Press, all local Gippsland newspapers that run stories
on this project almost on a weekly basis. I notice the
front page of today’s Yarram Standard News carries the
same sort of headline we have seen on front pages for
the last couple of years: ‘Locals support Hall’s last
stand on Basslink’. This is the last stand, as I said in my
opening. It is our last opportunity to stop this project in
its current form. That article is typical of the great work
local newspapers have done in broadcasting the
message of their communities.
I also pay tribute to some of our electronic media. The
Gippsland ABC, WIN TV and radio stations 3TR, 3GG
and Gippsland FM have taken the issue on board and
ensured that the views, concerns and information
required about this project have been well aired across
the community. I thank them for that because it has
helped the people of Gippsland and the people of
Victoria generally to better understand the project and
enabled them to have their views expressed.
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A number of community groups have worked on this.
Views among groups have varied a little. Some have
expressed the view there should be no Basslink at all;
others have focused their attentions on simply a
no-pylons stance. Collectively they have kept a lot of
pressure on the proponents of this project and the
process throughout and have had some significant wins
along the way — and good on them, they deserve some
of those wins. For example, there have been some route
changes to what was originally intended. A larger
section has been undergrounded than was originally
intended with the first proposals, and there has been a
change in the technology for the seabed link of the
project, all due in part to the pressure being applied by
local people and local media, so there have been some
wins along the way.
The one thing they are yet to achieve is the
abandonment of the historic technology of pylon use.
Today they are appealing to every member of this
chamber to achieve their final goal. As I said, this house
has one last chance to support the people of South
Gippsland and the people of country Victoria and to
join with the National Party today in revoking these
planning scheme amendments. It is not often you get a
second chance in life, but today the Liberal Party has its
second chance to join with the Vic Nats in supporting
country Victoria. I hope it has rethought its position on
this.
I am getting a bit of chatter on my left. I point out that
the Labor Party also has one last chance. It unilaterally
approved this project. It just ticked it off without any
conditions and said to a privately owned company,
‘Yes, it is okay for you to go ahead and string 180,
45-metre-high pylons across the countryside’. People
should not think the Labor Party has not had a part in
this. It ticked off on this project and said, ‘Yes, you can
go ahead without any restrictions whatsoever’. It is not
getting off the hook at all. I want to go back to the issue
that this is our last chance.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. G. B. Ashman) — Order! Mr Theophanous, we
do not need a debate across the chamber.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I am aware of the Liberal
Party’s position that it will require Basslink to go
underground if it wins government at the next election,
but there is no guarantee with that. There is no
guarantee it will win the next election, but more so, if it
does, there is absolutely no guarantee that Basslink will
put this project underground. To see that one only has
to look at the commentary from a Basslink
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representative in the Yarram Standard News of
Wednesday, 9 October, headed ‘Basslink will talk but
not go underground’. The article states:
Despite the fact that the Liberal Party has promised to put the
Basslink cable underground if they win the next state election,
due to be held in December this year, Basslink Pty Ltd has
revealed today that they still intend to put the cable on pylons.
A spokesman for Basslink, John Richards, told the Standard
News today that the firm had not given any undertaking to the
Liberals other than that they would be prepared to talk to
them about the project if they won power.
‘However, we stand by the finding of the joint advisory panel
as accepted by the three governments, Tasmania, Victoria and
the commonwealth, that the project should go aboveground in
Victoria,’ said Mr Richards today.
He also agreed that there would be no planning or legislative
opportunity for a new state government to require Basslink
Pty Ltd to place the cable underground.

No opportunity! All they have agreed to is to have a
chat to them. The commentary very clearly is, ‘We’ll
go through the exercise of having a chat, but we’re not
going to put it underground and you won’t be able to
make us’.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — The horse will have bolted.
Hon. P. R. HALL — The horse will have bolted, as
Mr Baxter says. Let’s make it clear where we are today.
This is the last opportunity, because Basslink has said it
is not going to put it underground even if there is a
change of government at the next election. This is the
last chance for members of the Labor Party to join with
the Vic Nats in voting against these planning scheme
amendments, and it is the last chance for the Liberal
Party to join with the Vic Nats in representing the
people of South Gippsland on this particular issue.
In talking about this I have used the term ‘country
Victorians’. I have not used the words ‘South
Gippslanders’ because this debate is more than just a
South Gippsland issue. Country Victorians generally
have an affinity with the position of their Gippsland
brothers and sisters on this matter. It is a classic case of
the government sacrificing country Victoria for the
comfort of city dwellers and the profits of multinational
companies. If it is not an icon issue now, then the Vic
Nats will make sure it becomes an icon issue in the
run-up to the next election. As I said, it is about more
than South Gippsland. Country people understand that
once again with this particular issue they have been
trodden on, and unless somebody takes a stand then
governments, whoever they are, will keep treading on
them. The Vic Nats are not going to stand by and let
that happen without a fight.
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The government claims that we need Basslink because
of projected increased demand for electricity. Interpret
that as, ‘We need Basslink because we don’t want
people in Melbourne complaining if there are any
restrictions on or shortages at all of power supply in
Melbourne’. What about doing something about
addressing the demand? Where is the government’s
electricity demand strategy? Why does the government
not cater for that, rather than imposing this monstrosity
on people in country Victoria? Why does the
government not facilitate more environmentally
friendly investment in the generation capacity in
Victoria, rather than lumping this project on people?
The Vic Nats say, ‘If you want it, you can have it —
but just put it underground’. This government, though,
unilaterally declared on 13 September, ‘No. Basslink’s
going ahead’. The government could not care less.
Members of the Liberal Party say they care, but they
can give us no guarantees on the issue. As I said, the
community is strongly behind the National Party on this
issue. The people say to all political parties, ‘This is
your last chance to demonstrate that you do care for
people in country Victoria’.
I want to briefly mention the process that has led us to
where we are today with this particular project. First I
should mention that Basslink is a wholly owned
subsidiary of a United Kingdom transmission company,
National Grid Group. I did mention before that a
privately owned company is undertaking this project.
This is not even a government or publicly owned piece
of infrastructure; it is a privately owned piece of
infrastructure.
Steering the process has been a group called the
Basslink Joint Advisory Panel, which has members
appointed by three governments: the Victorian,
Tasmanian and federal governments. It has
responsibility for developing the guidelines, drawing up
the draft integrated impact assessment statement and
the final impact assessment statement on this project,
giving a final report and making recommendations to
the three governments. That has been the role of the
joint advisory panel.
In Victoria a Basslink consultative committee has been
established. It is made up of a variety of people,
including some local community members in South
Gippsland. Their task has been to advise the joint
advisory panel of some of those local views and keep a
watch on the process being adopted by the joint
advisory panel.
It has been a long-winded process. The preferred
proponent was selected almost two years ago. There
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have been a number of stages involving guidelines
being drafted and final impact assessments. Then we
had the final report towards the middle to latter part of
this year. Finally, on 13 September the Victorian
government gave its approval for this project, and on
the same day the federal government gave its approval
for this project.
What did we get after the thousands of submissions and
the thousands of hours that people spent poring over
this documentation, making an input into the process?
What did we end up with here in Victoria? What we got
in Victoria was 6.6 kilometres of high-voltage
direct-current underground cable — referred to as
HVDC underground cable. We got 60.8 kilometres of
high-voltage transmission lines, and we also got 180,
45-metre-high pylons. That is what we ended up with.
Let me move to the next section of why the members of
the National Party believe the Victorian government
has got it wrong. What anybody should expect from
government is first and foremost some consistency in
decision making. This decision by the government to
approve Basslink in its current form with the use of
pylons is certainly inconsistent with a number of
decisions the government has taken in the past and
inconsistent with its own proclaimed environmental
credentials.
It seems to me that different rules are applied by the
government, depending upon where you live. I can
recall when David White was a minister and there was
an issue about transmission lines in the
Burnley–Richmond area. It was proposed that they be
overhead transmission lines. Do you know what
happened at the end of the day? I think David White
was the minister at that time. He required that those
transmission lines be put underground because they
were in the Burnley–Richmond area here in Melbourne.
So it is okay if you live in Melbourne — the
government will not allow you to put transmission lines
overhead in Melbourne; it will make you put them
underground. A former Labor government insisted on
that.
If you live in a new housing subdivision anywhere in
this state, you will not see overhead distribution lines;
they are all undergrounded. If you want to connect your
farm to electricity, generally speaking the electricity
companies will not allow you to use overhead
distribution lines into your farm; you are required to put
them underground.
But if you are living in country Victoria, it does not
matter; Basslink can put them overhead. That is what
this government will allow a foreign multinational
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company to do — put 180, 45-metre-high pylons across
the South Gippsland landscape to string up its
transmission lines. If you live in the city you are made
to put them underground; if you live in a new housing
estate, your electricity lines are put underground; if you
want to connect your farm, they are underground. It
depends on where you live. If you live in rural areas of
Victoria, this government does not care what you think,
it just goes ahead and does what it wants to do.
As I said, this is a private company and it will be
allowed to use overhead transmission lines. I just
wonder what would have happened had this been a
government-owned infrastructure project. What if this
were a public infrastructure project? Would the
companies have been allowed to put in overhead
transmission lines or would they have been required to
put them underground? When David White was
minister he made them put transmission lines in
Burnley–Richmond underground. Is there one rule for
private companies and another for public companies?
Who knows? Perhaps the government could explain
that particular position.
I thought members of this government liked to claim
they are environmentally friendly. With this decision
they have blown completely all their claims to being
environmentally friendly. This is a government that just
last year made some amendments to the Environment
Protection Act of 1970. It put in a whole series of what
it called principles of environment protection. Let me
remind the chamber of some of these principles the
government lauded when it imposed them through the
Environment Protection Act. The act states in part, and
I quote directly:
Sound environmental practices and procedures should be
adopted as a basis for ecologically sustainable development
for the benefit of all human beings and the environment.

Sound environmental practices! Is the use of pylons a
sound environmental practice? I claim not.
The government put in place what has now become
quite famous and what it now uses for its advantage, the
precautionary principle. That says it all:
If there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental
damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as
a reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental
degradation.

That is the greatest contradiction of this government’s
argument in defence. I will talk about technologies
later, but the government says the use of HVDC Light
has not been adequately tested at this point in time. Yet
in its own claims when it put these principles of
environment protection into the bill it states that ‘lack
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of full scientific certainty’ should not prevent the use of
best environmentally friendly technology. Those are the
government’s words written into the act, yet they totally
contradict the decision taken to approve the Basslink
project.

What I found extraordinary about that VCAT decision
was, and I quote again from the VCAT report:

Some other clauses — clauses of the Labor
government’s making — say:

So the Minister for Planning decided she would have a
go at this! She said, ‘I need to have a go at this because
I am not too happy about a 35-metre high mobile phone
tower being imposed upon the people of Narre
Warren’. The minister off her own bat made that
personal decision. Her submission said, in part:

Decision making should be guided by —
(a) a careful evaluation to avoid serious or irreversible
damage to the environment wherever practicable …

Well, pylons! Pylons 45 metres high, 180 of them, are
going to cause serious, irreversible damage to the South
Gippsland environment.
Further, in a statement on the principle of
accountability, the act states that:
The aspirations of the people of Victoria for environmental
quality should drive environmental improvement.

Yes, they should; and we should look to what the
aspirations of the people of Victoria are. I do not
believe anybody in Victoria aspires to 45-metre pylons
or thinks they are a good thing. They are terrible things;
and when there is an alternative, underground
technology, why not use it?
I move now, therefore, to consider the issues. The
government has put on the record what it thinks about
environmental issues and how Victoria should adopt
the precautionary principle and have regard to the
aspirations of the people of Victoria in considering
those issues.
The question is whether the use of pylons is an
environmental issue. Do pylons impact on the
environment down there? The answer to that question is
provided by the Minister for Planning herself. I refer
the chamber to a case that was heard by the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) on 20 and
22 March this year. The case was an application to
develop a telecommunications facility, being a
35-metre high mobile phone tower in Narre Warren, in
the City of Casey. The council knocked back the
application by the company and in its notice of refusal
said that one of the grounds for refusal was that, in the
words of the VCAT decision:
The proposed facility will have a detrimental impact upon the
existing streetscape.

In rural Victoria we do not have streetscapes, we have
landscapes, so for ‘streetscapes’ read ‘landscapes’ when
you apply the decision to the Basslink project.

The tribunal was advised just prior to the commencement of
the first day of the hearing that a submission was sought to be
made by the Minister for Planning.

I support the council’s decision and believe that it reflects, as
expressed in the state planning policy framework, a
reasonable balance between the provision of important
telecommunications services and the need to protect the
environment from adverse impacts arising from
telecommunications infrastructure.

The minister said there that towers impact on the local
environment. She went out of her way off her own
bat — no-one asked her to do it — to go in and make a
submission to support the City of Casey on
environmental grounds because she thought a 35-metre
high telecommunications tower would have an impact
on the local environment.
What are we to conclude from that? Why does she not
therefore consider that not one but 180, and not
35-metre high towers but 45-metre-high towers, are not
going to have a significant impact on our streetscape,
our landscape, out there in country Victoria? The
Minister for Planning went to the trouble of making a
submission to the inquiry but would not even come
down and have a look at what impact the pylons might
have on the South Gippsland landscape. That stinks of
hypocrisy. There are different rules depending on
where you live: if you live in the city the government
will look after you, but if you live in the country, bad
luck! You are by yourself.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Rubbish!
Hon. P. R. HALL — It is rubbish? Let us hear the
defence. Why did the minister make a voluntary
submission to the VCAT hearing and yet fail to stand
up for the people of South Gippsland when the problem
was more than 180 times larger than the problem in
Narre Warren?
I turn to the issue of environmental groups and whether
they have come out on this particular issue. I am
extremely disappointed that the answer to that question
is that no environmental groups have come out on this
issue. I wonder why we have not had one single
environmental group think that 180, 45-metre-high
pylons marching across the South Gippsland landscape
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will have any impact on the environment. It is a sad
reflection on how those environmental groups tend to
operate. They operate when there is a political reason to
do so, but in this case they, like the government, seem
to not care less on this particular issue.
I turn to technology and costing. The most galling thing
about this decision by the Bracks government is that
there are alternatives. You do not have to use overhead
transmission lines with this particular project. As part of
the process, which I outlined before, there have been
some changes, particularly in the use of the seabed
cable technology. When we had protests from big
organisations, like Esso, Gippsland Water and Duke
Energy and professional fishermen in that area, we saw
a change in technology, and Basslink Pty Ltd decided
that it would change the technology used for the seabed
cable to a magnetic return cable at an estimated extra
cost of something like $70 million to $80 million.
I said at the start of my contribution that this is a
$500 million project and Basslink has claimed
throughout that at $500 million the success of the
project was marginal in terms of its finances, and if it
got to anything more than $500 million then, ‘We
would probably not be able to proceed with it because
there would not be the cost margins in the project’. Yet
Basslink changed its mind suddenly and there was an
extra cost of between $70 million to $80 million and it
is still proceeding with the project at that extra cost.
Once again it knocks the reputation that Basslink has to
its former promises or commitments. It said it would
not wear any extra cost, yet readily wore an extra
$70 million to $80 million to change the technology
used in the seabed cable section. This is a project that
can be put underground. That is a fact. Even Basslink
said, ‘Yes, we can put it underground’, but it claimed
that it would cost too much.
What is Basslink’s record like on cost. When it spoke
about the change of technology for the seabed cable, it
said in its document Final Environmental Impact
Statement and Supplement to the Draft Integrated
Impact Assessment Statement of June 2002 that:
In hearing exhibit VE10, BPL and Tas-Vic estimated that the
net cost of a metallic return configuration after deducting the
cost of sea electrodes was A$75–100 million.

Basslink says that by changing the technology it would
cost an extra $75 million to $100 million. Further, it
states:
Since the 2001 panel hearings —

it talks about having a relook and rethink about all of
this —
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… is now expected to be in the range of approximately a half
to two-thirds of the above number.

Is it a half of $75 million or a half of $100 million, or
two-thirds of $75 million or two-thirds of $100 million?
It does not know. It has no idea exactly what the cost
will be. Here it says that it will cost an extra $75 million
to $100 million, but now it is saying it may be only half
that amount. Who knows what the extra cost will be
and who knows who will pay for the extra cost.
Basslink said $500 million was its limit. Who will pay
for the extra cost of the seabed technology?
When it says to us that it will cost an extra $90 million
or thereabouts to put the project underground on the
Victorian land section, do I believe it or do the people
believe it? Here it is making outrageous claims. It could
be half that much or even less than half that much. If it
considered other technology then it could be — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Not according to the reports
that your government has received on this. It could be
even less than that. Who is to believe it? That is
Basslink’s record on costs. It simply has no idea. I
claim that it has been totally inappropriate to rule out
undergrounding this project on costs alone because
nobody knows, least of all Basslink.
I believe there is alternative technology that could be
used. At the time Basslink was first proposed some
years ago there was never such a product called HVDC
Light, the form of technology used now for a number of
projects in Australia and in other parts of the world. I
have examples of what this technology looks like, and
if any honourable member would like to have a look at
what it physically looks like I would be happy to give
them a look of a sample of the product of HVDC Light
because that particular product has been used on
Murraylink, a 177 kilometre, 220 megawatt
interconnector cable between Victoria and South
Australia linking their electricity supplies. That
particular project was the overall winner of the 2002
Case Earth award for environmental excellence. We
support that and think it is terrific, but here we have an
underground interconnector capable of carrying
220 megawatts for this particular project which won an
environmental award.
In commenting upon the awarding of this particular
award, project director Mike Farr said:
Underground cable was chosen instead of overhead
transmission lines to ensure minimal visual and
environmental impact — and a rapid means of getting the
project onto the market.
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This national environment award is proof positive that
communities need no longer suffer overhead transmission
cables.
Murraylink is now a working reality that proves the capability
of underground power transmission. Three years ago this
level of undergrounding was new technology. Today
Murraylink proves that long-distance undergrounding is
technically and economically feasible.

He admits that three years ago this technology was not
available but today it is. Transenergie, the company that
is involved in the construction of Murraylink, has told
us, the joint advisory panel and the government that the
technology which is capable of carrying 330 megawatts
would be simple to use for the conveyance of a
600-megawatt capacity on Basslink by laying two of
the cables that they use for Murraylink side by side in
the same trench.
Murraylink is but one. In Australia we also have
Directlink, a connector between New South Wales and
Queensland. In the United States of America the
Transenergie company is involved in a number of other
projects: a 330-megawatt link called the Cross-Sound
cable project; one that takes up to 975 megawatts called
the Lake Erie Link project; and another one up to
660 megawatts called the Harbour Cable project. Each
varies in capacity. Some are not as big in capacity as
the Basslink project will be, and none of them extend
360 kilometres like it is proposed for Basslink, but they
extend up to 177 kilometres as Murraylink has.
Transenergie has told Basslink, the joint advisory panel
and the government that there is simply no barrier for
using its technology, HVDC Light, to complete the
entirety of the Basslink proposal.
I turn to the cost factors. Murraylink, a company put in
place by Transenergie to construct Murraylink, has
written several submissions to the joint advisory panel
to give it an idea of what it believes the true cost would
be. In one letter to the joint advisory panel on 28 May
this year it says in part:
Based on Transenergie’s recent Murraylink experience, an
average project cost is approximately $60 000 to $70 000 per
kilometre. Our knowledge of the proposed route through
Victoria suggests much lower costs than the panel appears to
have been advised of.

Let us accept for the sake of argument that
Transenergie is saying that the use of HVDC Light
would cost in the order of $60 000 to $70 000 per
kilometre; multiply that by 60, which is the distance of
the ground section here in Victoria, and you get
somewhere between $36 million and $42 million. The
government’s own report — I will come to that
report — suggests the overhead costs for that section
are $33.1 million. When you compare $33.1 million
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with $36 million, or at the most $42 million, there is not
much difference in a total project cost of
$500 million-plus. It could be $3 million extra or it
could be $9 million extra out of a $500 million-plus
project. Mr Theophanous asked me about costs: there
are some cost figures.
We in the National Party claim that the cost of putting
this project underground is at most only marginally
more than the cost of stringing it up overhead if the
government and Basslink were prepared to look at
some of the technology being used today in projects
around the world. That is the issue about costs.
Let me pursue that a little bit further by looking at the
efforts of the joint advisory panel and the government
to investigate this issue. I refer the house to a report by
Halliburton KBR Pty Ltd entitled Independent Cost
Estimate for the Basslink Victorian Land Route
Development. This is a report commissioned by the
Basslink joint advisory panel to give it some
independent estimates of the costs of various
technologies.
The first two pages of the report — there are only four
other pages — has what is called a ‘Limitations
statement’. It is important that I read to the house from
that statement some of the limitations imposed upon
this so-called independent report:
That scope of services was defined by the requests of the
client —

the client in this case being the joint advisory panel —
by the time and budgetary constraints imposed by the client
and access to information.
Halliburton KBR derived the data in this report from the
document entitled ‘Submission 1 of 3 Victorian land route
optimisation’ prepared by Basslink Pty Ltd and dated
28 March 2002, technical information provided by BPL —

that is Basslink Pty Ltd —
similar South Australian transmission line projects, and
budget quotes provided by vendors of electrical supply
equipment …
In preparing this report, Halliburton KBR has relied upon and
presumed accurate certain information (or absence thereof)
relative to the Basslink project provided by the client and
others identified herein …

This so-called independent report relied on the advice
and the information and costings provided by the
proponent. How can you get an independent evaluation
of the various costings of the project if the information
you are relying on is supplied to you by the proponent?
It will only tell you what it wants to tell you. There is
no independence in this report at all.
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But even so, on page 3 of its report Halliburton KBR
gives a conceptual cost estimate for each option. It
clearly says that the estimated cost for the overhead
option using the proposed measurements suggested in
the final report is $33.1 million. That is in this report,
and that is where I got the $33.1 million I referred to
earlier. It said the overhead cost would be
$33.1 million. It claims that the underground cost using
HVDC technology was estimated at $91 million. It was
not able to even consider the use of HVDC Light
technology because the scope of the reference given to
it by the joint advisory panel simply did not allow it. So
much, we say, for the independent advice sought by the
joint advisory panel.

Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Don’t you care about
commercial risk?

I turn to the last document I want to consider in this
debate. What did the government do? Did it rely totally
on the joint advisory panel for its information? The
answer to that is no. It actually went out and got further
advice on this. I have in front of me a report by
PB Power entitled Basslink — Preliminary review of
HVDC technologies — Confidential — Prepared for
Department of Natural Resources and Environment.

I will conclude by drawing together some of the points
I have made here today. What a farce it all is. What a
farce this decision is to approve the use of pylons for
the Basslink project. I will state some facts. The first
fact is that the use of 180, 45-metre-high pylons is not
necessary for this project. It can be put underground at a
cost comparable to the cost for the change in the sea
cable technology.

PB Power gave some independent advice —
supposedly — on reviewing different technologies and
comparing HVDC and HVDC Light. What did it
conclude? This is what it concluded in its confidential
advice to government:
HVDC Light is a developing technology with rating and
transmission distance abilities not yet proven for the Basslink
requirements by commissioned similar projects worldwide.

So the government just says, ‘Because no-one else has
done it before, we’re not going to have a go at doing it’.
This government is not prepared to be a leader in this
matter.
The report goes on to say:
It should theoretically be able to accommodate the
requirements of Basslink. However, the use of developing
technology implies higher technical and commercial risk to
the owners.

There we go. I read this report and I can see that it
concedes that the use of HVDC Light technology is
technically possible and will probably work, but
because no-one else has had a go at it the government is
not going to have a go at it over this distance because it
may impose more commercial risk to the owners —
more commercial risk to that private multinational
company. That is what this government shied away
from. That was the advice given to it, and it has shown
no initiative and no — —

Hon. P. R. HALL — Absolutely, but there is no
estimate of the commercial risk involved in this — no
estimate at all. The proponents of the $177 million
Murraylink project say there is no commercial risk at
all. What you are saying is, ‘We are going to make the
people of country Victoria, the people of South
Gippsland, pay for all the commercial risks in this
particular project. Stuff you. We don’t care about your
environment. We will proceed the way we want to and
not put any requirements on these people to actually
care for the South Gippsland environment’.

Hon. T. C. Theophanous — So you say.
Hon. P. R. HALL — No, so they say. They said
that the change in the seabed cable technology was
going to cost $75 million to $100 million. If
Mr Theophanous had listened he would have known
that I read that out. Now the independent reports say
that even if you use HVDC technology it will cost an
extra $90 million to put it underground. We changed
the seabed technology; why can’t we change the
land-based technology? There is no difference. That
was the second fact: it can be put underground at a cost
comparable to the cost for the seabed change.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I will listen to your argument;
I hope you will listen to mine.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — If there is a commentary to
make, I will listen to it with great interest in debate. The
project can be put underground at a cost comparable to
the cost of change in the sea cable technology using
HVDC technology, or at virtually no extra cost if using
HVDC Light technology.
The third fact is that if the house does not support the
motion I have moved today, then the people of South
Gippsland will be condemned forever to the sight of
180, 45-metre-high pylons, and one of their great
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natural assets in South Gippsland — the beauty of their
countryside — will be blighted forever. Fact!
The fourth fact is that the result of the next election will
not change the outcome, and the Liberal Party is
kidding itself and trying to hoodwink country
Victorians if it thinks it can require Basslink to go
underground. Legally, it will not be able to do that. It is
as simple as that, and I argued that in the debate.
This government has completely jettisoned country
Victorians with its decision. It does not want to take the
risk, as I said before, of Melburnians complaining about
any power shortages in future summers, so it is making
people in country Victoria — in this case, people in
South Gippsland — pay. The city people take our water
from Gippsland, they take our oil and gas from
Gippsland, they take our coal from Gippsland, and now
they want to take the landscape from Gippsland. It is as
simple as that. They simply do not care. Today the
Labor Party — —
Hon. J. M. McQuilten interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — You are not concerned about
the landscape? You do not think it is a natural asset? If
you are concerned about the landscape, then you will
ensure that these monstrosities are put underground.
We do not have to have them, there are alternatives.
Today the Labor Party has one last chance to prove its
claimed environment credentials and the Liberal Party
has one last chance to show that it cares about country
Victorians and country communities. Today the
National Party has a further opportunity to demonstrate
that it is the only party prepared to stand up for country
Victoria and country communities.
Hon. J. M. McQuilten interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — We will not be letting our
people down and if anyone from the Labor or Liberal
parties has a conscience or at least a little bit of heart to
support country people, then we will welcome their
support on this side of the house.
I urge all honourable members to join the National
Party in revoking these planning scheme amendments
and to show that country people count. They do not
deserve to be abandoned by political parties who claim
they care but by their actions show that they simply do
not.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Jika Jika) — The
one thing I would say about the contribution of the
Honourable Peter Hall is that I agree with his
statements that the Liberal Party is trying to hoodwink
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country Victoria. The Liberal Party is trying to have
two bob each way on this project. It shows again that
the Liberal Party is not fit to govern the state: it cannot
show any leadership.
I am not sure what the federal National Party is doing
because some of them supported the national
government which supports the Basslink proposal with
overhead pylons. I am not sure whether there is a
division between the Vic Nats and their national
counterparts. At least members of the Vic Nats are
standing on some sort of principle by saying that they
believe Basslink should go underground. They are not
so much concerned about cost, but they are standing up
for the principle that they do not like the look of the
pylons in country Victoria.
For its part the Liberal Party is showing absolutely no
leadership on this matter, none whatsoever. If it had
some leadership, its members would get up and say,
‘We support the state government’s position and we
support the position of the national government which
has entered into the same arrangements with Victoria
and Tasmania and decided to support the proposal and
made the tough decision’. Instead the Liberal Party tries
to have two bob each way, and the reason why it can do
that was intimated by Mr Hall in his contribution. The
Liberal Party can have two bob each way because it
knows it is not going to win the next election. It knows
it will never have to implement its policy and try to
negotiate putting Basslink underground. So rather than
scuttle the proposal and be seen to be at odds with their
federal counterparts, Liberal Party members have taken
an expedient, unprincipled position and said, ‘We do
not support the proposal but we are not going to block
it. We are going to allow it to go through, but in the
unlikely event that we are elected to government, we
will look at whether we can put it underground then’.
Hon. R. F. Smith — I’d like two bob each way on
that!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I do not think
you would get two bob each way. I would say that the
odds would be pretty high, Mr Smith.
That is where the Liberal Party is coming from. What
about the National Party and its position on this? The
first thing that must be said about the position adopted
by the National Party, notwithstanding the comments I
made about the principles it is trying to outline, is that it
is wrong. It is wrong on the principles and it is wrong in
relation to this particular project. The most striking
thing is that it is playing populist politics. That is what
this is about. It is a desperate attempt by the Honourable
Peter Hall to get himself elected this time around
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because he is in desperate trouble in his electorate. Let
me show why this can be exposed as populist politics.
Mr Hall and his party had no concerns at all when the
issue was the laying of — —
Hon. K. M. Smith interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I am interested to
hear where you stand, Mr Smith, but I will get around
to you in a minute. There is plenty of time for you. The
fact is that the National and Liberal parties had no
problem with overhead cables when the Portland link
was built.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — It is absolute
nonsense to rely on the technology argument. You
either say, ‘We do not support overhead cables in
country Victoria’ and that is your position — —
Hon. K. M. Smith — That is what you are
allowing. That is what you are supporting.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — No, I am saying
what the National Party says. It either says that or it
turns around and says that it was prepared to allow a
huge long route going down to Portland. It is a massive
distance — and I do not know exactly what it is but I
bet it would be as long, if not longer, to go from the
Latrobe Valley to Portland than it is to go from the
Latrobe Valley to where the link to Tasmania is taking
place.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — You’ve got no idea of the
geography of Victoria, have you? You haven’t got a
clue!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — If you want to
say that it is not as long, Mr Baxter, I am happy for you
to put your argument. You do not like people pointing
out your hypocrisy. You were prepared to support it
back then — —
Hon. R. M. Hallam interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Mr Hallam says,
‘You’ve got to go back 20 years to find it’. Mr Acting
President, I do not know what you think, but I bet the
people of country Victoria who see those overhead
lines all the way down to Portland have their own
thoughts about this. Mr Hallam might explain to those
people why he was prepared to sell them out back then.
He and his party suddenly have some sort of a position
which says, ‘We want to protect the people of Victoria
down in Gippsland’. Let’s not go overboard with the
arguments put up by the National Party, because it, very
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simply, is a party which has no leadership associated
with it whatsoever. It is playing populist politics in this
matter in a desperate attempt to hang on to the few seats
that it is likely to have after the next election.
By way of background I will explain how the solution
that has been proposed came about. A Basslink joint
advisory panel, comprising two members appointed by
the Victorian government, two members appointed by
the Tasmanian government and one commonwealth
government-appointed member, submitted its final
report to the three governments in late June this year.
This independent panel recommended a Victorian land
route using mainly overhead cable from the Loy Yang
terminal station along the valley of Merrimans Creek
across the coastal plain to cross the coast at McGaurans
Beach. The proposal arose from an independent body
made up of the three governments involved.
The government’s proposal included a requirement to
develop a strict environmental management plan. It is a
$500 million project that will employ 550 people in its
construction phase and improve the security of supply
to Victoria. It will give Victoria access to an extra
600 megawatts of power and provide a major boost to
the development of the renewable energy sector in
Australia.
Mr Hall put three arguments — and I intend to address
each of them: firstly, that this was an environmentally
questionable proposal; secondly, that there was no
additional cost involved in putting it underground; and
thirdly, that new technology could be used for an
underground cable.
First of all let me say some things about environmental
practice. If this proposal does not go ahead, if we do not
have a link with Tasmania, we will have difficulties
with the availability of supply in this state. I will
explain what that means. A link to Tasmania of
600 megawatts means that we will not have to build
another power station. It means that we will not have to
build a dirty, environmentally much worse than
anything else you can use, coal-fired, brown-coal power
station — yet another one — in the Latrobe Valley. We
will not have to build that because 600 megawatts of
power will be available for peak load.
From the environmental point of view is it better for
Victoria to have access to 600 megawatts of clean
hydro power or is it better for Victoria to build yet
another power station, pump even more rubbish into the
atmosphere, make itself even more compromised in
greenhouse issues and go down that particular track?
That part of the equation is not mentioned by Mr Hall
in his argument about whether the pylons are visually
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unattractive. Of course in an ideal world people would
prefer not to have the pylons and would prefer to have
the whole lot underground! I live in Northcote and we
have overhead powerlines going down the Merri Creek
in a built-up area in a most appalling situation because
of what past governments have done. While I have
sympathy for the people of Gippsland, there are
existing overhead powerlines that are in built-up areas
and have an effect on a vast number of people, and
those are not being put underground at the moment.
Mr Hall says, ‘I don’t care what happens to you in
Northcote or to the people in Melbourne because
they’re not my concern. I’m only concerned about my
paddocks in Gippsland. That’s what my concern is. I’m
not concerned about any other Victorians’. The reason
Mr Hall’s party is marginalised is that it does not care
about all Victorians, it only cares about one segment —
and even then it makes decisions which in the end are
not even in their interest because he would rather have
another coal-fired power station in the Latrobe Valley
further destroying our environment than get access to
600 megawatts of clean hydro power from Tasmania.
So much for the environmental argument put up by
Mr Hall. More than that, if you have an interchange and
link between Tasmania and the mainland you bring
Tasmania into the national grid. That has the effect that
when prices in Victoria go through the roof as a result
of shortage of supply or when there is peak demand,
that load comes in from Tasmania and not only does it
assist in maintaining the power supply it also has one
other effect: it reduces the price of electricity. Mr Hall
wants to condemn Victorians to facing higher
electricity prices, because there would be no access to
these forms of power. Mr Hall’s proposal would result
in environmental damage, and it would result in higher
electricity prices for the people of Victoria. That is the
first set of arguments that have to be put.
The second set of arguments relate to the use of high
voltage direct current (HVDC) technology. A review
was conducted by PB Power. The report states:
HVDC Light is a developing technology with rating of
transmission distance abilities not yet proven for the Basslink
requirements by commissioned similar projects worldwide. It
should theoretically be able to accommodate the requirements
of Basslink. However, the use of developing technology
implies higher technical and commercial risk to the owners.

Mr Hall says — —
Hon. P. R. Hall — So be it.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — ‘So be it, let the
owners have this higher technical and commercial risk’,
but he is not prepared to say it would be at a higher
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cost. He is not prepared to add that. I will give Mr Hall
a lesson in commercial risk.
Hon. P. R. Hall — I don’t need lessons from you.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I think you do. If
you are asking a private company to accept a very high
level of commercial risk, there is a cost with that.
Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The fact that
Mr Hall has been lobbied by a company that did not get
the contract to build Basslink is no reason why we
should take his word for something like that. I do not
usually come in here and support one company over
another, unlike Mr Hall, but I will tell Mr Hall
something about the company he wants to promote. It is
simple and straightforward. It had an opportunity to put
in a bid, like all the other companies. It had an
opportunity to put its bid in, and if it had been able to
put in a bid that was cheaper and better than what had
been put up by Basslink I am sure the independent
panel that reviewed the bids would have accepted it.
For that company to come running to Mr Hall saying,
‘We can do it now. We have now discovered somehow
that we can do it’, is not an argument. Mr Hall has lost
the argument in relation to the technical capacity.
Hon. P. R. Hall — I have lost the argument?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — You have lost the
argument because the basis of your argument is a
company with a vested interest that failed in its bid.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — It did not even put a bid in; it
was not interested.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — It certainly had
the opportunity to put in any bid it wanted, Mr Baxter.
I will go on to other issues in relation to this proposal.
The other thing to be said about the proposal is that the
federal government has accepted it. I will read from a
letter from the Honourable David Kemp, federal
Minister for the Environment and Heritage, who is part
of the federal Liberal–National coalition government,
which is a party to this proposal. I do not know what
goes on in the National Party, but obviously the
Victorian National Party is totally irrelevant so far as
National Party policies are concerned because its
national counterpart is not listening to it. Either that is
the case or it has, in a callous way, decided to try to
take a politically opportune approach where the
Victorian National Party takes one position and the
National Party federally does something completely
different by allowing this proposal to go through.
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I refer to what David Kemp says in his press release
dated 13 September 2002:
All of the evidence before me confirms that as long as the
proposed monitoring and management arrangements are
implemented the Basslink project will not have an adverse
impact on the environment.

That is what David Kemp, not the Labor Party, says on
behalf of the national government, which includes the
Liberal Party and the National Party. The media release
further states:
Dr Kemp said the decision was taken after a rigorous
commonwealth environmental assessment of the project
under the Environment Protection (Impact of Proposals) Act
1974 and the development of a number of recommendations
as part of the joint assessment panel report and
recommendations made by Environment Australia.

Dr Kemp is convinced that the environmental issues
have been addressed. I look forward to the National
Party getting up and telling the house how the federal
government, of which it is a part, made the wrong
decision on this, and attacking Dr Kemp. The press
release goes on to say:
The commonwealth has endorsed all conditions of both state
government decisions.

It has endorsed all the decisions, including the overhead
powerlines. Normally I am not a great fan of David
Kemp, and I think he did a pretty ordinary job in
education, but on this issue he has taken the responsible
decision, which is the decision of all three governments.
I have to comment about the Liberal Party’s position
because the Liberal Party has waxed and waned on this
and has not been able to make up its mind about any of
it. I will comment on some of the points that have been
made by some members of the Liberal Party. The then
shadow minister for natural resources, energy and ports,
the Honourable Carlo Furletti, and the Honourable
Philip Davis were interviewed about Basslink by the
Yarram Standard News. It said that a spokesperson for
the Basslink Concerned Citizens, Colin McAllan, said
Messrs Furletti and Davis strongly reiterated that this
was the opposition policy on Basslink — fully
underground or not at all.
Of course Mr Philip Davis is going to do a complete
backflip on that position. He thought that if he went out
and said the Liberal Party would not support Basslink
unless it went underground he would somehow be able
to have it both ways. He knew full well that he could go
out, make this sort of statement and never have to face
the consequences. I urge the Honourable Philip Davis
to adopt a leadership position on this and to start
showing that the Liberal Party actually can lead. I urge
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him to get up and say that the Liberal Party is happy for
the proposal to go ahead, as its federal counterparts
have done.
I hope Mr Davis can bring himself to the point of
saying that the proposal will go ahead as has been
proposed in contractual arrangements, with an overhead
pylon component. Let us see if he is going to try to
mislead the people of this state into thinking that
somehow — in the very unlikely event that his party
got into government — he would put this cable
underground. He knows very well he has no intention,
none whatsoever, of putting this cable underground in
the unlikely and unfortunate event of his party getting
into government. The best thing he could do would be
to show a bit of leadership and moral fibre and get
up — —
Hon. R. F. Smith — Timely.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Yes, very timely,
Mr Smith, for the Honourable Philip Davis to show a
bit of leadership, because it is a bit lacking on the other
side of the house at the moment, and he might do
himself some credit if he were to show that level of
leadership.
That is the position that was adopted by the Liberal
Party at that time. The Latrobe Valley Express of
27 June also quotes Mr Philip Davis:
Liberal MLC for Gippsland Province Philip Davis is standing
firm on his ‘no pylons’ position … ‘it should be all
underground, nothing else’, he said.

Let me make it absolutely clear: if the members of the
Liberal Party want this to go underground and it is
underground or nothing, they should take up the offer
of the National Party and vote against it, because that is
the way of guaranteeing that it will not get through.
You know something, Mr President, they are not going
to do it. You know why? Because ultimately they know
that it is going to be pylons, and they have not got the
honesty or the courage to go out to the people of
Victoria and tell them the truth. They have not got the
capacity to do that. I look forward to the contribution of
Mr Davis because I am sure he is going to wax lyrical
about how he expects his party to get into government,
and when it does — and so forth. It is absolute
nonsense.
Hon. Philip Davis — You can’t bear the thought
that we will do something that you are not capable of
doing!
Hon. M. R. Thomson — Victorians can’t bear the
thought.
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Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — That’s right, the
Victorians can’t bear that thought.
But if there is one thing the National Party said that is
true, it is that the opposition has the opportunity to stop
it in its tracks right now but it is not going to do that
because it has no intention of putting the cables
underground. It is simply trying to hoodwink — I think
that is the word the Honourable Peter Hall used —
country Victoria. The government can only concur with
those words.
The Labor Party has adopted a position on this. It
understands that the National Party does not like that
position. It understands that the National Party has a
different view. We have considered the views of the
independent panel very carefully in determining our
position, and it is a very complex issue.
I want to refer briefly to some of the issues dealt with in
the final panel report on the Basslink proposal. It says:
Basslink is one of a number of proposals, of varying degrees
of development, to augment Victoria’s electricity supply
capacity and to overcome predicted shortages at times of peak
demand.

That is the fundamental reason that we need to have
this link. The second reason is, as the report says:
The Tasmanian electricity generating system faces immediate
and long-term supply and demand balancing problems, with
current average demand (1128 MW) exceeding the long-term
capability of the hydro system (1105 MW).

So there is a problem also in Tasmania. The report goes
on to say:
… it is unlikely that any major expansion of demand in
Tasmania could be met —

and I add ‘by other means’, which the report outlines. It
continues:
Basslink would help to meet growing electricity demand in
the state and improve reliability of supply, while at the same
time enabling Tasmania to enter the NEM —

the national electricity grid —
and earn significant revenue.

It improves competition between the states. It will
allow the Tasmanian electricity to be sold on the
national electricity market, it will allow an effective
exchange of electricity overcapacity which is vital to
the system, and it will be to the benefit of the people of
Victoria and Tasmania.
In conclusion, the National Party has correctly said that
the Liberal Party is trying to hoodwink country Victoria
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by the position it has taken, because it has taken a
completely unprincipled position. On the other hand the
National Party is simply following populist policies in
relation to this because it is part of a national
government which has taken the decision alongside
Victoria. It is trying to have two bob each way by
pretending that somehow the Victorian Liberals are
different from the national Liberals. They too have
shown no leadership and no understanding of the issues
involved in this project, which will benefit the people of
Victoria and Tasmania.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Sitting suspended 12.59 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Bob Jane T-Marts 1000
Hon. G. R. CRAIGE (Central Highlands) — I
congratulate Mark Skaife and Jim Richards for a
magnificent win on Sunday in the Bob Jane T-Marts
1000, which was held at Mount Panorama, Bathurst.
This was a great win for Victoria, not only the win by
Mark and Jim but also Bob Jane from Victoria. I also
congratulate Jason Bright and Tomas Mezera who
came third in a Holden Racing Team vehicle. I also
place on record my congratulations to Rick Kelly and
Nathan Pretty of the Holden Young Lions. Holden
Racing Team deserves to be congratulated. It is a
Victorian Melbourne-based organisation and it did an
excellent job.
Many Victorians go on an annual pilgrimage to
Bathurst. It is a special event, but the organiser, the
International Marketing Group (IMG), deserves a
raspberry. IMG has made this an absolute disgrace year
after year. I want to say to Bathurst council, and to V8
super cars, change and get an organisation that can
properly manage an event like the V8 racing at
Bathurst. Change and get somebody else so that we can
enjoy our racing properly.

Parthenon Marbles
Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I condemn
the Liberal Party for its hollow words and utter
hypocrisy on the issue of the return of the Parthenon
Marbles from the British museum to their rightful home
in Greece, an issue that has had longstanding bipartisan
support until now. It is an absolute joke that at last
night’s annual general meeting of the Victorian branch
of the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association the
Liberal and National party members present combined
to defeat a reasonable proposal by Premier Bracks that

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Thursday, 17 October 2002

COUNCIL

CPA members, when undertaking study tours funded
by this Parliament, advocate and lobby for the return of
the Parthenon Marbles when meeting with British
parliamentarians and the CPA secretariat in London.
Despite this, all Labor members will continue to
support this issue at every opportunity, including CPA
study tours.
Liberal Party members have been exposed as the
hypocrites they are. Despite rhetoric in the past from
former Premier Kennett, former Liberal Party leader
Napthine, and the honourable member for Caulfield in
another place, Mrs Shardey, when it came to the crunch
and they had the opportunity to support a practical
measure that would assist to bring about the return of
the Parthenon Marbles to Greece they failed to deliver.
As for the CPA Victorian branch, it needs to dust off
the cobwebs and make itself relevant to and value for
money for all Victorians.
Hon. Bill Forwood — You are a disgrace!
Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS — No, you are the
disgrace. You are a pack of hypocrites.

Parthenon Marbles
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — We just
heard the word ‘hypocrites’ thrown across the chamber
by Ms Mikakos. I will expose her hypocrisy. She came
to the meeting last night with some of her colleagues.
We welcomed them to the CPA meeting as we do not
often see them. We had a letter from the Premier
suggesting that CPA members would be required, as
part of their duties, to lobby the British government for
the return of the Elgin Marbles. I moved a motion
suggesting that members were perfectly at liberty to do
so, and that they would be encouraged to make
representations on any issue they so chose, bearing in
mind the usual courtesies. But we did not believe it was
appropriate that they be directed so to do.
That was widely debated with a lot of contributions.
Even Ms Mikakos agreed with the objections
Mr Strong put forward. My motion was subsequently
passed. Ms Mikakos oddly asked for her dissension to
be recorded. Then she and some of her colleagues did
not have the decency to remain for the rest of the
meeting; they got up and walked out. They spat the
dummy and did not have the common courtesy to
remain at the meeting, which then almost failed through
lack of a quorum. It is outrageous that she would come
in here today and endeavour to paint an entirely false
picture of what occurred.
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Drugs: heroin deaths
Hon. J. W. G. ROSS (Higinbotham) — I wish to
take note of the so-called heroin toll published in the
Herald Sun today showing 48 deaths so far this year.
The Victorian Institute of Forensic Medicine prepares
these figures. Such deaths do not always occur at the
time of heroin abuse and can be due to secondary
causes such as pneumonia where death may occur in
hospital some weeks after the designated fatal overdose
of heroin.
Definitions aside, that figure is still too high and I urge
the community to maintain the fight against drug abuse.
In particular I applaud the commonwealth government
for its tough-on-drugs campaign. That policy has
resulted in a number of significant drug seizures and
has reduced the availability of heroin. However, it is
timely to compare, using the same data, today’s figure
with the projections of the Drug Policy Expert
Committee and its chairman, Dr David Penington.
Figure 3.9 in the committee’s stage 2 report predicted
that by now 400 deaths would have occurred, and that
greatly influenced the government’s decision to
introduce legislation to provide up to five heroin
injection facilities around the Melbourne metropolitan
area. That legislation was defeated in this house.
The truth is the declining death rate from heroin
overdoses was apparent at the time the legislation was
being prepared. Today’s figure of deaths from heroin
overdose is nearly 350 less, and only 13 per cent of
what was predicted by the Drug Policy Expert
Committee. It completely vindicates the decision of this
house to refuse passage of such inappropriate
legislation.

Justice Geoffrey Flatman
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — I pay tribute to
the life of the late Geoffrey Flatman, Justice of the
Supreme Court. Justice Flatman died in office on
18 September 2002. Geoff Flatman was sworn in by the
Governor as a judge of the Supreme Court on 18 July
2001. His Honour was born on 7 July 1944. His father
was a bank manager and as a result Geoff grew up in a
number of rural townships. He was educated at various
country schools, including Merbein State School and
Mildura High School, and then as a boarding student at
Wesley College. He graduated from Melbourne
University with degrees in arts and law in 1969. He
served his articles of clerkship with J. H. Trotter, was
admitted to practice in 1970 and then worked as an
employee solicitor at Sackville Wilks and Co. In 1971
Geoff was called to the Victorian bar and read in the
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chambers of Michael Black, now Chief Justice of the
Federal Court.
Geoff developed a substantial civil and criminal
practice which had begun in the Magistrates Court and
moved quickly into trial work in the County Court,
much of it on behalf of the Public Solicitor and the
Legal Aid Commission. Then he went on to Supreme
Court trials and appellate work in the Criminal Court of
Appeal and the High Court.
Geoff Flatman was well known as an able, hardworking
and astute advocate. He was appointed Chief Crown
Prosecutor in 1994 and the Director of Public
Prosecutions in 1995, and in the same year he took silk.
Geoff Flatman had a remarkably inclusive style,
leading by example and encouraging cooperative effort.
Geoff’s appointment to the Supreme Court in July 2001
was seen as a natural extension to a distinguished legal
career. I extend my sincere condolences to
Mrs Margaret Flatman and family.
The PRESIDENT — Time! I point out that when I
call time, the recording goes off, so there is no point in
honourable members going on.

Drought: government assistance
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — I rise to
bring to the attention of city people in Victoria the
seriousness of this drought and to make them aware of
a situation which has never been seen before in
irrigation areas. Irrigators in the Goulburn system,
which is in the area the Honourable Bill Baxter and I
represent, are the worst affected.
This is the first year that irrigators have not received
100 per cent of their water right. The price of water has
now reached $451 a megalitre. This will have a huge
impact on food production. Our Goulburn Valley is
known as the food bowl of Australia. The dairy farmers
who cannot afford to buy water will now have to sell
their cows. In horticulture, farmers may not put their
crops in or their crops will fail and they will sell their
water instead. If fruit and vegetable growers cannot buy
water, their production will collapse.
With five years of low rainfall, not much rain recently
and given that we are now coming into summer, our
water storages are at the lowest level on record for this
time of year. Our producers are facing really tough
times, and I call on the government to do all it can to
support them.
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Gunnamatta: sewage outfall
Hon. B. C. BOARDMAN (Chelsea) — Last
Sunday in excess of 2000 people attended a very
important rally on the Mornington Peninsula, protesting
about the Gunnamatta outfall. In my capacity as the
local Western Port candidate, with Mr Martin Dixon,
the candidate for Nepean, I attended the rally and
addressed the crowd. In addition to our addressing the
crowd, members of the Clean Ocean Foundation, the
Surfriders Association and the Gunnamatta Action
Group spoke at the rally.
There was not a single representative of the government
at that forum. This is undoubtedly one of the most — if
not the most — important issues facing the community
on the Mornington Peninsula and indeed the whole of
Melbourne. It is extraordinary that the government did
not bother to send a single representative. Nonetheless
it did have a member of the Labor Party there. The
Labor candidate for Nepean got up and in a quite
inappropriate and opportunistic manner decided she
was going to solicit votes from the crowd. Not only did
members of the crowd howl her down and give her a
very clear message that they were not impressed by her
opportunistic statements but they sent an equally clear
message to the government: the people of Gunnamatta,
the people of the Mornington Peninsula do not want the
outfall extended. That was quite clear.
This government had better come back with a better
proposal and a better policy than it has at the moment
or the resonance at the ballot box — whenever that may
be — will be much stronger than 2 kilometres of
pipeline underwater.

Bali: terrorist attack
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Jika Jika) — I wish
to put on record my outrage at the cowardly attack on
Australians in Bali and pass on my condolences to the
families of those confirmed as dead and my hope for
recovery of the injured.
I want to make mention of some Greek Australians and
their families. There are four young Greek Australian
women from Sydney still missing, two of whom went
to Bali after the wedding of their sister. They are
Dimitra Kotronakis, 27; Elizabeth Kotronakis, 33;
Christine Betmalin, 29; and Louisa Zervos, 33.
Confirmed dead are David Maheridis and Dave
Mavroudis, 29, who went to Bali with the Dolphin
Beach Football Club. Sofia Karagiannis, 27, from
Carrum, Victoria, was injured, and she has stated that
she feels very lucky that she escaped with light burns.
Sofia is a dental nurse. She went to Bali for a holiday
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with her boyfriend. They both escaped the blast and
were until yesterday in a hospital in Bali. They are
expected to return to Melbourne today.
I am sure I speak for all honourable members in
expressing our hope for all the missing and injured and
our view that the perpetrators must be brought to
account as soon as possible.
Honourable Members — Hear, hear!
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public houses when the Bracks government demolished
the Raglan–Ingles public housing estate in May 2001.
While I agree that the estate needed to be refurbished as
it was in a very bad condition, it has been 18 months
since the Raglan–Ingles site was demolished and there
is no sign of construction. In fact, it is a paddock with
grass on it, as it has been, and a sign saying ‘This is the
place to be’. It is not the place to be, and there are
64 families without homes.

St Albans Lunar Festival
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Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I
would like to take this opportunity to praise the work of
some Asian traders in St Albans. Last week I attended
the fundraising dinner for the lunar festival at
St Albans. Four years ago I and my colleague in the
other place the honourable member for Keilor, George
Seitz, were involved in setting up the festival with a
group of traders and the Brimbank City Council.

Debate resumed.

The festival has been very successful in the last four
years. Last year about 40 000 people attended. One aim
of the festival is to promote the culture of the
Vietnamese community to the larger community. The
second aim is to promote business in the area. Every
year the traders work with the council and other
community organisations to make sure the festival is a
success.

A Labor minister on 14 September 1990 clearly
indicated the Labor Party view about electricity lines on
pylons or poles or in any other form. The Honourable
David White, who was the Minister for Industry and
Economic Planning, made it quite clear as far back as
1990 that we were in a phase of transition moving from
conventional technology and to a new way of
delivering electricity reticulation. That article
particularly states:

I wish the committee all the best in the coming years. I
would like also to take this opportunity to encourage
the Brimbank City Council to work closely with the
traders to ensure the festival goes ahead.
The PRESIDENT — Time!

Housing: Port Melbourne
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I was
pleased to read in the Port Phillip Leader of 14 October
that the Department of Human Services claims that the
demand for public houses in South Melbourne has
fallen in the last three months. That is all very well, but
while there are 208 people less on the waiting list, that
does not hide the fact that 2320 people are still waiting
and 556 of them are high priority, waiting for
emergency public housing.
Sally Jope from the Brotherhood of St Laurence stated
that although the figures have dropped in the last three
months they still indicate the need for more public
housing in the area. I concur with that.
In Port Melbourne the shortage of public housing stock
has been made worse by the removal of 64 family-size

Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Today I
picked up a newspaper clipping with the headline
‘Government to bury powerlines’. I was very impressed
by that article because I guess that is really what the
whole debate is about: what is the government’s
attitude to dealing with high-voltage transmission lines?

Melbourne’s unsightly powerlines and poles are set to
disappear under government plans announced today.
The first stage of the radical project was launched today by
the Minister for Industry and Economic Planning, Mr White,
who claims the scheme will beautify Melbourne’s suburbs
while saving money.
…
The move follows the recent development of technology that
has greatly reduced the comparative cost of overhead and
underground power cables.
The chief general manager of the SEC, Mr George Bates —

the now late Mr George Bates —
said the scheme offers several benefits.
Electricity supply will be more secure, there will be much
more attractive streetscapes, and underground supply is easier
and therefore more economic to install.
…
A spokesman for the Australian Conservation Foundation,
Mr Peter Allen, said the move was welcome, but long
overdue.
‘We’ve been calling for underground cables for at least
10 years’, he said.
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That article is a reflection of the values of the time,
some 12 years ago. It was pertinent to a government
attitude reflected by the then Labor government to what
was appropriate for its Melbourne citizens.
The debate in this house today on Basslink brings into
contrast quite sharply the differing values that seem to
exist between the present government and country
constituents. On 13 September this year the government
announced its decision to approve the Basslink proposal
using pylons for the land leg in Gippsland, which
means that 180 pylons of some 45 metres height will be
constructed to carry cable from McGaurans Beach
through Giffard, up through the Merriman Creek
valley, through Willung to Gormandale and across to
Loy Yang.
The debate raging on this matter for some three years
has been torrential. The process that led to the
government announcement has been long and arduous
and, on a personal level, it has been quite a journey for
me. Many of the people who have been directly
involved in the issue are not just known to me as
constituents but are my neighbours and friends. From a
personal perspective I found this one of the most
difficult issues I have had to deal with as a member of
Parliament. Because of that intimacy I am familiar with
the impact the project will have on the local
community.
I refer to people such as Dan Boland, who is the owner
of the farm where Basslink comes ashore at McGaurans
Beach; John and Winkie Mactier, who for 27 years
were my next-door neighbours and whose property
Basslink will traverse; Peter and Nicki Jennings, who
have been very actively involved in the campaign, both
of whom are very good friends of my wife and me and
their children are very close friends of my children and
attend school together; Graeme and Frankie
MacLennan, who were involved in the campaign for a
period; and, of course, one could not overlook
Rosemary and Fergus Irving. Dr Rosemary Irving has
been the face and the voice of the No Pylons campaign
since January 2000. I have broken bread and shared a
meal and a discussion with all those people on many
occasions, so I have found the challenge to find a
solution to this enormously difficult issue a very
personal one.
Many other people who I know well have been
involved in the campaign. Going back to the inception
of the Gippsland community campaign against pylons I
must mention Rob Liley and Don Fairbrother from Fish
Creek. Rob Liley and I served together on the Victorian
Farmers Federation pastoral council for a long period,
and I know Rob particularly well. I have also known
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Don Fairbrother through the VFF. Keith Borthwick,
who is president of the Basslink Concerned Citizens
group, which has a position not only against pylons but
in favour of stopping the whole Basslink project, is
known to me and was a neighbour in my former
farming district of Giffard. Jeff Robbins lives not too
far away from where I farmed for 27 years and is
known to me as well. These people are not just
constituents, they are people with whom I have an
intimate familiarity; so I understand very personally
how they feel about this project.
There are many people who have been engaged in this
debate who I know also, but not as well. Many have
been strong advocates. They are reasonable, sensible
human beings simply trying to get on with their lives
undisturbed by the impact of a major project that is
going to inevitably change their quiet enjoyment of
their landscape. I place on the record as a matter of fact
that there is nobody in this chamber, absolutely
nobody — indeed, nobody in the Parliament of
Victoria — who has such an intimate involvement with
the people whose lives this project will affect.
It is important to give some background to what the
issues are. Basslink is a major energy initiative that will
allow Tasmania to enter the national electricity
market — that is, the wholesale market where
electricity generators can compete to sell their output. It
will link the electricity grids of Tasmania and Victoria
by a combined subsea and overland high voltage direct
current interconnector that will run from Loy Yang
across Bass Strait to Bell Bay in northern Tasmania.
Basslink will have the capacity to operate at
480 megawatts continuously, or up to 600 megawatts
capacity for some hours to provide peak export current.
It will enable Hydro Tasmania to export to Victoria,
and that will create a capacity to maintain off-peak
power flows into Victoria.
It includes a fibre-optic telecommunications cable
between Tasmania and the mainland, and the
construction cost is approximately $500 million. There
are issues to do with security of supply into the
southern Australian area defined by Nemmco, basically
Victoria and South Australia, with a forecast shortfall of
supply for 2003–04 and beyond. This shortfall can be
addressed by Basslink or by utilising peak-load gas
turbines; for example, in a submission the operators of a
recently commissioned 300 megawatt gas turbine at
Loy Yang have indicated that it is interested in further
developments, and AES has recently deferred a
decision to proceed with a 500 megawatt station at
Stonehaven because presumably the market conditions
are not right.
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This issue has attracted widespread community, media
and political interest across Gippsland, and to some
extent in Melbourne, but largely the debate has raged
with a singular focus in Gippsland. There will be
people across the state who will be familiar with the
issue in the sense that they understand what the broad
concept is but hardly have any understanding about the
level of community concern about the matter.
A number of community groups have operated
independently and as a coalition to oppose the project
selectively, mostly opposing the use of the
45-metre-high pylons and overhead cables, but there is
one group opposed to Basslink in its entirety. All local
members of Parliament, including the Minister for
Agriculture, have spoken out against Basslink and/or
pylons, and opposition has also come from the
Wellington Shire Council, the Latrobe City Council,
the Gippsland Trades and Labour Council, electricity
unions and generator companies. There are no known
advocates for the project in Gippsland.
Repeated requests to government ministers to inspect
the Basslink route and to meet with local groups and
residents have been denied, and correspondence has not
been entered into.
Hon. P. R. Hall — Not one.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — As Mr Hall interjects, not
one Victorian minister of the Crown has either met with
a deputation or inspected the route. I shall give some
further background about the project. The concept of
linking — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Mr Theophanous, if you
quietly enjoy my contribution you will establish at the
conclusion that undeniably the position that the Liberal
Party has set out is a responsible approach to solving
this dilemma. The background to this project is that the
concept was first of linking the Tasmanian and
Victorian electricity grids and has been under
consideration since the 1950s. Following the
establishment of the national electricity market, the
Tasmanian government committed to join the national
electricity market via an interconnection with Victoria.
In February 1998 the Tasmanian government
established the Basslink Development Board to
facilitate development of the Basslink project. The
Basslink Development Board sought expressions of
interest from potential proponents to build, own and
operate Basslink. At the same time the board set up
Basslink Pty Ltd as the nominal proponent to initiate
preliminary environmental planning and impact
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assessment studies in advance of the selection of the
ultimate proponent.
An initial shortlist of 4, drawn from 14 competitive
bids, was announced in November 1998 followed by a
further reduction to this in November 1999. The
Tasmanian Premier announced the preferred proponent
on 28 February 2000 as National Grid International Ltd,
a wholly owned subsidiary of the National Grid group
which acquired Basslink Pty Ltd from its interim
owner, the development board.
It is important always to put the background on the
record. There is a chronology of what I will describe as
community reaction to this proposal, which I will come
to shortly, but this is a project which has been approved
by the Victorian Bracks Labor government. On
13 September the government announced by way of a
media release and by then issuing formal notices of
approval in relation to the planning schemes which are
under discussion today that this project would proceed.
So far as we know, no Victorian government minister
has ever traversed the land affected by this project.
They have certainly never indicated by any thought,
word or deed that they even had any interest in the
project. There has been a total policy vacuum on the
part of the Victorian government. One may ask why is
the Gippsland community so widely galvanised against
pylons? There are numerable reasons. I suppose those
who forced the Labor government of the 1980s to
underground the high-voltage transmission lines in the
vicinity of the Merri Creek in Richmond did so for
exactly the same reasons that members of the
Gippsland community have been advocating for the
past three years.
Hon. P. R. Hall — Depending where you live; in
Melbourne they look after you!
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — That interjection is again
worthy of consideration. In recent times I have found
myself in vigorous agreement with much of what
Mr Hall has said in this house, and much of the
contribution Mr Hall has made today is indeed fine and
worth while. There are some points at issue, however,
between us, and I will come to them momentarily.
Before I do so I would like to continue about some of
the reasons why Gippsland citizens are opposed to
pylons.
Overhead cables are reviled because of their impact on
the landscape, environment and amenity values. Pylons
have a visual impact many kilometres from the viewer.
Contemporary community values and attitudes strongly
favour undergrounding of electricity cables, as is
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evidenced, as mentioned in the introduction to my
contribution, going back to 1990 when it was a Labor
energy minister, David White, who announced that the
reticulation of electricity in urban areas would be in
future confined to underground options.
The community, particularly women, are alarmed about
health risks from electromagnetic fields which are
associated with overhead cables. Having served as a
shadow energy minister I am familiar with the
dichotomy that exists between the various parties that
argue the point about whether there are risks to human
health. It was only as recently as 8 October this year
that an article in the Age made the direct link between
powerlines and cancer. The article, headed ‘US study
links powerlines to cancer,’ states:
Overhead powerlines and household electrical appliances
increase the risk of cancer …
The Californian study, the largest held into the effects of
EMFs on health, suggests that hundreds of thousands of
people, particularly children, are at risk from life-threatening
illnesses linked to the emissions. Pregnant women are also at
greater risk of miscarrying.

I am not a scientist, but I am well familiar with the
reality of the concern which the community expresses
about this issue. Whether ultimately another study will
contradict the one that I have just referred to, as has
been the history of the debate around this issue for
probably 70 years, we will have to wait and see. For the
time being, however, it is worth while being cautious.
There is no doubt that Gippsland citizens see that
undergrounding Basslink would preserve landscape and
economic and social values. Undergrounding Basslink
would also reduce the impact on farm operations, and,
due to narrow easement requirements for underground
cables in comparison to overhead transmission lines, it
would have less impact on land-holders. Underground
cables would not be affected by bushfires as would
overhead lines. Maintenance costs for insulated
underground cables would be only a fraction of the cost
of maintaining overhead lines.
Given that the electricity industry is now largely
operated by the private sector there is a reasonable
expectation, in the community at least, that there is an
obligation on the Crown to meet some costs in relation
to community values. It is certainly the case that the
government has community service obligations in
respect of citizens who are of straitened means in the
form of a series of energy concessions dealing with gas
and electricity and, indeed, water concessions. Those
concessions are seen as a community service obligation
on government, and there is no doubt that the citizens
of Gippsland look to government to provide that sort of
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assistance to them to ensure that their amenity values
are not impacted upon. There is therefore an argument
that the state could contribute to the cost of
undergrounding Basslink.
Further, with the rapid development of HVDC Light
technology, Basslink may be one of the last major
transmission projects constructed with conventional
technology. This is evidenced by the commissioning of
Directlink and Murraylink with HVDC Light projects
in Australia; indeed, Murraylink recently received an
environmental award. There are many international
examples of the use of HVDC Light underground
projects, including the Cross-Sound cable project,
which has a capacity of 330 megawatts and a cable
route of approximately 41 kilometres — which is under
sea and under land; the Lake Erie Link project being
developed by Transenergie US, with approximately
13 kilometres of cable underground and 110 kilometres
under sea; and the Harbour Cable project, with a
capacity of 330 to 660 megawatts and approximately
10.5 kilometres of cable underground and 25 kilometres
under sea. In these cases HVDC Light with
underground cables has been proven to be
commercially and technically more attractive than
conventional overhead lines. These projects clearly
indicate trends away from the conventional technology
and towards HVDC Light underground, which is
indeed proving to be cost competitive.
I will reflect a little on the process that has occurred
over the last several years. The first public introduction
of this project was at a public meeting convened on
8 September 1999. That public meeting was to offer the
opportunity for the project to be explained to the
Gippsland community. Before that meeting occurred
there was a meeting between the Basslink development
board represented by the executive chairman, Dr Mike
Vertigan, local government representatives, and all
Gippsland members of Parliament.
I well recall that at that very first meeting, which was at
about 5.30 p.m. on 8 September 1999, after Dr Vertigan
had explained the proposal to the local members of
Parliament and received the appropriate response from
everybody in the room, I put my hand on the map that
was on the table and said straight out to him that it was
my view that this project would never ever be built on
the route alignment that had been proposed at that time
by the Basslink development board — that is, coming
ashore at Cape Liptrap and through West Gippsland. I
told him that the community views — even without the
community having been informed about the project —
were such that that project would never proceed. I then
dragged the map across the table and, with the detailed
geographic knowledge I have as a local member, put
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my finger on the map right on top of the location where
my farm was and said, ‘That is where this project will
eventually be built, because every other route will have
such opposition to it that you will never be able to
persuade anyone to build it there’.

Agriculture, who also attended that rally, indicated his
opposition to pylons and said he had written to the
Premier to tell him so.

The point I was making was that it was the line of least
resistance. It was where the fewest land-holders would
be impacted on by such a proposal. There was no doubt
in my mind about that at that time. But we went
through this farce where, for three years, the whole of
the Gippsland community, virtually from Leongatha to
Longford, were engaged in an extremely stressful
process, while the clever people worked out the line of
least resistance so they could push this project through
at a cost to Gippsland citizens. I am disappointed,
frankly, that the effort, the financial resources and the
intellectual knowledge were not applied in a practical
way such that the thousands of people who have had
their lives disturbed for some years could have avoided
that pain, which could have occurred had the clever
people worked out where they really wanted to put the
project in the first place. That is a great shame.

Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I would say it carried a
huge amount of weight, given the apparent result. The
fact is that no responsible government minister ever
met again with anybody who was involved in this
debate.

In any event, as I predicted, that is where it ended up,
and I had no doubt from the outset that that was where
it would be. When that meeting adjourned and we
moved to the public hall, 1300 people attended the
public meeting that evening and roundly condemned
the project and made it clear that Gippsland citizens did
not want to see pylons built through Gippsland. I give
credit in particular to Rob Liley, whom I mentioned
earlier, for convening that initial stage of the protest.
Then, of course, most Gippsland citizens worked out
very quickly, just as I had, where along the coast this
project was more likely to be a threat. It was then that
the No Pylons group was established by Dr Rosemary
Irving and began its long campaign against pylons. The
Wellington shire indicated its concern at that time by
refusing to meet with the Basslink board, preferring to
meet with the community to ascertain its concerns.
In January 2000 a crowd of 360 persons attended a
public meeting at Woodside to pledge their opposition
to pylons on the proposed Reeves Beach. Then the
citizens of Gormandale and Carrajung also united
against Basslink. In February 2000 — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Theophanous
should sit in his seat or leave the room.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — In February 2000 more
than 500 people marched down the main street of
Yarram, and I was one of them. The Minister for

Hon. W. R. Baxter interjected.

There was a rally in Traralgon in March of 2000
attended by 150 persons. National Grid International
then confirmed that it was the preferred tenderer for
Basslink and that its project brief provided no flexibility
for underground cables. At that point the terms of
reference were being established by the Victorian
government for the joint advisory panel process, and
the Victorian government was delinquent in not
requiring that an underground option be considered
when setting out the terms of reference at that time.
Ever since March 2000 there has been significant
debate about the opportunity to use underground cables
as an option. Even as far back as then, a company by
the name of Olex Cables claimed that undergrounding
was a viable option, expecting that it would add only
$30 million to the $500 million project cost.
In April 2000 the No Pylons group welcomed a
directive from the then Minister for Planning that the
joint advisory panel must consider the underground
option. It was delinquent at first but at least responded
to the representations by the community.
In June 2000 Bob Brown threw the Australian Greens
party’s weight behind the anti-Basslink push at a public
meeting at the Woodside hall, which I can testify was
well attended. There was concern among fishing
communities about the impact on access to fishing
areas and there were meetings between National Grid
and fishermen at Port Albert during July 2000.
In August 2000 new routes were proposed and
concerns were expressed by farmers at Darriman,
Giffard and Stradbroke, with people being briefed on
the details of the proposed new routes. Indeed there was
a silent protest at the Woodside hall in view of the
consultative committee which was established, which
Mr Hall alluded to earlier, to deal with the environment
effects statement process. In September 2000 the
Wellington shire launched its campaign against
Basslink and announced the formation of the
Wellington No Pylons Coalition. In October 2000
Basslink Pty Ltd named its preferred route and in
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November 2000 conservationists protested about
pylons through the Mullundung State Forest.
In November 2000 the Gormandale community backed
a no-Basslink stance at a meeting at the Gormandale
hall. There were concerns about and fear of flooding
and environmental damage at Jack Smiths Lake. In
December 2000 National Grid announced that it would
use 45-metre-high pylons to carry Basslink through
Gippsland — and so it goes. I can recite the chronology
in some detail, but it comes down to the fact that there
was a series of developments that progressively
engaged the whole of the Gippsland community from
Leongatha to Longford. The most regrettable aspect of
the management of the issue by the proponent from the
outset of the establishment of the Basslink
Development Board was that it was completely
insensitive to the concern and alarm that it engendered
within the Gippsland community.
Numerous meetings were held and representations were
made during the submission processes while the joint
advisory panel was undertaking its duties, but at the end
of the day there has been no involvement by the
Victorian government. In July 2002 the No Pylons
group urged the Minister for Planning to at least
acknowledge its letters and again asked her to visit the
area to talk to residents and inspect the route before
making any decision.
It is important to note in respect of that matter that I
have made representations to the Minister for Planning
on three separate occasions through the course of this
year inviting her to meet with deputations from the No
Pylons group. On not one occasion has the Minister for
Planning responded to my correspondence. On one
occasion there was no response at all. On another
occasion the acting minister, the Minister for Local
Government in the other place, signed a response that
was dismissive, and on the third occasion the minister’s
chief of staff responded to my correspondence by
suggesting that the moment had passed, a decision had
been made and there was no further point in the
minister having any contact with the community.
I would like to talk about the other actions I have taken
to represent the views of the citizens of Gippsland on
this matter. As I said earlier, on 8 September Dr Mike
Vertigan addressed some meetings in Leongatha. I
advised him that in my view this project would not
proceed in the manner in which he had proposed, and I
have been proven correct. On 6 September 1999 I
wrote to the Premier of Tasmania, the Honourable Jim
Bacon. In my letter I said:
Please be advised that whilst I support the Basslink
development and entry of Tasmania into the national
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electricity market in principle, I cannot support a proposal
which will have adverse effects on the local community
within my electorate.
The use of pylons to carry powerlines through privately
owned farmland would be extremely detrimental in terms of
social amenity as well has having an economic impact on the
region in respect to destruction of visual amenity, and
therefore land values.
Significant representations have been made to me by my
constituents — from Leongatha to Woodside — on this
matter.
It is noted that the Basslink Development Board — the
auspicing agency for the promotion of this proposal — is a
Tasmanian government statutory authority, and therefore this
project is sponsored by the Tasmanian government.
Whilst I recognise that the joint approvals process —
Tasmania, Victoria and the commonwealth — may deal with
many of the issues of concern, pylon transmission lines will
not be acceptable to the community.
So far as the Victorian/Gippsland onshore route is concerned,
I support my constituents’ urgings that pylon transmission
lines not be used.

Not only did I make representations to the Tasmanian
government, I also made representations to the
Victorian government in the form of a letter to the
Minister for Agriculture, who is a Gippsland member
of Parliament as well as a minister in the current
cabinet. In my view he was just the person to take up
the Gippsland cause on behalf of citizens who were
feeling threatened by this proposal.
I reflected on his comments to the rally held in Yarram
on 11 February 2000, which I referred to earlier. At that
rally I heard the personal commitment by the minister
to a no-pylons option for the Basslink project. So I
wrote in those terms to the Minister for Agriculture, the
Honourable Keith Hamilton, to ask that he take this
matter up and ensure that the Tasmanian government
and the Victorian government would not sponsor such a
proposal.
Mr Hamilton responded on 21 February 2000 by
saying:
… I did tell the Yarram meeting of my preference for the
underground option for the project …

Over the next period of time I proceeded in the
Parliament to raise the matter with the Minister for
Energy and Resources. By referring to Hansard I find
that I have raised this matter with her in the house on
not less than six occasions, and on three of those
occasions I have invited her to inspect the Basslink
pylon route. Needless to say, I have not had a
responsive approach from the minister. I have written to
the minister on two separate occasions in relation to
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those inspections further extending the invitations. On
not one of those occasions — three invitations in the
Parliament of Victoria and two by personal
correspondence — has the minister seen fit to meet
with any members of the community or inspect the
route.
It is a great disappointment to me that on all of those
occasions — 25 and 30 May 2000, and 19 March,
16 April, and 8 and 16 May 2002 — when I have raised
the matter with the minister she has been disinclined to
participate in any constructive way. Having written to
the minister on 4 April and 11 April, again, I found it
disappointing that she did not respond in any positive
way.
Following letters to the Minister for Planning on the
same issue — that is, meeting with deputations from
the No Pylons groups — on 25 March, 12 April and
11 July of this year — the minister was completely
unresponsive.
What further actions could I have taken? I have been
active in whatever public debate it has been possible to
be involved in — and there has been plenty of it, I can
tell you. I have attended all the meetings which were
relevant or to which I had been invited. I advocated
within the Liberal parliamentary opposition about the
issue, and my parliamentary colleagues well know my
views on this matter.
In July last year I went to the United Kingdom and met
with members of the senior management of National
Grid to talk to them about international interconnector
projects that they have under way, but I especially
talked to them about Basslink and clearly articulated the
view of the local community. I was pleased to have that
opportunity, and I am grateful that National Grid did
accede to meet with me and allow a very free and frank
discussion. I had already had discussions in Victoria at
a local level because I have been meeting continuously
for three years with the local representatives of National
Grid.
While I was in the UK I also met with the Rural
England Versus Overhead Line Transmission group,
known as REVOLT, which is based in North
Yorkshire. In North Yorkshire an interconnector
project, sponsored by National Grid, has been under
way — at least so-called under way — for about
12 years. It is an interconnector transmission project
carrying cables on pylons, the purpose of which is to
connect different transmission systems to secure
electricity supply between transmission districts in the
Yorkshire area.
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The North Yorkshire project, as it is well known, has
met with stiff community opposition. What I found
there was completely analogous to my experience and
observation in Gippsland. There is absolutely no doubt
that the community opposition is intense and real and
strongly supported by wide community networks in the
local government area, the farmers union and the
community at large.
The chairman of that group was a mathematics
professor by the name of Mike O’Carroll. He was very
gracious to me and invested considerable time in going
through the issues, which I found completely pertinent
to the experience of dealing with the Australian issue. I
inspected the route, met with a large number of
land-holders and entertained discussions on the project
with representatives of various organisations at local
government and other levels. The reason that project
has been under way in North Yorkshire for 12 years is
that community opposition is so strong that the
proponent has been unable, as yet, to successfully
complete the project. The opposition by the community
has been so intense and vigorous that for all of those
years the project has been frustrated.
When I was there in July last year I do not think any
pylons had been completely erected. I understand as of
now that about 100 have been constructed, but each
access to a farm property is met with a challenge and
the company has to go to court to seek a way leave
order so that it can enter the property to undertake its
work.
This is not just an isolated issue for Gippsland and
Victoria. There is a universal and growing disdain for
this technology, because people are becoming more
concerned about environmental, social and amenity
values. We have seen that absolutely reflected in the
standards that are now applicable in relation to urban
development where powerlines are put underground.
No more do we see bundles of wires being strung up in
association with new housing developments. It is not a
standard that the community finds acceptable and in a
modern society we have to accept that that is a reality.
That brings me to what the Liberal Party should do
about this matter. I can tell the house that for my part,
as I said earlier, I have been active in informing
members of the opposition about the issue. I have tried
to inform members of the government but they will not
listen. I have certainly been frustrated by the lack of
response from ministers of the Crown who have
particular responsibilities in this area, but I will leave
that because the government really does not have any
interest in or care for country Victoria.
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What I have done is spoken at length with my
colleagues who hold portfolio responsibilities in the
opposition. At least three shadow ministers — in
particular, from the other place the honourable member
for Brighton as the shadow Minister for Major Projects
and the honourable member for Hawthorn as shadow
Minister for Planning, and from this house the
Honourable Carlo Furletti as shadow minister for
natural resources and energy — have visited the area,
inspected the district and met with people involved at
the community level in this campaign. They inspected
the route and understand the background to the project.
That helped particularly to inform the opposition in
working its way through a response. When one is in
government one thinks that being in opposition might
be a lot easier. That has not been my experience.
Hon. M. M. Gould — Nor mine either!
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — On this issue I am quite
convinced that there is no easy solution to a complex
problem and while the government has chosen not to
engage in trying to solve the problem, the opposition
has. The Liberal Party therefore has had some informed
and sensible discussion simply because the Liberal
Party made sure it was informed. That informed and
sensible discussion has been proceeding in the context
of full knowledge that when the decision by the
government to approve the project was announced, we
were also conscious of the announcement made by the
Leader of the National Party in the other place that he
would be seeking to stop the project with a motion of
disallowance to the planning scheme amendments.
As a matter of fact there has not been a planning
scheme amendment disallowed in the Parliament of
Victoria for 10 years. Most Gippsland projects of
significance require planning scheme amendments.
When one thinks about Gippsland one often thinks of
rolling hills and agricultural districts, but that is not the
end of it. Gippsland is the energy core of Victoria, with
major brown coal generation, now a significant quantity
of gas-powered generation and, of course, Gippsland
hosts the Bass Strait oil and gas fields. Therefore we
have significant offshore and onshore processing
facilities. Gippsland has major large employers in the
form of the pulp and paper mill at Maryvale with
1000 employees. There are endless food processing
businesses. All of these projects ultimately need
planning scheme amendments.
The conundrum for the Liberal Party has been: ‘Should
we just bend to the populist passion of the moment and
simply stop a major project of half a billion dollars with
1000 construction jobs attached, with the prospect of
reducing the average pool price of electricity by 6 per
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cent, and with the implications that any further
proponent seeking to sponsor a major investment in
Victoria would be uncertain as to having complied with
the processes that the government of the day have laid
down to find that the planning scheme amendment
would be knocked over for populist political reasons?’.
That was a big question for the parliamentary Liberal
Party. Why would we want to approach it from that
perspective? While we were working through what we
should do, no doubt Basslink Pty Ltd which has
invested on any conservative estimate at
least $50 million on the process of the development of
this proposal was very anxious about its position
because it has complied with what the Victorian
government requested of it. Unfortunately, the
Victorian government had declined to engage in the
process. So Basslink itself has been working in a
vacuum with no policy direction from the government
about this important question of utilisation of pylons
versus underground cables. So it was in a conundrum.
Basslink made representations to the opposition. In a
letter to the Leader of the Opposition in the other place,
dated 26 September 2002, Basslink in the form of
Geoff Singleton, the chief executive officer of the
company, on no less than three occasions recites that
should the planning scheme amendments be blocked
then the project would be abandoned entirely. In that
context I will quote from his letter. In one part he says:
Should the Victorian parliamentary Liberal Party revoke the
planning amendment in the Victorian Legislative Council, we
will not build the Basslink.

That is quite emphatic and was recited three times in
the letter. This is not, as some in the National Party
perhaps think, a game of poker. It is not about who
blinks first and who stares the other party down. This is
a serious project. These are proponents. These are
serious issues. It is not just about doing the most
popular thing for the time being. This is about the
future economic wellbeing of the state as a whole, of
Gippsland in particular, but also about the rights of
citizens and the responsibilities of government. In my
view the government has abandoned its responsibilities,
and whilst it is not possible to govern from opposition,
the reality is that the Liberal Party has needed to take
under consideration all these factors to try to resolve a
problem that the government would not deal with.
Further, it is important to note that the Leader of the
Opposition then responded to Basslink and on
4 October indicated in writing that:
As you would be aware the Liberal Party supports the project
on the basis that the cable is underground.
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This remains our position.
…
The Liberal Party seeks an undertaking that should we win
the next state election, Basslink Pty Ltd would be willing to
discuss a commercial arrangement with a Liberal
administration to underground the cable.

To which, it is important to note, the response from
Basslink was that:
Basslink would discuss all relevant issues with you should a
Liberal administration be formed.

That exchange of letters is of critical importance to the
opposition because it sets out clearly the position of the
parliamentary Liberal Party — that if it wins the next
state election it will require Basslink to engage in a
discussion to resolve how this project will proceed
underground — and it responds in terms that mean the
opposition is able today to not disallow this planning
scheme amendment.
It is an exchange of letters about a serious project by
serious people trying to find a resolution to an
enormous conundrum. Therefore, I am pleased to be
able to indicate that on the basis of those discussions
which the Liberal Party intends to have if in
government it will not be disallowing this amendment
today.
There has been a certain amount of debate about the
costs involved with Basslink, and I will deal with that.
The government, in its political reaction — the first
serious comment it has made in relation to the project at
all beyond the announcement on 13 September when it
signed off on the project — claimed that the cost of
undergrounding would be $95 million to $110 million.
I make the point that, as the Final Panel Report on the
Basslink Proposal clearly indicates, there are different
views about costs. I quote from 5.3, page 74:
… the panel commissioned Halliburton KBR Pty Ltd … to
prepare an independent cost estimate for the Basslink
Victorian land route development.

And further:
Halliburton KBR’s cost estimates have been externally
reviewed by the South Australian transmission utility
Electranet to confirm their accuracy.

On page 75 it says:
The costings by BPL and by Halliburton KBR indicate that
the difference in cost between total —

and I emphasise total —
undergrounding and total overheading is substantial —
between approximately $70 million and $90 million
depending on whose costing is adopted.
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I wanted to get that on the record. That is the
independent panel report. Notwithstanding the
fallacious claims of the government about the total
costs, the independent panel report clearly indicates the
cost range. However, one has to understand that that
cost is being ameliorated by the fact that the
government has approved the project on the premise
that the first 6.5 kilometres will be underground in any
event. Using the costings in the report, it is clear that
the net additional cost of the project — that is, the
undergrounding of the remaining overhead
transmission line beyond the first 6.5 kilometres, which
will be mandated to be underground — will be in the
order of $10 million less in net terms than is stated in
the report. Therefore, the cost estimate range is
$60 million on one end up to $80 million on the high
side. We know there has been quite a deal of debate
about costs and there are alternative views about what
the net costs could be.
I referred earlier in my speech to Olex Cables, a cable
manufacturer which argues that the undergrounding
could be done at a cost of about $30 million. We know
that Transenergie have put a very strong case for
HVDC Light technology that argues effectively that the
whole project could be undergrounded using HVDC
Light technology at no additional cost beyond that cost
parameter which exists for the total project now — that
is, no net additional cost.
I do not think I am competent to argue the case, in the
sense that this is not really my field and I do not want to
second-guess what commercial players may have in
mind, but when they enter into these debates it is
serious commercial business. Clearly, as I have alluded
to before, there are opportunities for alternative views
to be expressed, as they have been. These matters are
commercially sensitive, but on the matter of cost there
is no doubt that Basslink has been arguing a very strong
case and has recently issued an advice, the ‘Basslink
information sheet no. 3’, in which it is claimed for the
purpose of discrediting the HVDC Light option, that it
would cost another $200 million to use that technology.
I do not know what motivated Basslink to do that,
because of course it immediately met with a response
from the companies that use that technology disproving
Basslink’s claims about those costs and clearly
indicating quite the contrary. Again, these are not
matters which I am going to belabour in detail in this
debate. I simply make the point that there is absolutely
no doubt and no argument that the technology exists in
various forms for this project to proceed underground.
There is absolutely no doubt. The joint advisory panel
report indicates that there is no doubt about the
technology being available. We have Basslink itself
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confirming that the technology is there to underground
the project.
At the end of the day the whole debate turns on a
question of cost. What is the total cost? We know the
independent panel has said that in net terms it is about
$60 million. There are others who say it could in fact be
significantly less. It is appropriate for us to take on
board that there may be an additional cost in the
quantum as set out in the Basslink joint advisory panel
report, and accept that that is the range of cost that the
community will have to recognise.
I re-emphasise that there is no doubt the technology
exists for this project to go underground. Such is the
technology that the recently commissioned Murraylink
proposal has received an environmental award. The
undergrounding of the cable for the 177 kilometre
interconnector, Murraylink, was awarded the winner of
the Case Earth award for environmental excellence.
That is recognition of the developments that have
occurred since the bid process for the Basslink project
was enjoined initially back in 1998.
I remind honourable members that there are two
recently commissioned interconnectors in Australia
which are underground: the 180-megawatt
interconnector between Queensland and New South
Wales, and the 220-watt interconnector between
Victoria and South Australia.
As I was saying, there have been a lot of words
between the various companies that are involved in this
business of transmission interconnection. I do not
intend to read into Hansard from this correspondence
but I have received correspondence from ABB
Australia Pty Ltd and others concerning this debate. I
am confident that we will find there is no doubt the
project can be delivered within the parameters defined
by the joint advisory panel.
This is not a new issue. In 1989 honourable members
may recall that the then government was confronted
with a similar problem in the area between Brunswick
and Richmond, and what notoriously became the
proposed Brunswick–Richmond powerline was an
issue of great contention in the Victorian Parliament.
The energy minister at the time, the Honourable David
White, had responsibility for oversighting the process
for the implementation of this powerline, which clearly,
from my research, commenced not long after the Cain
government was elected. I found letters to the editor
going back to 11 January 1984 expressing concern
about the impact of this proposal on the community
between Brunswick and Richmond.
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The proposal went through a series of different review
processes, none of which was deemed to be
satisfactory. Ultimately on 22 February 1989 it was
predicted in the Herald that the powerline was likely to
go underground. The first paragraph reads:
The proposed Brunswick–Richmond powerline seems certain
to be re-routed and put underground after the release today of
the draft recommendations of the powerline review
committee.

I refer to the final report, which is titled The Brunswick
to Richmond Powerline Development — A statement by
the Honourable David White, Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources and dated October 1989. I
understand the statement was issued on 5 October. The
summary of main outcomes states:
The principal outcome of the review is that the Yarra/Merri
waterways and immediate environs will not be used as a route
for an overhead Brunswick to Richmond powerline. The
government has fully accepted the panel’s recommendations
on this matter … the panel recommended the line be placed
underground for its entire route. The government has
accepted this recommendation and the SECV has agreed
construction should begin as soon as possible.

The summary further states:
The estimated total cost of the underground cable project is
$36.6 million, which will be met by the SECV.

It is a long time since I went to school, but I can still
multiply. It is not hard to work out that allowing for
inflation the real value of $36.6 million in 1989 would
equate today to something more than $100 million.
Gippsland citizens believe their environment, their
aesthetic values, their social justice, are worth not less
than those good citizens of Melbourne, whose amenity
and environment were potentially to be affected by this
transmission line, referred to as the
Brunswick–Richmond powerline in the 1980s. I argue
strongly that the decision of the Victorian government
of the day, led by the Honourable John Cain at that time
and announced by the minister responsible for energy at
that time, the Honourable David White, that the
powerline would be undergrounded at a cost to
taxpayers, is absolutely no different in principle to that
which is being argued here by the parliamentary Liberal
Party.
In conclusion I wish to pick up some points that have
been made during the debate by other speakers. In the
first place, the Honourable Peter Hall talked about
acquiescence. That was extremely disappointing
because it is the fact that of all the parties represented in
this house, the only party which has worked to find a
solution to this dilemma of how to ensure that a major
project in Victoria proceeds, but that the rights of the
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citizens of Gippsland who are affected by it should be
protected, has been the Liberal Party. The Liberal Party
has chosen not to take a populist stand in terms of its
electorate. It is a position which is highly responsible. A
responsible position is a position which achieves the
long-term objectives and deals with ameliorating the
short-term impacts. The short-term impacts here clearly
are the direct effects of the construction of pylons and
the carrying of cables across Gippsland farmland.
If it would only be the case that the Victorian
government had not neglected its duty of care to
citizens and required as part of the terms of reference at
the outset of the approvals process that this project be
facilitated underground, we would not be here dealing
with this matter today. The talk of acquiescence is
disappointing because it is the Liberal Party that has
worked diligently, as I have recited, to come to a
conclusion.
Mr Hall also said the National Party intended to remind
people at the election. Mr Hall can bring it on; that’s
fine. The fact is that the Liberal Party will be reminding
people at the election that the only party in the
Parliament that is capable of delivering this project
underground is the Liberal Party, because it is the only
party which has committed to effect its policy in
government — which is to put that cable underground.
Mr Hall had a bob each way, having accused the
Liberal Party of having a bob each way. The fact of the
matter is that Mr Hall said the National Party support
for the project is conditional — that is, conditional on
its being underground. Then he said that he is against
the project because it is not necessary.
You are either for the project or against it. Clearly today
members of the National Party have come into the
Parliament to demonstrate they are against the project, a
project that will improve the competitive position of
consumers in the electricity market by 6 per cent in
terms of the average pool price and create 1000 jobs in
the construction phase. It is a half a billion dollar
investment in total in Victoria, Tasmania and, of
course, in Bass Strait, and it is a project that will give
significant environmental benefits. It is quite clear that
National Party members do not work to try to achieve
positive outcomes, which is the approach the Liberal
Party has taken.
Mr Hall further quoted from a Yarram newspaper and
comments by Mr John Richards, a spokesman for
Basslink. At the end of the day I do not really care what
Mr Richards has to say to the editor of the Yarram
newspaper. What I have read into Hansard today are
relevant excerpts from correspondence that has been
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exchanged between the Liberal Party and Basslink
which clearly set out the determination of Liberal Party
members that if we win the next election we will
require Basslink to go underground and that we will
insist upon it. Certainly that has been clearly
acknowledged as a consequence by National Grid.
Further, Mr Hall said, ‘If you want Basslink, you can
have it, but put it underground’. That is a bob each way.
You cannot disallow this planning scheme amendment
and have Basslink. You either have the project and put
it underground by facilitating the necessary process,
which the Liberal Party is committed to do, or you do
not have the project at all. At the end of the day, the
only way that this project will proceed underground is
for the Liberal Party to insist upon it. That has been
clearly demonstrated.
Mr Hall may have been out of the chamber earlier
when I said this is not a game of poker. This is a serious
issue for serious people. It is not a game of bluff or
poker. It is clearly the fact that Basslink has indicated
absolutely unequivocally in its correspondence with the
opposition and in verbal discussion that there is no
possibility that the project will proceed if this planning
scheme amendment is disallowed. It is a matter for
serious people. Mr Hall does himself a disservice to
reflect on that.
There is absolutely no doubt that the Liberal Party has
demonstrated a care and concern for country Victoria.
On my own part, as I indicated to the house earlier, I
have found this to be one of the more difficult
challenges I have had since I have been in
Parliament — which is now 10 years. I have felt it
personally, in the sense that I am very familiar with the
people who are affected by it.
Mr Theophanous indicated that the Liberal Party had
set out to deceive country Victoria — I think those
were his words. All I can say about that is that members
of the Labor Party set out to abandon country Victoria
by refusing to engage at any point in any discussion
with any representative of the community or indeed
enter into any discussion with members of Parliament,
for heaven’s sake, and ministers did not accept any
invitation to inspect the route and have some dialogue
with the parties directly affected. The decision that was
made and announced on 13 September was a complete
abrogation of ministerial responsibility because not one
minister had properly informed themselves about the
decision which was announced.
Mr Theophanous suggested the Liberal Party was
showing no leadership. Again we fall into the policy
vacuum question. Who did not have a policy? The
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government had absolutely no policy on this. It allowed
bureaucratic process to determine a government policy
decision. The Liberal Party has shown leadership
because it has effectively negotiated an outcome which
will see the project proceed, but it will certainly
proceed underground if we win government.
There were references by Mr Theophanous to the 1980s
Portland transmission line debate. Again it just goes to
show how out of touch he is. I have to give credit to
Mr Hall for raising in debate the development of
technology. I have had the same information provided
to me about the advances in technology, which I have
alluded to in relation particularly to Transenergie
interconnection developments. We know that it is
technically feasible, that the joint advisory panel report
acknowledges it and that Basslink acknowledges it. The
debate has always turned on the question of costs.
Hon. Andrew Brideson — And Chris Strong says it
is feasible.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Yes, indeed; there is a
greater authority again! The debate has turned entirely
on the question of costs, not on whether it is technically
feasible or otherwise.
Mr Theophanous rabbited on and said that with
Basslink we will not have to build a dirty coal-fired
power station. He should have a talk to his Labor
candidate in the Latrobe Valley about whether the
people in the Latrobe Valley think that coal-fired power
stations are a good or bad idea. He will find that the
reason the Labor Party has such a significant role in the
Latrobe Valley is because of those power stations — I
think that is the only way to summarise it. It is a fact
that they are an important asset to the state and Victoria
will be continuing to use brown coal to generate
electricity for many years to come.
I ask Mr Theophanous to reflect on the fact that quite
clearly the government’s decision to divert water to the
Snowy River will have a far more profound effect on
the environment than whether a new brown coal-fired
power station is built to accommodate 600 megawatts.
It is, after all, a fact that the Snowy environmental
flows will reduce the output of the Snowy hydro
scheme by 7 per cent. The consequence is that therefore
it will be indeed coal or gas-fired power stations which
replace that lost energy. There will undoubtedly be far
greater emissions as a result of Snowy environmental
flows than if Basslink proceeds.
Mr Theophanous quoted from a Yarram newspaper and
Mr Colin McCallum, who I know as one of the
spokesmen for the Basslink Concerned Citizens group,
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referring to comments asserted to be from the
Honourable Carlo Furletti and me. There is absolutely
no doubt about the fact that if Mr McCallum alluded to
statements we may have made about underground
cables or not, that is the Liberal Party position. That has
been our position for three years and remains our
position and it is a position which we will put into
effect in government. There is no question that what
Mr Theophanous is concerned about is the fact that we
will in reality have the opportunity to do that in the near
future.
The government has missed the opportunity with the
terms of reference set in March 2000 to ensure that the
debate we are having today was not necessary. If it had
not had a policy vacuum it could quite clearly have
insisted upon an outcome which would have met the
needs of the Gippsland community. There have been no
statements on Basslink at all by the government
generally or ministers in particular. Even in the context
of this debate what I find extraordinary is that we have
been considering the matter for several hours this day
and in none of that time has the minister responsible for
energy been in the house. Not only has the minister not
been in the house, she has sent a lackey to do her
bidding — and Mr Theophanous has been the person to
defend the government. That in itself is an abysmal
performance by a minister of the Crown.
It is appalling and abysmal that ministers have failed to
receive deputations or inspect the route. It is a disgrace
that the justification for this that ministers have
perpetually trotted out is that it is clear that they wanted
not to interfere in the process.
Let us talk for a minute about interfering in the process.
I recall that in January 2001, following an exhaustive
process over several years involving an environment
effects statement on an open-pit mining proposal for
Big Hill at Stawell by Stawell Gold Mines Pty Ltd, the
largest gold producer in Victoria and a most reputable
company, which was prepared to comply with the
conditions that the panel proposed to ensure
amelioration of any environmental impact, the Minister
for Planning at the time simply overturned the panel’s
report and disallowed the project. For any minister of
this government therefore to suggest that the
government should not be involved in a planning
process is a complete farce. It is a weak,
mealy-mouthed excuse for ministers to not take
responsibility.
I conclude by repeating that the Liberal Party’s policy
on Basslink has been entirely consistent. We have
always been in support of the Basslink project but have
maintained that the cable on the Victorian land leg must
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be underground. We have recently reaffirmed that
position and I have done so again today. We gave a
commitment that if there is a Liberal government after
the forthcoming state election Basslink will be involved
in a process to ensure that the cable goes underground.

the last two and a half years I have had a sign in my
office saying ‘No Pylons’. It was happily displayed
there for anyone who came into my office and I was
more than happy to discuss my commitment to putting
those cables under the ground.

Basslink had formerly advised, as I have quoted from
various pieces of correspondence, that it would
withdraw from the project entirely if the planning
scheme amendments were disallowed, and the Liberal
Party regards the $500 million Basslink project as
important for economic development, providing as it
does for the interconnection of Tasmanian and
mainland electricity grids and the strengthening of the
national electricity market with additional competition
which will reduce average electricity pool prices by
6 per cent.

I am disappointed with the position Mr Hall and the
National Party have taken. It shows that that party, at
this stage in its process of trying to survive, is more
than happy to take up any of the populist views around.
This is the second issue they have done it on.

We believe therefore that Basslink should proceed, but
that the onshore cable should be underground rather
than on pylons. Our policy seeks to achieve that
objective and bring about a positive outcome. The
Liberal Party has made a policy commitment to which
it will give effect with a mandate in government. The
election of the Liberal administration will ensure that
Basslink goes underground. I therefore oppose the
motion.
Hon. K. M. SMITH (South Eastern) — I am
pleased to join in this debate today. It has been very
interesting. We have had two very comprehensive
speeches by Mr Hall and Mr Davis, plus a small speech
delivered by Mr Theophanous in his usual carping,
divisive way that did not offer anything to the house on
the proposal, apart from the fact that it is obvious from
what he said that the government does not have any
concern at all for the people in Gippsland and is happy
to have wires strung across the countryside. That does
not worry the city folk; they are not going to see it or
live with it every day of the week, so they do not need
to be concerned about it.
Our party most certainly has concerns about the pylons
and the cables. We have been saying that right from the
word go. I remember being at the meeting at Leongatha
in 1999. The hall was packed with 1300 people. I sat
there listening to the concerns of those people and at
that stage had no worries at all about supporting their
view that if Basslink was going to go ahead the cables
would be put underground.
At that stage we did not know where the cables were
going to be. We did not know what part of the coastline
was going to be chosen to be the spot where the cables
came up onto the beach and then on to another set of
powerlines. I gave a commitment at that stage, and for

Hon. P. R. Hall — ‘Responsible’ would be a better
word to use than ‘populist’.
Hon. K. M. SMITH — Mr Hall wanted to have a
swipe at us so he can sit there and cop it back from me
because I am not too happy about the things he said.
We have taken a responsible position in regard to the
powerlines because we believe there is every chance we
will be in government after the next election. Where the
Nats are going to be remains to be seen, but we are in
the position where we believe we will be in
government. We believe it is a project that should go
ahead, not only for Victoria and Tasmania but for all of
Australia when the power hooks into our national grid.
That will be important for us. There is a huge
$500 million investment in it, and we are talking about
an unknown amount of extra money that it will cost for
undergrounding. Various amounts have been talked
about. Mr Hall and Mr Davis spoke about the variations
that have been discussed by the different companies,
which are all competing to put in the best sort of bids, if
I can put it that way, for putting it underground.
Altogether there will be about 63 kilometres of cable
onshore. The government proposes that 6.5 kilometres
of it will go underground, about 57 kilometres to be on
pylons. I just do not think that is right. It is not correct
that they should be looking at putting 57 kilometres of
cable and 180, 45 metre high pylons across the skyline.
That will have a very significant effect on the people
down there, not just because it is going to spoil the view
but because it will be there every day.
They have been sold out by the Bracks government.
The Liberal Party on winning government after the next
election — there has already been correspondence
between the Leader of the Liberal Party in the other
place and the company — will be talking with the
company and will come up with a financial solution to
help put those cables underground. It will be done
because there is every possibility we will be in
government.
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We are not taking the populist view; we are taking a
realistic and logical view of how life can be made better
for the people of Victoria and Gippsland. That is
something the National Party was not prepared to do.
Mr Hall is prepared to say, ‘Let’s revoke the regulation
and the whole thing’. That is the result. We heard the
Honourable Philip Davis read the letter from the
company which said three times that the project will not
go ahead if the revocation takes place.
I do not know whether Mr Hall did not believe him or
whether he does not care about the project going ahead,
but he expressed his personal opinion that he does not
want it to go ahead. I had to go to Mr Davis and ask,
‘Did he just say that he doesn’t agree with it — the
National Party leader in this place does not want this to
go ahead?’. You have to be joking!
The Liberal Party is realistic in what it will do after it
wins the next election. We could have voted with the
National Party and the project would not have gone
ahead. What sort of responsible opposition would we
have been if the project does not go ahead? When the
brownouts start who will Victorians blame? Not the
Bracks government, which has been incompetent in
trying to get decent energy projects off the ground since
being in government — they will blame Mr Hall.
Whether he is here or not, they will blame him, and the
party will blame Mr Hall for raising this issue.
Hon. P. R. Hall — People of country Victoria will
blame you for allowing this to go through.
Hon. K. M. SMITH — Mr Hall, they will thank us
because there will be power and it will be underground.
The Liberal Party has given a commitment to the
people of Victoria that it will go underground. I had to
laugh at an article in the Sentinel Times which said Nats
and Davies join forces on Basslink. Mr Hall and the
Leader of the National Party in the other place are
desperate in joining forces with the honourable member
for Gippsland West. She has nothing to offer and not
one ounce of responsibility. She can promise the world,
but the truth is that she can deliver nothing, and you get
into bed with her in regard to this. What are you on
about — how desperate are you in trying to pick up
votes in Gippsland? If anything is going to bring the
National Party down in Gippsland, Mr Hall will.
How much money are we talking about — $50 million,
$60 million? The money the government wasted by
putting Seal Rocks out of business and being found
guilty by an arbitrator could have been used to put the
cables underground and everything would have been
hunky-dory. The government could have done it but did
not. What about the $90 million it rejected from the
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federal government for the Melbourne Cricket Ground
project? That money could have undergrounded that
electricity one and a half times. But no, the government
is more than happy to take another $77 million out of
the pockets of the Victorian taxpayer to pay its trade
union mates to have a good time at the MCG. Although
the MCG project has already started there is still not a
written agreement!
Mr Hall, you and your National Party colleagues should
be joining us so that after the next election this will
happen. Do not be with the government.
Hon. P. R. Hall — You are with them!
Hon. K. M. SMITH — No. Mr Hall, you must
understand what we have said to you today. Mr Davis
spoke for 13⁄4 hours about why the project will go ahead
and be underground. If you have your way nothing will
happen. We may sit on the other side of the chamber
with the government and vote against the National
Party today and achieve something — the power will
be underground. It will happen in Victoria because the
project will go ahead. If the National Party has its way
nothing will go ahead. Mr Hall will stand condemned
for what he has done today and for the things he has
said. We will be scanning through his words, and when
the power goes off we will be letting people know that
the Nats were the ones prepared to take away the right
to have power to allow the state to thrive. Labor has
ruined it for the rest of us by doing away with
manufacturing jobs, but the National Party will turn the
lights off in people’s houses and force restriction on
Victorians because there will be no power for Victoria.
The farmers of Gippsland will say to the Liberal Party,
‘Thank you Libs for what you did and the stand you
were prepared to take’.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 6
Baxter, Mr (Teller)
Best, Mr
Bishop, Mr

Hall, Mr
Hallam, Mr (Teller)
Powell, Mrs

Noes, 33
Ashman, Mr
Atkinson, Mr
Birrell, Mr
Boardman, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Broad, Ms
Coote, Mrs
Cover, Mr
Craige, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Forwood, Mr
Furletti, Mr

Luckins, Ms
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Nguyen, Mr
Olexander, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr (Teller)
Romanes, Ms
Ross, Dr
Smith, Mr K. M.
Smith, Mr R. F. (Teller)
Smith, Ms
Stoney, Mr
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Katsambanis, Mr
Lucas, Mr
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Strong, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms

Motion negatived.
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These are big tasks — and they are not always easy
tasks, but they are tasks this government has taken on,
working alongside the people, businesses and councils
of country Victoria.
Much has already been achieved. Much more is to
come. And there is still a lot to be done.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT VICTORIA
BILL
Second reading
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Madam Acting President, it is with great pride that I
introduce the Regional Development Victoria Bill into
the house today, because this bill is testament to the
Bracks government’s commitment to rebuilding rural
and regional Victoria.
This bill is further proof of the Bracks government’s
determination to put rural and regional Victoria at the
centre of our decision making, at the core of our
economic policies and at the very heart of our drive to
take Victoria forward as a thriving and innovative
economy.
We are making sure that people in rural and regional
Victoria get the investment and opportunities they need
to look to the future with confidence.
Jobs; health; education; innovation and IT; local
government; road and rail transport.
In all these areas, for the first time in many years, we
are making the investments, building the infrastructure
and delivering the services people in country Victoria
want and need.
I am proud to be part of a government that understands
the importance of sharing the benefits of economic
growth across the state.
I am proud to be part of a government that recognises
the necessity for exciting new projects like the regional
fast rail links and the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline.
And I am proud to be part of a government that
appreciates that Victoria cannot go forward if we do not
find the means to generate even more new jobs and
opportunities right across the state, and connect and link
rural and regional Victoria to each other, to Melbourne
and to the world.

It requires commitment, coordination and a constant
focus on the people, communities and industries outside
metropolitan Melbourne.
That is why the government is proposing legislation to
establish Regional Development Victoria — the very
first time in our history that country Victoria will have a
dedicated body, with a specific role to facilitate the
coordinated delivery of government programs, services
and resources in rural and regional Victoria.
Regional Development Victoria will be a practical,
no-nonsense body that gets on with the job, working
alongside local councils to put projects on the ground
and create local jobs.
Back in the 1970s the state government of the day
released a 10-point plan that promised a similar
regional advisory body, but it was never delivered —
indeed it was never even considered by the previous
state government.
These sorts of bodies are commonplace overseas,
including the United Kingdom, and if we are serious
about competing for a fair share of investment for
country Victoria, we must use the best tools, the best
practice and the best ideas available.
This bill will lead the way in Australia when it comes to
regional development.
Since coming to office in 1999 the Bracks government
has worked towards a vision of a Victoria in which
every part of the state contributes to our growth — and
shares in that growth.
And we have seen strong and solid progress in
rebuilding country Victoria.
Building approvals are at record levels, reaching
$2.7 billion in the last financial year, compared to
$1.7 billion in 1998–99 — a phenomenal growth
rate of nearly 60 per cent in the three years Labor has
been in office.
Regional exports are increasing, with food and fibre
exports reaching $7.6 billion last year — up by a
massive 43 per cent over the past two years. This
growth puts us well on track towards our target of
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$12 billion of food and fibre exports by 2010 and is
proof that country Victoria can compete with anyone
in the world.
The Bracks government has facilitated and attracted
new investment of almost $1.5 billion in country
Victoria — working together with regional
businesses to explore new markets, develop new
products and increase exports.
Our pro-business approach, our commitment to
winning investment and creating jobs has delivered:
businesses like Sage Computer Support in
Gippsland, which now employs 50 staff and pays out
more than $2 million in wages each year in
Gippsland;
businesses like Murray Goulburn Co-op, with its
major new investment in Koroit, with total sales of
around $2 billion and exports of more than
400 000 tonnes of dairy products;
businesses like Pasta Master in Bendigo, Alstom in
Ballarat, Kooka’s Country Cookies in Donald, Visy
Industries in Wodonga;
businesses big and small — working alongside our
farmers and primary producers — contributing to
prosperity in country Victoria and mixing it
successfully with the rest of the world.
The government has also backed innovation and
agricultural research in country Victoria with major
new initiatives to promote innovation and research, and
to improve skills and business management.
We have invested $50 million in creating modern
science, innovation and education precincts at
Ellinbank, Tatura, Horsham and Mildura and institutes
at Hamilton, and modernised facilities at Bendigo,
Kyabram and Rutherglen. In addition, we have
provided a further $25 million in funding for projects in
country Victoria under the government’s science,
technology and innovation program.
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social opportunities for those most disadvantaged in the
Latrobe Valley.
There is no shortage of talent, ideas, determination and
courage in country Victoria.
The difference is that now, at last, Victoria has a
government ready and willing to back that talent and
encourage and support those ideas.
From massive undertakings like the regional fast rail
links to projects that help small country towns carve out
new opportunities for themselves, this government has
gone out and worked with rural and regional
communities to try and give them what they need and
want.
Unlike our predecessors, this government has not
walked away from its responsibility to country
Victoria — and that can be seen very clearly when you
look at employment growth in rural Victoria.
In country Victoria the average unemployment rate
over the last 12 months has been 6.3 per cent — two
percentage points lower than for the year to
October 1999.
In absolute terms, the unemployment rate is
currently 5.4 per cent — the lowest in more than a
decade.
This translates to more than 45 000 jobs created in
country Victoria over the past three years.
The government’s decisions to relocate the State
Revenue Office to Ballarat and the Rural Finance
Corporation to Bendigo have helped this strong growth.
Three years ago, morale in country Victoria was low as
infrastructure was either closed down or run down.
Over our first three budgets we have invested more than
$2 billion in rural infrastructure, more than doubling the
levels of infrastructure spending made under the former
government.

More generally, through the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund, we have allocated nearly
$96 million to 54 projects throughout regional Victoria
with a value of more than $218 million.

Hospitals and aged care services are being
redeveloped and upgraded.

And we have not been afraid to take on the big issues
that should have been tackled years and years ago.

Old and run down police stations in country towns
are being replaced.

Through the work of the Latrobe Valley task force, we
are providing more than $105 million to boost business
and community confidence and improve economic and

Community halls are being rebuilt and restored.

New schools are being built — and existing schools
are being modernised.

Regional rail lines are being reopened.
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Over the coming decade, country Victoria will be even
further transformed:
the rail freight system will be standardised for the
first time in Victoria’s history — and there will be
better access for regional exporters to our ports;
the Melbourne showgrounds will be reinvigorated
with over $100 million invested to showcase country
Victoria;
the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline will be built;
environmental flows will be restored in our great
rivers — the Snowy, the Murray and the Glenelg;
there will be fast rail links to our provincial centres
and beyond;
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It will help regional Victoria boost its competitive
strengths — the strengths that are so vital to competing
in world markets and generating export opportunities.
Regional Development Victoria will facilitate
infrastructure projects that build on regional strengths
and provide scope for new business activity and public
and private sector cooperation.
And it will help plan and build the social infrastructure
necessary to complement economic growth and create
strong, thriving communities.
When we won office, we set out to ensure rural and
regional Victoria won a bigger slice of the action — not
just a few crumbs now and again, but in everything this
government does, and in every budget we deliver.

our country roads network will be the best in
Australia;

We have met that commitment and we have shown the
leadership and taken the responsibility to give rural and
regional Victoria a voice — and a future.

we will lead the nation in Internet access and
communication connections in regional areas;

We have put rural and regional issues back where they
belong — at the heart of government.

and our dairy and barley markets will be thriving and
our food and fibre export targets achieved.

Purpose of the bill

Over the last three years, we have taken a partnership
approach with the people and communities of rural and
regional Victoria to make them part of a better, fairer,
more prosperous state.
Right around the state, people have come along to
regional community cabinets, to the rural and regional
mayors summits, to forums about the future of their
particular region or town — and spoken up about what
they want for their communities.

The bill:
creates Regional Development Victoria as a
statutory body;
defines its role to facilitate economic and community
development in rural and regional Victoria;
provides for a chief executive; and
creates an advisory committee.

One consistent theme coming out of those forums was
the need for better coordination across government on
regional matters.

The primary purpose of Regional Development
Victoria is to facilitate economic and community
development in rural and regional Victoria.

This bill today addresses that issue — and it is proof
that we are a government that consults, that listens and
then gets on with the job.

Its principal functions are to:
facilitate new investment in rural and regional
Victoria;

This bill creates a new statutory body that will work in
partnership with regional Victorian communities,
business and all levels of government to attract new
investment and generate jobs.

facilitate the operation and growth of existing
businesses in rural and regional Victoria;

Regional Development Victoria will ensure there is a
strong and coordinated focus on regional Victoria
across all state government programs, services and
resources.

propose rural and regional infrastructure
development opportunities.

facilitate the creation of jobs within the private and
public sector in rural and regional Victoria;

It will be required to facilitate the coordinated delivery
of government programs, services and resources in
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rural and regional Victoria and to facilitate consultation
between governments at all levels, business and
community organisations.
It will report to the minister on the state of rural and
regional Victoria having regard to economic, social and
environmental matters.
The bill provides for a chief executive to be appointed
by Governor in Council.
The chief executive reports to the minister and is
required to advise on the development and
implementation of economic and community
development policy for rural and regional Victoria.
On matters relating to the general conduct and
management of Regional Development Victoria, the
chief executive is responsible to the secretary of the
Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional
Development.
Regional Development Victoria’s role
Regional development must involve an integrated effort
between those who promote economic development,
those who build community capacity, those who plan
and build physical infrastructure and those who deliver
services.
It also involves a special partnership with local
government.
Regional Development Victoria will lead this
coordinated effort.
It will deliver the government’s commitment to
generate jobs within both the public and private sector
in country Victoria.
It will work to ensure infrastructure development in
country Victoria.
It will smooth the way for projects that enhance the
economic and social wellbeing of country Victoria and
administer money paid out of the Regional
Infrastructure Development Fund Act 1999.
It will work in partnership with all tiers of government
to improve government planning and policy for country
Victoria.
And it will promote country Victoria as a great place to
live, work, invest and visit.
Regional Development Victoria will be resourced to
deliver the range of programs that will make a
difference to rural and regional Victoria.

Thursday, 17 October 2002

The bill provides that staff transferred, seconded, or
assigned work in Regional Development Victoria will
continue to be employed under part 3 of the Public
Sector Management and Employment Act 1998.
It is intended that staff from the Department of
Innovation, Industry and Regional Development will be
transferred to the new body to coincide with its
establishment.
Staff will be drawn from the following areas: those
administering the Regional Infrastructure Development
Fund, regional industry specialists, the regional network
of staff located throughout the state, the Office of Rural
Communities and regional policy.
The advisory committee
The bill also establishes a Regional Development
Advisory Committee to advise the government on
matters relating to economic and community
development in country Victoria.
The advisory committee will also play a major role in
promoting rural and regional Victoria.
Members of the committee must come from rural and
regional Victoria and they will have between them
skills and knowledge in economic development,
community development, finance and marketing.
The committee will build on the partnerships the
government has developed with business, local
government, the community — and it reflects, once
again, our determination to achieve even greater things
for country Victoria.
The bill provides that the minister’s power of direction
extends to the nine interface councils that are specified
in the bill — namely, Cardinia Shire, Hume City,
Mornington Peninsula Shire, Whittlesea City, Yarra
Ranges Shire, Casey City, Melton Shire, Nillumbik
Shire and Wyndham City.
Interface councils are those that have significant rural
areas within their boundaries.
We now have a number of regions across the state with
both urban and rural areas — and we face a challenge
in getting the right mix of services and infrastructure
into those areas.
There is a tendency to steer resources into the more
heavily populated areas — to the detriment of smaller
towns and communities.
So it is particularly important that Regional
Development Victoria will focus on specific rural and
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regional issues within the boundaries of those nine
councils.
When the Bracks government came to office, we said
we would do a number of things to boost economic
development in country Victoria.
The first was to create the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund.
We did set up that fund, and it has been a spectacular
success.
We said we would create a new Office of Rural
Communities — and we did.
We said we would strengthen the regional office
network and ensure its expansion into smaller rural
communities — and we did.
We promised to abolish the catchment management
authority tax — and we did.
We said we would abolish compulsory competitive
tendering — and we did.
We said we would place a significant emphasis on
industry sectors that have particular relevance for rural
and regional Victoria.
And we did, delivering jobs and investment to the
regions.
This bill represents the next step.
Another first for this state — a dedicated body for rural
and regional Victoria.
When this bill becomes law, Regional Development
Victoria will review more fully the findings from the
government’s series of consultations held throughout
rural and regional Victoria.
As a priority, it will be required to advise on further
action required to deliver on our commitment to
regional Victoria. In doing so, it will have regard to
economic, social and environmental issues.
It will adopt a whole-of-government, coordinated and
collaborative approach.
When this bill becomes law, Regional Development
Victoria will also turn its attention to the extension of
natural gas into regional Victoria.
During the last five years, there have been very few gas
extensions to the reticulated system.
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This new body will have a specific role to help councils
build a business case to attract investment from gas
distributors — something that will be of enormous
benefit to country consumers and regional businesses.
This is a priority for the government and it is a good
example of how Regional Development Victoria will
focus on the needs of country Victoria and then
coordinate action to ensure priority projects are
delivered.
And it will not be doing it alone.
This bill recognises the hard work, talent and
commitment of so many people, organisations and
businesses in rural and regional areas — and it
represents the next step in a strong and ongoing
partnership between country Victoria and the Bracks
government.
The establishment of Regional Development Victoria
will deliver real and lasting benefits to the people of
rural and regional Victoria — and it deserves the
support of all members of this house.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned for Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland)
on motion of Hon. Bill Forwood.
Debate adjourned until next day.

FEDERAL AWARDS (UNIFORM SYSTEM)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 15 October; motion of
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small Business).

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — The
opposition opposes the Federal Awards (Uniform
System) Bill for very good reasons. It is an honour to
get up today and protect the public of Victoria from the
harm this ideologically blinkered bill would have done
to the people of Victoria, the damage it would have
done to job opportunities, the signal it would have sent
to potential investors in Victoria about a return to the
bad old days of a centralised state-based industrial
relations system, and about the return of trade union
control in the industrial relations sphere.
They are the main reasons why we oppose the bill. We
do not want to see the destruction of the single
industrial relations system, the unitary system we have
had in Victoria since the 1990s — a system that gives
Victoria a comparative advantage over other states and
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makes this state, despite some other actions of the
government, still a pretty good place to consider
investing in.
We do not want to see the destruction of jobs in this
state — jobs in areas such as the retail sector and the
rural sector, areas where the sorts of people who would
lose their jobs are among the most vulnerable in our
society. They would include the lower paid workers or
women working part time or casually and people in
rural Victoria who rely on employment for their
integrity and their way of life. We do not want to see
those people’s jobs destroyed. That is why we oppose
the bill.
We certainly do not want to give unfettered control to a
new system of industrial inspectors cloaked under the
guise of information services officers who march
through every single workplace in this state, including
potentially home-based businesses in the family home.
We do not want to see any of that.
We are here to play an important role in ensuring that
this government’s acquiescence to the trade union
movement is not enshrined in legislation and that it
does not destroy employment opportunities for
Victorians or future job growth and future investment
prospects in this state. For those reasons, we are proud
to stand up and oppose this bill.
Some will have the Liberal Party portrayed as uncaring.
Those sorts of comments can be no further from the
truth. It is plain that we in the Liberal Party in Victoria
support a safety net for workers and support an
industrial relations system that encourages flexibility in
employment, encourages employers and employees to
work together to their mutual benefit. Underpinning all
that we in the Liberal Party believe the best safety net
you can have is a climate that maximises job growth
and employment opportunities for all Victorians.
It is the dignity and self-respect that comes with every
individual being able to hold down a good, stable,
well-paying job that we want to protect. It is the safety
net that we support. We do not pretend, as the Labor
Party does, to be in favour of workers when what it
really means is that it is in favour of trade union
officials who control the Labor Party to a great extent.
Certainly trade unions can exist in any industrial
relations climate. I have often said in this place that
they are welcome, but when we see an industrial
relations system run for and on behalf of the trade union
movement we will not simply acquiesce to that sort of
system. We would not allow that to be introduced
because we know that at the end of the day it will lead
to the destruction of jobs and the destruction of the
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dignity of the individuals this government purports to
represent and protect with this sort of legislation.
We will not sit down and watch this bill go through
because we believe it is too important to Victoria. It is
important that we have a single industrial relations
system.
Hon. M. M. Gould interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — I will get to that,
Ms Gould.
It is a credit to the Honourable Mark Birrell as a former
industry minister in this state that he introduced the
opportunity to get rid of the dual system that was so
confusing. That will stand as testimony to his good
work and the work of the Liberal Party in government
that Victoria has an innate advantage when it comes to
industrial relations in this country, despite some other
disadvantages including the disadvantage of our having
one of the most militant trade union movements in the
Western World, but it is an advantage that we have a
unitary system of industrial relations.
This bill, as I will prove and as the Liberal Party will
prove, threatens that system despite the sugar coating to
the bitter pill that the government has tried to put on the
bill. It will simply not wash with the public. This is
clearly an attempt to introduce a dual system of
industrial relations, to reintroduce the old state-based
system of industrial awards, and it is an attempt to force
unionisation and industrial awards on every workplace,
every employer and every employee in Victoria despite
the fact that when given a choice those employers and
employees freely choose again and again to reject
unionisation.
They choose again and again to reject the inflexible
practices that can be imposed on a workplace by federal
awards and instead choose the flexibility of sitting
down with each other, as they should, and working it
out — employer and employee working together for
their mutual benefit: benefit for the enterprise, benefit
for the employer and benefit for the employee. That is
what we are about. We are about protecting, not
destroying, that flexibility. That is why, as I keep
saying, we are opposing the bill.
I will examine the specifics of the bill to highlight
exactly the sort of evil the government is trying to
perpetrate through the introduction of this piece of
legislation. Theoretically the bill purports to refer to the
commonwealth government a power to make what are
known as common-rule awards. I will explain them in a
minute. On the front page the bill says its purpose is to
amend the Commonwealth Powers (Industrial
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Relations) Act 1996 to refer to the Parliament of the
commonwealth of Australia et cetera, et cetera.
Hon. M. M. Gould interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — That is what it
says; that is its purpose. I picked up the bill and I
thought, ‘Well, if that is the purpose maybe it will be in
part 1, which is usually the preliminary description,’ but
no. I thought, ‘Maybe it will give that referral in part 2’.
But what does part 2 do? It sets up a whole system of
common-rule orders. Then I turned to part 3, but no —
it talks about compliance and introduces the concept of
information services officers. I will deal with them, too,
in a minute.
Hon. Bill Forwood — What?
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — They are industrial
relations inspectors by another name, Mr Forwood. I
turned to part 4, but it does not do it either. I went to the
last few pages of this 33-page bill and found that only
in part 5 on page 30 does the bill deal with the referral
to the commonwealth government of those supposed
powers to make common-rule awards. This bill
introduces a whole system of state-based industrial
relations well before it even contemplates in part 5 the
referral of powers to the commonwealth government.
When it does so, what does it actually mean in practice?
Does it simply refer powers to the commonwealth
government to make common-rule awards and say,
‘Well, we are having one industrial relations system. If
the federal government wants to make common-rule
awards or if an industrial relations commission wants to
make common-rule awards in Victoria, that is good, but
if they do not want to make them, that is fine and good
too’, thereby ensuring flexibility and ensuring one
industrial relations system? No, this bill does not do
that.
It calls on the federal government to introduce
legislation and it must be legislation to the liking of the
government. And if the government does not like the
legislation the federal government introduces it can still
impose its own state-based industrial relations system.
Is the commonwealth government going to accept the
referral of the power? I cannot speak for the federal
government. I do not purport to do so. But I know the
federal government is interested in flexible workplaces
and in protecting the rights of employees and
employers rather than protecting the interests and the
rights of the trade union movement. The federal
government is not going to run off and make
common-rule awards simply because the Minister for
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Industrial Relations or the Labor government in
Victoria wants it to.
What are common-rule awards? Common-rule orders,
if you like, are rules that will apply to every enterprise
in a particular sector in Victoria whether that enterprise
or its employees wants those rules to apply to them or
not and whether they are named as respondents to the
award or not. We have seen the spectre recently of the
Shop, Distributive and Allied Employees Association
(SDA) running around Victoria trying to serve a log of
claims on every single retail business in Victoria, trying
to make them respondents to the federal award. A
difficult task. They have to go and find them, then serve
them. It needs a bit of work. They are after members.
You would imagine that if the SDA had a good case,
they would run around to every shop and all the
employees would sign up en masse to be members of
the union and join in the award. They have not had a lot
of luck, because employees in Victoria know it is not
the union that is going to deliver them better conditions.
It is not the union at all. It is their working together with
their employer to grow the business and to share in the
profits and proceeds of increased productivity and an
increased standard of living for both employer and
employee. What this government purports to do is to
make it really easy for unions like the SDA, the
Australian Manufacturing Workers Union (AMWU)
and maybe the Australian Workers Union, the rural
workers union in the rural sector and lots of other
people to rope in every enterprise and small business in
Victoria, every farm, every shop of every variety to the
centralised wage fixation model to which this
government is ideologically bound.
Yet it removes flexibility and removes the opportunity
for people to deal at an enterprise level with their
negotiations for all sorts of rates of pay and
conditions — and again I will get to those and highlight
how out of step this government is with the reality out
there in the workplaces in metropolitan and regional
and rural Victoria. It wants to impose its centralised,
union-focused industrial relations system on the people
of Victoria. The people are not fooled and the federal
government is not fooled. That is why this referral is
buried way down the back of the legislation and is
simply a theoretical referral. This government knows
that whatever the federal government does, it is not
going to accept it and Labor knows that this legislation
will give it an opportunity to introduce a state-based
system of industrial relations that will take us back to
the dark old days of trade union demarcation disputes.
That is what would happen.
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Part 5 of this legislation is buried down the back
because the government knows it is only there in
theory, to sugar-coat the bitter pill that it is delivering to
the public of Victoria. What will happen is the
introduction of the state-based industrial relations in
part 2 of the bill, and the euphemistically named
information services officers in part 3 of the bill. The
state-based industrial relations system is predicated on
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT)
being the arbiter of industrial relations matters in this
state. Sure, the provisions may not be as bad as
previous legislation that this government has
introduced; that does not make these provisions good.
Just because they are relatively better it does not make
them good in any way.
VCAT is a tribunal that deals with civil and
administrative matters. It has no industrial jurisdiction
at the moment. This government is proposing that
VCAT create an industrial division. People know
VCAT does good work but it is already
under-resourced. It does not appear as though any
provision has been made for further resources for
VCAT to deal with the issues it will have to work on
under this legislation, and my goodness, there are going
to be a lot of these sorts of issues. What will happen is
that an order at VCAT will be made across the board to
every workplace in Victoria. There will be no right for
anybody to say, ‘I do not want this to apply to me. I am
an employee; I am happy to work under my current
arrangements and conditions; I do not want it to apply
to me’. It will apply to every workplace in Victoria that
is currently covered by schedule 1A of the Federal
Workplace Relations Act.
You can imagine what will also happen: when a trade
union goes to this new industrial jurisdiction at VCAT
and says, ‘I want this federal award to apply as a
common-rule order across all these workplaces in this
particular sector,’ do you think any other trade union
might come up and say, ‘I would like to have a go at
this too.’? It is going to lead to a series of demarcation
disputes. We know that trade unions at the moment are
in bitter struggles, one against the other, to attract
members from each other. We are likely to see the
spectre of the Construction, Forestry, Mining and
Energy Union fighting against the AMWU, and maybe
the SDA fighting against the Australian Workers
Union, or maybe the AWU fighting against the AMWU
for coverage of these employees as the common-rule
orders start applying to them.
VCAT is going to have to adjudicate on demarcation
disputes between trade unions. It is going to be an
absolute nightmare — a return to the bad old days
where the current certainty will be replaced by
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uncertainty and a union-dominated culture and system
that serves nobody except the trade union paymasters of
this government.
But do not take my word for it; do not take the Liberal
Party’s word for it. Look at what people out there are
saying. Look at what the Australian Retailers
Association is saying. I quote from the Herald Sun of
1 October, an article headed ‘Shops warn of job cuts’:
More than 2500 Victorian shop assistants could lose their jobs
under proposed industrial relations laws, a retailer group has
warned.

The Australian Retailers Association said that the
legislation the government is proposing would hurt
small businesses and cost jobs. The article continues:
Almost 20 per cent of retailers would stop trading on Sunday,
while a further third would cut Sunday trading hours.

That is according to the association’s own research. The
executive director of the Australian Retailers
Association in Victoria, Brian Donegan, said that the
laws would force retailers to cut 2500 jobs across the
state. Mr Donegan is reported as saying:
There will be no flexibility for businesses to create terms that
are suited to their business needs.

There will be no flexibility for business, and there will
be no flexibility for employees. Since the liberalisation
of trading hours there has been an expansion of job
opportunities, particularly for women who want to be in
the work force but need the flexibility to look after their
children and their families, and for young people,
students and so forth, who also need the flexibility to fit
their studies in as well as earn some additional income.
Those people will suffer most from the decrease in
employment foreshadowed by the Australian Retailers
Association if this bill is introduced. They are the sorts
of people this government purports to represent —
people who are crying out for flexibility and who have
welcomed the flexibility introduced in the last decade
into our workplace. They are the sorts of people who
will suffer under this oppressive industrial relations
regime.
Then we move to country Victoria. Honourable
members know that at the moment rural Victoria is
suffering from the drought that this government was not
prepared to acknowledge. It was a dirty word, that ‘D’
word. It took the Premier a long time to even say the
‘D’ word — drought. He refused to acknowledge
something that everybody else knew. We know rural
Victoria is at risk of drought. At this time when rural
Victoria is in drought the government wants to impose
these draconian industrial relations changes.
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I quote from an article in the Weekly Times of 7 August
headed ‘VFF cans bid to alter work laws’. The
Victorian Farmers Federation pointed out that it was
opposed to the government’s plan because it did not
include enterprise flexibility or link entitlements to
productivity. The VFF industrial association chairman,
Mr Alan Bowman, is reported as saying:
… the move would be disastrous for farming business and
was another example of the government doing the unions’ job
for them.

This is an acknowledgment by the VFF that this
government is looking after the unions, not looking
after Victoria, and certainly not looking after rural
Victoria. Mr Bowman went on. He said that in reality:
… farming businesses provided a whole range of benefits to
their workers, such as housing, power and food, which were
unique to agriculture and not recognised by the bill.
It would quite clearly be a disincentive for farmers to take on
new employees and also to retain the ones they have.

Mr Bowman made it plain and simple. Out there in the
real world it is not a matter of having conditions set in
federal awards that are made in Melbourne and Sydney.
Out in the real world, in rural Victoria, employers and
employees get together and work out bargains that suit
them all collectively. That will include agreements
about providing housing, power, food, and maybe
providing transport. Those sorts of things are not
written into federal awards. They are not taken into
account in any way, shape or form in the common-rule
orders that are envisaged here.
It is made clear by the VFF that this will result in
thousands of job losses. Predictions reach up to
10 000 job losses across rural Victoria if this legislation
is introduced — 10 000 job losses. Do we want to see
that imposed on Victorians? The Liberal Party does not
want to see that; I am sure the National Party does not;
but that is what this government wants to do. In fact I
do not think the government wants to do that; it does
not care. The government does not care whether there
are job losses in rural Victoria, as long as it does the
bidding of its paymasters in the trade union movement.
The government wants to introduce a state-based
industrial relations regime that takes us back to the old
days of prescribed rules, lack of flexibility, not allowing
employers and employees to work things out for
themselves, treating business as the bad guy and
treating the employees of any business as simpletons
who are not able to think for themselves, who are not
able to sit down with their employer and strike a fair
bargain. Therefore they need the protection of trade
union bosses. That is the sort of regime the government

479

wants to introduce through the common-rule orders and
the new state-based industrial relations system. That is
something we will not wear. We will not wear those job
losses.
If the government was serious about increasing the
minimum set of entitlements for people who fall under
schedule 1A of the federal Workplace Relations Act, it
would lobby its Labor Party friends and colleagues in
Canberra to support the bill that is currently before the
commonwealth Parliament, the Workplace Relations
Amendment (Improved Protection for Victorian
Workers) Bill. There is a bill in the federal Parliament
that increases the basic safety net provisions in
schedule 1A, a whole series of provisions dealing with
leave, bereavement leave and so forth — increased
minimum provisions.
If this government was serious about increasing
entitlements for workers covered by schedule 1A of the
federal Workplace Relations Act, it would encourage
its Labor Party counterparts in Canberra to support the
federal government’s legislation to improve minimum
standards for Victorian workers. It is not a theoretical
bill. It is not a bill that might be introduced one day
soon. It is a bill sitting in the federal Parliament in
Canberra. With the support of the Labor Party it could
be passed tomorrow through the House of
Representatives and the Senate. But no, this
government is not serious. This government has done
nothing to convince its colleagues in Canberra, those
same colleagues who are trying very hard to show that
they will reduce the trade union influence in their own
party from 60 per cent to 50 per cent. Convince those
colleagues, and they can show by supporting this
federal legislation that they are not tied to the purse
strings of the trade union movement. But no, it is not
doing that.
How incongruous it is that at a time when less than
20 per cent of all employees in Australia are members
of the trade union movement, the Labor Party
nationally and here in Victoria is beating itself up about
whether to reduce direct trade union influence in its
own party from 60 per cent to 50 per cent. They are
totally out of step with Australians again. Less than
20 per cent of Australians are members of the trade
union movement, yet the Labor Party gives the trade
union movement 50 per cent control, and it thinks that
is an improvement. My goodness, it has a lot to learn.
If Labor Party members are serious about improving
the minimum set of safety net provisions for Victorian
workers currently covered by schedule 1A of the
Workplace Relations Act, they would encourage their
colleagues in Canberra to pass the amending bill. The
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fact that they have not even bothered to pick up a
phone, let alone write to them about this,
indicates — —
Hon. M. M. Gould — Excuse me, the minister has
spoken to Minister Abbott, so don’t mislead this house!
Get your facts right!
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — I will pick that up.
Why don’t you listen before you interject? I am not
talking about talking to Tony Abbott. Tony Abbott has
already introduced a bill to improve protection for
Victorian workers. I am talking about you talking to
your Labor Party colleagues in Canberra and getting
them to support the amending bill, and you are not
doing that because you are simply not serious.
Then we have the spectre of the information services
officers. Talk about sugar coating and spin! They will
have extraordinary powers. The information services
officers who will be appointed under this bill will not
only have the right to ensure compliance with the act
that this bill creates but, as provided by clause 14(2),
they will have the power to enforce any other act of
Parliament. The information services officers are a
return to the system of industrial inspectors. They will
be Labor government-appointed — in effect, trade
union-appointed — industrial inspectors, who would
have the right to go into any workplace across Victoria
and demand to look at the books, to take samples and
documents away and basically to ride roughshod over
any workplace they like. They are going to be there not
just to ensure compliance with this act but with any act
of Parliament.
This government is proposing to set up a system of
state-based industrial inspectors at exactly the same
time as it has refused to accept $90 million of federal
government funding because it does not want to allow
staff of the Office of the Employment Advocate, the
independent umpire of workplace relations in Australia,
access to the building site which currently is and will
remain an industrial relations battleground — down at
the Melbourne Cricket Ground. This government does
not want people from the Office of the Employment
Advocate anywhere near the MCG to enforce the law.
It does not want to comply with federal law. It has
given away $90 million of federal grants so that it does
not have to comply with federal law and it does not
have to allow people from the Office of the
Employment Advocate access to that building site. It
has cost the taxpayers $77 million from the budget and
it has also imposed a further levy on Melbourne Cricket
Club members because it does not want people from
the Office of the Employment Advocate to have access
to the MCG building site. At the same time it wants to
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set up its own inspectorate, with draconian powers that
include the ability to seek search warrants.
The powers include the power to take out search
warrants to search any workplace they like, including
homes. The emerging small office, home office
(SOHO) people who are running legitimate businesses
in our community will be subject to a knock on the
door and a search warrant from the information services
officers. They will not be there to help but to ensure
compliance, to issue fines and to prosecute. They will
be riding roughshod over any workplace that they like,
these euphemistically titled information services
officers.
The legislation provides that the information services
officers can seek the assistance of the police, which is
unprecedented. It is unprecedented in industrial
relations law in Australia that any such inspectors
would need search warrants. I have been advised by
practitioners in this area that that is an unprecedented
step, let alone the further step of being able to seek
assistance from the police to enter someone’s business
or someone’s home, which could also be their business.
Of course in a rural setting, as other members of this
place would know, the home is often also the office of a
farming business or many other rural businesses.
Who will the inspectors be? They will be appointed by
this government. There are a couple of blokes looking
for a job at the moment. One of them is Craig Johnston.
He is pretty well known for entering business premises.
If Craig Johnston is appointed as an information
services officer he would have the right under the full
weight of the Victorian law to enter business premises.
Some would argue that Craig does a pretty good job
without the protection of the law. Is that the sort of
person we want enforcing any law in Victoria? I would
not think so. Martin Kingham, maybe, or John
Cummins or a few other people who might be looking
for a job could become information services officers
and knock on anyone’s door, day or night. That is the
sort of industrial relations environment that this
government wants to set up.
Honourable members have seen what can happen when
well-meaning laws are abused. We have seen that
particularly in the construction industry, with the use of
occupational health and safety laws. There is absolutely
nothing wrong with occupational health and safety laws
when they are used to enforce occupational health and
safety standards. But that is not what Construction,
Forestry, Mining and Energy Union members and their
mates do. We have seen that in transcripts of the
ongoing Cole royal commission into the building
industry. We have seen the use of occupational health
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and safety laws as an industrial weapon, to bludgeon
employers and subcontractors into accepting
unreasonable union demands. It is going on every
single day in every workplace across Victoria and in
many other parts of Australia.
The fear is that that sort of intimidation, that sort of
misuse of legislation that currently exists in the building
industry, will spread right across every workplace in
Victoria, with the use of these supposed information
services officers. What a title. It sounds like they will be
out there handing out leaflets and helping or assisting
people. No, they will be inspectors who will be
authorised to seek search warrants and take out penalty
notices and to prosecute and punish people for failing to
comply with not only this particular bill but with any
other act of Parliament that they so choose. I see the
spectre of it and, having spoken to a lot of people —
not only employers but employees as well — about this
legislation, I fear the sort of culture and climate that
would be built up if these information services officers
were allowed to ride roughshod across Victoria,
imposing their standards and the standards of this trade
union-dominated government upon employers and
employees. They are the sorts of evils this bill proposes.
Eventually in part 5 the bill gets to the referral power. I
have spoken about that at the outset. I do not intend to
labour the point too much further except to say that if
the government were serious about making this referral
it would have done so in an individual piece of
legislation, but it has not. It would have said, ‘Here’s a
bill to refer the power to the commonwealth
government’. If it later thought the commonwealth
government was not acting in good faith, it could have
come back and introduced another regime if the
government so wished.
This is a veiled attempt to introduce a state-based
industrial relations system, to give away the gains of the
past decade, to give away the flexibility in workplaces
that over the past decade has enabled an absolute boom
in employment in Victoria, for the sort of people who
were cut out of the old nine-to-five, Monday-to-Friday,
union-dominated, work-to-rule-type of workplace
environment. Working mothers, students, even
pensioners — people who are able to take advantage of
flexible labour market conditions — have been the
great beneficiaries and they are the ones who stand to
lose the most with the introduction of this sort of
draconian legislation.
The Liberal Party is not here to protect the interests of
the trade union movement. As I said at the outset, we
respect the existence of the trade union movement.
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Where its members act in good faith, we work with
them.
Hon. M. R. Thomson interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — I inform the
minister that we have demonstrated that many, many
times.
However, we do not believe in an industrial relations
system that is run for and on behalf of the trade union
movement. We believe in an industrial relations system
with the flexibility built into it to recognise modern-day
reality and allow employers and employees to work
together to their mutual benefit as they have been doing
over the past decade. We believe in an industrial
relations environment that adds to job growth and does
not destroy it.
We believe in an industrial relations environment
which, through the unitary system of industrial
relations, gives Victoria a competitive edge; and we
believe in an industrial relations system that protects
Victorian workers and does not work against their best
interests. That is what this bill does; it works against the
interests of the people it is supposed to protect.
For those reasons we will oppose the bill, and in doing
so we will protect the jobs of many thousands of
Victorians: jobs that the Victorian Retailers Association
and the Victorian Farmers Federation pointed out
would be lost; and jobs that many small employers in
shopping centres and small businesses all across my
electorate and many other electorates in Victoria have
pointed out would be lost if this legislation were
enacted.
In closing, it is only the Liberal Party that can look after
the legitimate interests of Victorian employees, only the
Liberal Party that can deliver flexibility in employment
and flexibility in conditions that recognise the reality on
every shop floor and on every farm. Only the Liberal
Party stands between Victorian employees and the
massive job losses this draconian legislation would
have imposed on them.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS (Melbourne) — The
Bracks Labor government’s legislation, the Federal
Awards (Uniform System) Bill, created the opportunity
for the Victorian Parliament to step up and create fair
outcomes for Victoria’s lowest paid workers. It
provided us with an opportunity to guarantee
reasonable wages for Victorian workers and the
opportunity to remove Third World conditions of
employment that currently apply to Victorian workers
and to remove the legalised arrangements that
perpetuate second-class citizenship in this nation.
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It is the legal framework we inherited that perpetuates
second-class citizenship for Victoria’s lowest paid
workers not covered by federal awards. They are worse
paid than any other workers in the nation, and it is the
nature of the law that perpetuates that system. That is
most unfortunate, and today is a shameful and sorry day
for the Victorian Parliament and for this chamber
because it is again not going to take up the opportunity
to achieve outcomes by supporting the bill.
As a member of the Labor government that has tried on
a number of occasions to address the major disparities
in the rights and opportunities of Victorians and those
of any other workers in the nation, I am bitterly
disappointed. That is what we have attempted by
introducing this bill. It is the same sorry story. The
Liberal and National parties in this chamber continue to
be blind to the plight of 560 000-odd working people in
Victoria. They are deaf to the evidence that has been
presented to them time and again, established at length
by the considerations of the task force established to
support the introduction of the Fair Employment Bill
and blind to the documentary evidence of the plight of
hundreds of witnesses who appeared before the task
force providing information about individual
circumstances of disadvantage experienced through
working conditions.
Members of the Liberal and National parties will leave
this place again today rejecting the bill and continuing
their silence in the area of advocacy of rights and
entitlements of the working poor in this state. That is a
blight on the Parliament and a blight on this chamber;
and indeed something that will eventually be shown by
the people of Victoria to be totally unacceptable. This is
one of the hallmark issues that distinguish the Labor
Party from the opposition in this chamber. The Liberal
and National parties have consistently combined to
reject legislation prepared by our government to redress
this sorry tale, a tale that goes back to two critical
events in the history of workers rights in Victoria: one
in 1992 when state awards were abolished; and one in
1996 when under the leadership of the Kennett
administration the government took the reprehensible
and appalling step of handing over to the
commonwealth responsibility for the working
conditions of the working poor.
It is appalling the way that legislation handed up to the
commonwealth guaranteed only 5 minimum conditions
of employment rather than 20 minimum conditions of
employment that applied to every other worker in the
nation. Every other worker! That was an appalling and
reprehensible act.
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The Liberal and National parties in Victoria at that time
and ever since have continued to live in denial of the
impact that had on working people throughout Victoria,
in particular working-poor people in regional Victoria
where thousands of the poorest paid workers live in
regional seats. The backlash at the 1999 election is a
measure of the contempt held by regional communities
about Victorian legislators and their disregard of the
rights and conditions of Victorians who want to carve
out a decent life for themselves and their families, and
who want to receive decent wages and conditions that
cover their terms of employment.
This Parliament in 1996 was derelict in its
responsibilities, and that sorry track record will be
replicated today. Since 1999 a number of attempts have
been made by the Bracks Labor government to correct
that history. The Leader of the Government in this
chamber when she was Minister for Industrial Relations
embarked upon a process of extensive consultation and
consideration throughout the Victorian community
which saw the establishment of a task force to provide
advice to her and the government on the way we could
address the situation. The result of that advice was the
introduction of the Fair Employment Bill, which met a
sorry demise in this chamber in 2000. In my
contribution to that debate, which was somewhat
lengthier than my contribution will be today, I outlined
the evidence that supported the introduction of that bill,
which included at the macro level the number of people
affected, which is of the order of 560 000 Victorian
employees.
It affects thousands of family members who live off the
wages of these poorly paid workers. Almost
one-quarter of all employees in regional Victoria
receive less than $10.50 an hour. Parliament chose to
ignore what that means for the families of workers
receiving those wages: the fact that there are many
Victorian families where the kids go hungry, where
they turn up to school undernourished, which obviously
affects the enjoyment of and the quality of their life. It
chooses to ignore the fact that come Christmas time
many families are stretched to breaking point. It
chooses to ignore the fact that many families do not
receive proper medical attention. These people do not
receive anything beyond the mere satisfaction of their
daily lives. Parliament chooses to be blissfully ignorant
of that again today.
There is no heartfelt concern expressed by any
opposition member in relation to those issues. These are
issues that they do not want to discuss. They do not
want to consider the impact of any legislation that they
pass or reject. They do not want to look at the impact it
may have on regional communities, and whether the net
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effect of this dampening down of the take-home pay of
workers significantly affects economic activity in those
regional centres.
We often hear the argument that by increasing the
wages of Victorian employees it will dampen down
employment levels. The only modelling that has been
undertaken and independently contracted to the
National Institute of Economic and Industry Research
indicates that the drop in employment levels would be
less than 1 per cent over a 10-year horizon when one
would expect employment growth to be in the order of
10 per cent over that period.
The dampening down of employment opportunities is
minuscule compared with employment growth. The
furphy run by the opposition, which is one of the key
planks in its denial about the worth of this legislation,
does not stack up to any scientific scrutiny. At no stage
in the consideration of the Fair Employment Bill or this
bill today has the opposition provided evidence to
support the allegation that there will be a dampening of
employment levels in the state.
I challenge opposition members in the Parliament,
outside the Parliament and in the public domain to
demonstrate any modelling that indicates that there
would be an adverse impact upon employment levels
beyond the levels I have indicated. I would argue that
on the basis of the stimulatory effect of greater
take-home pay and discretionary income there would
be a net positive. The only scientific research that has
been undertaken in this regard, again by the national
institute, validates my point of view. I look forward to
contesting that argument in the Parliament and in the
public domain.
In the time available to me I will outline the intent of
the bill. What it does by its name and intent is create a
unified system of industrial relations in this state and
the nation. Because of the impact of the referral powers
from the Victorian government to the commonwealth
government it perpetuates a system where there are two
categories of Victorian workers: those who are covered
by federal awards and those who are subject to
schedule 1A of the federal Workplace Relations Act.
It applies to those workers who only have minimal rates
of pay and 5 minimum standards of conditions of
employment rather than the 20 that apply to all other
Australian workers. What the bill attempts to do in the
first instance is to say, ‘We’ll offer up a referral power
to the commonwealth’. It does not matter where it
occurs in the bill, the logic of the argument is that we
hand up those powers to the commonwealth to create
common-rule conditions that apply to all workers in the
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state just as they apply to all other workers across the
nation. That is the nature of the unitary system.
Because of the commonwealth’s intransigence, which
runs in parallel with the intransigence of the opposition
parties in Victoria, it is unlikely to accept those referral
powers on the basis of creating a fair and equitable
system in the commonwealth jurisdiction because it
holds on to the vestiges of disadvantage and creating
conflict in the workplace wherever it can. Being
mindful of the likely success of that referral power, the
majority of the bill concentrates on creating a parallel
structure in Victoria by using the vehicle of the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) to
assume the responsibility of providing for common-rule
awards that are based upon the standard set by the
federal jurisdiction. I refer briefly to how the legislation
and legal framework will apply. Federal awards that are
established and maintained through the Workplace
Relations Act will be deemed to apply in the Victorian
jurisdiction through the authority of VCAT.
It does not reinvent the wheel in terms of a new system;
it does not create a new superstructure; and it does not
duplicate the work and responsibilities of the Australian
Industrial Relations Commission. What it does do is
provide in a minimal fashion the mirror image of the
standing of the Australian Industrial Relations
Commission and ensure, in a very simple
administrative way, that the benefits and entitlements of
the conditions of employment flow through to all
Victorian workers.
The bill, through the mechanisms within it, will allow
the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal,
through this head of power, to make regulations that
cover the industrial relations climate in Victoria; it will
enable VCAT to establish common-rule orders which
will have legal force and apply to all employers and
employees within the scope of those orders; and it will
provide for the establishment of inspectors within
Industrial Relations Victoria who will have appropriate
enforcement powers, including for the imposition of
penalties for breaches of the legislation. It would be
negligent for the government to introduce this head of
power and not to provide for an enforcement
mechanism. In fact, it is totally incumbent upon the
government and the administration of Victoria to ensure
that there is compliance with Victorian laws.
Rather than being onerous and warranting the
opposition’s hysteria about who those inspectors will be
and how they will exercise their powers, it is totally
appropriate that a level playing field be created in all
workplaces across Victoria. Indeed, many employers in
their comments to the task force on the Fair
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Employment Bill said time and again that what they
wanted was a level playing field. They did not want to
have differential commercial and award arrangements
applying to different workplaces across the state. The
opposition parties, again, conveniently ignore the fact
that there is a substantial call from industry and from
small businesses to create a level playing field, and that
is what the government is trying to achieve in part
through the introduction of this piece of legislation.
In order to provide for a fair and equitable system, the
bill provides for appeal rights and procedural
arrangements to ensure there is transparency and
accountability to the statutes and to the people of
Victoria, and to ensure that nobody is disadvantaged
through the application of orders or inspectorial powers.
In fact, all employers and employees will have access
to the right to appeal to VCAT.
The common-rule awards and provisions will be
established by VCAT through a transparent process that
requires the tribunal to publish its intent to provide for
industry, stakeholder and community input into its
public hearings and deliberations and to publish its
determinations and ensure the appropriate distribution
of decisions it makes among those upon whom they
may have an impact. If the common-rule orders are not
complied with some sanctions will apply, and then
prosecution powers will be available which will be
handed to the industrial division of the Magistrates
Court for determination. Without reinventing the wheel
by establishing new courts within the administration of
the industrial relations system, new provisions will
apply to the existing courts within Victoria to cover this
important piece of legislation.
Finally, the bill ensures that whenever employees
exercise the rights this bill provides them with through
the processes outlined, either through the Magistrates
Court or through the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal, penalties will apply for any victimisation that
may come their way as a result of exercising those
rights.
As a member of this Labor government who was
looking forward to the passage of this bill improving
the lot of working people in Victoria, I find the most
disappointing aspect of all this is the flagrant disregard
by the opposition parties in this place of their
responsibility to be accountable to the people on this
matter and their insistence on ignoring the significant
contribution of stakeholders, from whatever vantage
point they may have taken in this debate.
There has been significant consultation on this bill with
employer groups, with the trade union movement, with
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affected communities and with individual employees,
and there was galvanised support for the intent of this
legislation. Indeed, just as there was with the
introduction of the Fair Employment Bill, significant
support has been expressed by a number of employer
groups such as the Victorian Automobile Chamber of
Commerce, the Housing Industry Association, the
Victorian Road Transport Association, the Master
Builders Association of Victoria and the Australian
Industry Group. Those groups are not always friends of
the government, but certainly in relation to this exercise
they have been very supportive of the government’s
intent and very supportive of the legislative reform that
it has introduced.
In light of this significant support from major employer
groups in Victoria it is extremely disappointing that on
the basis of the hysteria generated around the Fair
Employment Bill the Liberal Party and the National
Party continue to deny reasonable opportunities for
Victorian workers to receive decent wages and
conditions of employment.
Mr Katsambanis in his contribution referred to
well-meaning laws in a patronising tone which
indicated that he did not have confidence in the
legislation being brought forward by this government,
in that it would fail because it did not have the rigour to
implement a fair and reasonable industrial relations
system in Victoria. I challenge his patronising tone. It is
well-meaning legislation which I believe has the rigour
to deliver the results. That is in stark contrast — a
phrase that often gets used in this place — to the
ill-meaning legislation that currently applies in Victoria
and the ill-meaning industrial relations climate that was
established and perpetuated by the Kennett
administration and which continues to be perpetuated
by the federal conservative government, which revels in
conflict and in maintaining second-class working
conditions for Victorian workers.
Another catchphrase that has been used in this place to
derisively describe contempt for unions that have
imposed a degree of industrial discipline within the
workplace is ‘no ticket, no start’. I would like to impose
a different test on those who come into this place to
represent the people of Victoria. I would like them to
have some ticker. I would like them to have some heart
when they come into this place and to have some
consideration and some compassion. I challenge
anybody who seeks to stay in this place or be elected to
this place to apply the standard ‘no ticker, no start’.
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
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Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — Have a look at
yourself in the mirror when you go home and ask
yourself whether you would be prepared to eyeball
workers in Victoria who, by the very laws of the land,
are at a disadvantage when compared with other
workers in other parts of the country.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — You will not be able
to eyeball yourself, let alone eyeball those workers. It is
a very sorry day. There is no regard for the working
conditions of people in this state.
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — There is no
recognition by the Leader of the Opposition in his
interjection. He tries to bait me on the basis of an
ideological argument and he chooses to live in denial of
the realities of what it is like to be a working person in
this state, and the realities of all those people across
Victoria who receive less than $10 an hour. In this day
and age they are supposed to eke out a reasonable
existence on $10 an hour — it is unacceptable.
The challenge for the Parliament will shortly be to
address outworker legislation. It will be defended again
by the Liberal and National parties on the basis of
justifying the current regime which perpetuates
outworkers being paid as little as $2 an hour. Again I
call on opposition members to look into their hearts to
reconsider their position on legislation such as this,
because this government will keep on bringing
legislation to the Parliament when it can to improve the
lot of working people in Victoria. It is devoted to that
outcome and it is devoted to that cause.
It will be at the electoral peril of the opposition to
continue to deny this important part of the
government’s agenda. Opposition members will not
return to the Parliament after the next election if they do
not seriously reconsider their position on legislation
such as this. The Parliament has an obligation to
introduce fair and reasonable working conditions for
Victorian workers and I implore the house to support
the bill.
Hon. W. I. SMITH (Silvan) — The Liberal Party is
opposed to the Federal Awards (Uniform System)
Bill 2002 as it would impact significantly on small
businesses. The bill, if passed, would establish a
mechanism whereby a federal award in any particular
industry would apply to all state employers in that
industry if the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal (VCAT) approves the award as common rule.
This could affect many award-free workplaces in
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Victoria and may also affect every Victorian workplace
covered by a federal award, because the bill fails to
address what happens if a common-rule order is made
which is inconsistent with an award currently applying
at a workplace. The bill would reduce employer
flexibility and impose yet another level of cost and
administrative obligations — —
Hon. R. F. Smith interjected.
Hon. W. I. SMITH — Wait for it, I will give you an
example. This bill, if implemented, would do other
things. It would see the appointment of information
services officers whose primary function would be to
provide information about and ensure compliance with
this bill or any other act. It would give powers to
information services officers to include calling for the
assistance of police, entering the premises of a
workplace to which a common-rule order applies and
interviewing employees. An information services
officer could apply for a search warrant, and the bill
makes it an offence to hinder or obstruct an information
services officer.
I particularly want to look at the impact of this bill on
small business, should it be passed. Small business is
extremely concerned and opposed to the introduction of
the bill. In particular I turn to an area which has many
small businesses — namely the retail area.
The Australian Retailers Association Victoria (ARAV)
made a submission to the government strongly
opposing the introduction of the bill for several
reasons — and I want to go through those reasons. It
believes there is no appropriate federal industry award
for retail currently in existence. It also believes any
current federal award does not contemplate the needs
and requirements of small business in the current
Victorian trading environment. It believes it will create
financial operational difficulties for many small
business retailers and a less competitive environment in
Victorian retailing. The bill will increase labour costs
and create unemployment. The ARAV believes the
system will introduce new complexities in employment,
which neither the current system nor the previous state
system ever envisaged.
The ARAV interviewed all its retail businesses to get
feedback. The history of retail awards is that the
majority of retail businesses in Victoria are not covered
by any award conditions. That is particularly the case
for those retailers with less than 20 employees, and they
represent a significant proportion of the industry. The
bill will have a far greater impact on the retail industry
as opposed to any other award-covered industries.
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According to the ARAV, the diversity in retail
businesses in Victoria is even greater now with the
deregulated trading environment. It is concerned at the
choice of award which would come in for its industry
under the bill. Clause 10 of the bill seems to impose
upon VCAT restrictions as to which award is to apply
as an industry common-rule order. Should an
application be made, the current scope of the shops
award in conjunction with the requirements imposed by
clause 10 would force VCAT to apply the shops award
as the industry common-rule order. The ARAV is
particularly concerned about having that as its award.

In small business, which is defined by the Australian
Bureau of Statistics as 20 employees and under, one
person off on every business would be significant
around Victoria, particularly as around 50 per cent of
all employment in the private sector is in small
business. The impact would be enormous.

The results of the ARAV’s independent survey indicate
that the impact of applying the shops award to
schedule 1A-covered retailers would impact
significantly on trading hours, payroll administration,
rostering flexibility and employment. The survey found
that if a shops award was applied to businesses, 29 per
cent of retailers currently trading on Sundays would
decrease their trading hours and a further 18 per cent
reported they would cease trading on Sundays. Of those
businesses that trade on Saturdays, 25 per cent reported
that they would decrease trading hours and 3 per cent
would cease trading. In contrast, 14 per cent of
businesses reported they would decrease hours on
normal weekdays, while only 1 per cent reported they
would cease trading on weekdays.

The proposed system is expected to result in an increase
in the number of hours worked by the proprietors of the
business. Let me tell honourable members, small
business owners work very long hours as it is. It is not
uncommon for a small business owner to work
weekends as well. As a result we may see small
business proprietors turning around and deciding
whether it is worth their while continuing to run their
businesses in Victoria.

The potential decrease in trading patterns is a major
concern for the Victorian retail industry, particularly in
light of the unrestricted trading environment, and the
Australian retailers welcome having an unrestricted
trading environment. The proposed common-rule
award would severely impact on small business
retailers, forcing them to restrict trading, and thereby
cause an inequitable balance in market competition.

In summary, the Australian retailers in Victoria do not
believe there is an appropriate industry award to cover
the types of retail businesses currently operating under
schedule 1A. They believe the current federal awards
are not structured to the common rule. The concern is
that the proposed common-rule system will force an
inappropriate award on this industry as there is no
mechanism to create an industry award. There is no
mechanism in the common-rule application to allow
sections of the industry to create terms that are suited to
their business needs. Should such an award be applied
costs to small business retailers would increase and
force an adverse economic impact on that section of the
industry. Their surveys indicate that unemployment
would increase if such an award were introduced along
with decreased employment flexibility.

In regard to payroll administration and rostering
flexibility the survey found that 36 per cent of
businesses reported that time spent administering
payroll would increase if the shop awards were to apply
to their business. Small businesses in Victoria,
particularly retailers, have enough overregulation, red
tape and compliance costs. As I said, the survey found
that there would be an increase of 30 per cent in
administration. Some 51 per cent of the businesses
reported that the introduction of the proposed award
would result in less flexibility in rostering. In regard to
employment — and it is very significant for small
businesses — the survey reported that 34 per cent of
businesses reported that the effect of the application of
the award would be a reduction in the number of
employees. On average the introduction of the shops
award would result in a decrease of approximately
0.8 employees per business.

Importantly, 40 per cent of businesses reported that
paid employees would work reduced hours. So we
would see with the implementation of this bill not only
jobs shed, we would see people having less hours to
work and therefore less money coming in.

Not only do we have overregulation, high taxation and
problems with Workcover premiums, we would now be
looking at a bill which would have small business
owners working longer hours and getting rid of staff. It
would make life more difficult.

This bill is antibusiness — it is anti-small business.
Proprietors of businesses involved also in catering, in
restaurants, cafes and reception centres have contacted
me to say what would happen on weekends under such
an award. They would knock back work, they would
shed staff, and they would work longer hours certainly
as owners and proprietors of businesses. Their main
concern was that they would employ less people,
reduce their staff, have younger staff and not employ
older staff to cut down wages. It would impact
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enormously. There was great fear this bill might go
through.
To conclude, I oppose this bill. The Liberal Party
opposes this bill. The bill is anti-small business; it is
anti-jobs. It should not go through.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I want to
intervene in the debate to indicate that the National
Party joins with the opposition in opposing the Federal
Awards (Uniform System) Bill. It is in some respects, I
suppose, an interesting development because the
Commonwealth Powers (Industrial
Relations)(Amendment) Bill was introduced in the
other place in September last year, and it languishes on
the notice paper still. At the briefing I inquired as to
what was to be the fate of that bill and whether this bill
overtakes that bill. The minister’s adviser was unable to
give me an answer to that. To her credit, she did follow
it up and advised me that this bill does supersede that
piece of legislation and that she will follow up having it
removed from the notice paper in another place. One
would have thought that if the government were a bit
better organised the left hand might know what the
right hand was doing.
In some respects some honourable members would
maintain that this bill is superficially attractive because
it is dressed up as if to make a single unitary system of
industrial relations apply in Victoria, unlike the present
system where the vast majority of workers come under
the commonwealth Workplace Relations Act in one
way or another through federal awards, or if not under
schedule 1A to that act.
It has been said that we should make sure everyone is
under federal awards by this referral of the
common-rule power and we will have this single
system which should be good. One would have to say
on the surface that sounds a compelling argument, and
it is one I heard the Leader of the Government running
by interjection in a disorderly fashion during the
contribution of the Honourable Peter Katsambanis
earlier this afternoon. It was again clear that the Leader
of the Government, as with so many things she touches,
does not know what she is talking about because this
bill will not achieve that outcome either.
It will not achieve it for two reasons: not every
occupation in Victoria falls within the parameters of
federal awards — there are still going to be some
people under schedule 1A whatever the situation so we
are still going to have that difference despite the
Minister for Education Services alleging otherwise;
more particularly, the bill introduces an entirely
separate and new industrial relations situation in the
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circumstance where the commonwealth declines to take
up the referred power. How it can be logically argued
that this bill is designed to achieve a single system
when in itself it provides for virtually the
re-establishment of a separate Victorian industrial
relations set-up completely escapes me.
How could it be thought for one moment that giving the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal industrial
relations responsibilities is a clever thing to do? Again
the logic of that escapes me. Whatever expertise VCAT
may have — and bearing in mind it is generally set up
to review administrative decisions — to have it
suddenly branching off into some fully fledged
industrial relations circumstance and to have the
accompanying powers the bill also envisages for those
designated with the quaint and Orwellian name
‘information services officers’ is, I think, a clear
indication that the government is not serious about this
piece of legislation.
If it were serious the government would have brought
in a bill that sought to do only one thing — that is, refer
the common-rule power and leave it at that. It would
give the commonwealth the opportunity to take up that
referral, or at least put pressure on the commonwealth
to take it up, and if it then did not this government
could have brought in legislation to do what it might
have thought was the answer to what it alleges are the
problems confronting schedule 1A employees in
Victoria.
But it chose not to do that. It chose to bring in this
hybrid bill, and if it thought for one moment that the
National Party was going to support such a hybrid bill it
was well mistaken. I know full well what is the intent
and design of this legislation. It is to provide another
plank in the platform of the Labor Party as it hurtles
towards the early election that it so clearly wants to
achieve. The government put a trigger in the bill to
make sure the opposition was less than happy with the
bill and was likely to oppose it. It reinserted some of the
obnoxious provisions we saw in the Orwellian-named
Fair Employment Bill which this house fortunately
defeated some six or seven months ago. One such
provision concerns the so-called information services
officers, who would be nothing but compliance and
enforcement officers who would be given draconian
powers to virtually invade businesses in this state.
By putting in the bill those sorts of provisions, which
were clearly based on the government’s experience
with the Fair Employment Bill and which were and are
totally unacceptable to the National Party, the
government made it clear that it did not intend in any
genuine way to get this legislation through.
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To recap the situation a little, the former government
referred most of the state’s industrial relations powers
to the commonwealth. I think everyone would
acknowledge that that was a good move, that by and
large it has worked extremely well. People employed
under the federal Workplace Relations Act have a
greater amount of freedom to come to a satisfactory
agreement between themselves and the employer as to
the terms of their employment, their hours of work,
their leave and so on. I think everyone would think it
has gone fairly well.
At the time it was decided for good and proper
reasons — and I have already explained some of those
reasons, and I will not go over them again — to retain
the common-rule power. Then we had the introduction
of the Fair Employment Bill and the alleged
exploitation of schedule 1A workers. Time and again I
invited the former Minister for Industrial Relations,
when she held that portfolio — she is now the Minister
for Education Services — to produce for me any solid
evidence of exploitation of schedule 1A workers.
I heard some figures bandied about during this debate
today by the Honourable Sang Nguyen about alleged
low rates of pay. I had a look at the minimum rates of
pay that apply to schedule 1A workers and I compared
them with federal awards — not in every award but in a
number, and certainly in the agriculture industry. In fact
there is very little difference. Yes, they are marginally
lower, that is true, but only marginally so. The
differences are more particularly in the minimum
conditions — 20 under the federal award system,
5 minimum ones under schedule 1A.
That is not to say that employers do not provide those
employees with other conditions which they agree to. I
have yet to find any evidence of any employee being
denied bereavement leave, for example, yet if you listen
to the former Minister for Industrial Relations that was
a regular occurrence, but she has never been able to
produce any example to me of where that has occurred.
It is a typical Labor Party attitude that all employers are
exploiters and they grind workers into the dirt and that
all employees are angels and do not have the capacity
to stand up for themselves, that they need unions to do
their bidding. Both those scenarios are demonstrably
false. I find that employers, by and large over a long
experience now, particularly small employers who rely
so heavily on a loyal, dedicated work force, do not treat
their employees poorly because they know they will
leave. They can go down the street and get a job with
another employer. If a business that has perhaps only 1,
2, 3 or 4 employees loses one through alleged
dissatisfaction with the conditions and the treatment

Thursday, 17 October 2002

they are receiving, that is 25 per cent of the work force
that walks out the door, and word gets around so that it
is hard to attract good workers to come to work for you.
By and large, I would say that in 99.9 per cent of cases,
in my experience, there is a very good relationship
between employers in small business and their work
force, because there has to be. Small business cannot
survive otherwise. Yet we constantly hear this mantra
rolled out by Labor Party people that suggests that
somehow or other employees under schedule 1A are
being stood over, exploited and driven down. I am yet
to see the evidence.
We also had the so-called independent task force. It
gets held up on many occasions as the greatest thing
since sliced bread, and it brought in a report that
demonstrated the need for change and highlighted all
the ills that are out there in industry. It is held up by the
minister and by this government as if it were some
unanimous report. It was not a unanimous report at all.
If you take the trouble to read some of the comments by
a couple of dissenting members you will see they
believe that much of the work the task force did was
tainted by bias. It did not decide unanimously all the
things that the minister in this house from time to time
claimed it did.
Following the defeat of the Fair Employment Bill in
this house we saw the commonwealth Parliament have
presented to it a bill called the Workplace Relations
Amendment (Minimum Entitlements for Victorian
Workers) Bill 2001. What happened to that? It has
languished on the notice paper in the House of
Representatives because there has been no indication
from the Labor Party in Canberra that it would allow
the bill to pass through the Senate. Why would the
federal government proceed with a piece of legislation
such as that if the Labor Party is not going to facilitate
its passage through the upper house? If this government
were serious about its claims that it wants to assist
schedule 1A workers and give them a greater range of
minimum conditions I would have thought the first
thing it would have done would have been to encourage
its commonwealth colleagues to accept the legislation
and have it pass, and we would have seen how it went.
But no, it has chosen not to do that. It has chosen to
make an election platform out of this particular aspect
of Victorian government.
In my earlier remarks I said that if the government were
genuine and serious it would have brought in a piece of
legislation that simply would have referred the
common-rule power and not added the other points. It
added the second string for VCAT if the
commonwealth were not to pick up the referral power. I
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do not know whether the commonwealth will pick up
the referral power; I haven’t a clue what the
commonwealth’s intentions will be. But it is unlikely to
be encouraged to pick it up, I would have thought, by
this legislation because this legislation has so many
other prickles in it.

more than 38 hours as a schedule 1A employee was
paid nothing beyond the 38 hours. That is simply not
true at all. Most employers come to arrangements with
their employees as to hours of work and rates of pay if
those hours extend abnormally long, as they do
occasionally due to seasonal conditions.

I, for one, certainly do not want an inexpert tribunal
down at VCAT getting involved in industrial relations
matters. VCAT may be a perfectly suitable vehicle for
looking into administrative decisions, but it is clearly
not an appropriate vehicle to be dealing with industrial
relations matters. I think with the best will in the world
it would simply become a creature of the unions, which
would use it as a vehicle to leapfrog one over the other
and to jack people into different and varying federal
awards with no regard whatsoever for employers who
run a capacity-to-pay case.

It is not just the hourly rate we need to be looking at;
there are all sorts of on-costs when you are employing
people, as anyone who has been an employer well
knows, whether it is the workers compensation
premium or the super guarantee contribution that has to
be made and is now running at 9 per cent. There is a
whole range of extra costs and, as the Honourable
Wendy Smith said, it is likely that if this sort of
legislation were foisted upon small business there
would be thousands of jobs lost.

Surely if this economy is to thrive we have to have
wage increases which bear a resemblance to
productivity. Yet there is no indication in this
legislation at all that employers would have the
opportunity to run a capacity-to-pay line at all. They
would be roped in and VCAT would be doing the
union’s work as I see it. It would be bringing people in
under a federal award in various industries right across
the board without any opportunity for individual
employers in those industries to put their case before a
properly constituted industrial relations commission. So
I reject the notion that VCAT should get involved in
industrial relations.
In terms of being at VCAT, if you were there, as I read
the bill there does not seem to be any opportunity for an
industry or employer within an industry to put a case
for set-off provisions, for example. In agriculture many
employees are provided with very good housing at
either no rent or very nominal rent that is well below
market rates, yet as I read the bill there would be no
opportunity for that to be set off against their hourly
pay rates because they would simply be lumped under
the relevant federal award which does not take that into
account. I am sure there are other examples.
The dairy industry, our largest export industry in this
nation, relies very heavily on flexible hours. I think of
the 20 000 or so employees in the dairy industry. By
and large they are young men and women, many of
whom are trying to get a foot on the ladder to get their
own farms. They are prepared to work very flexibly
with their employers to do the work when it needs to be
done rather than by some strict regime that says you
will work certain hours and beyond that you are on
overtime. If you listen to the Minister for Education
Services you would think that anyone who worked

Too often government members come from union
backgrounds where they have been accustomed to
dealing with large employers with hundreds, if not
thousands, of employees and a huge turnover where
these costs are amortised over such a big operation that
they do not have quite the same impact. If you are a
small employer this sort of thing can tip you over the
edge from financial viability into financial disaster. I do
not think we should be a party to just passing the bill
and thinking it is going to work all right. There is no
doubt that jobs will be lost, particularly in agriculture
and the restaurant trade and the like. How many I
cannot judge, but I can certainly put them in the
thousands.
The National Party has consistently said it wanted a
cooperative workplaces and cooperative arrangements
between employers and employees. It believes the
actions taken by the previous coalition government in
this state in referring industrial relations powers to the
commonwealth has gone a long way to providing for
workplace agreements that are entered into voluntarily,
in good faith and with goodwill. I do not want to be a
party to spiking that progress; I want it extended so that
in due course it covers all workers in this state.
Hon. R. F. SMITH (Chelsea) — In the immortal
words of Austen Tayshus: ‘How much can a koala
bear?’ How many times do we have to implore those
conservatives opposite to support changes to the current
industrial legislation that will afford the least skilled
and most impoverished families in this state a fair go?
There is no legitimacy in the arguments I have heard so
far from those opposite that could support their stance
in opposing this legislation — none whatsoever. They
clearly care more about their employer mates than they
do about the citizens of this state. I suggest they should
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at least have the courage to stand up and say that, as we
do.
We are often accused of caring more about our union
mates and ordinary workers. I unashamedly admit that,
and I have done on numerous occasions. We do care
about workers, particularly those who are
disadvantaged. I absolutely and unequivocally admit to
that, but we also care about employers. The simple
reason is that we understand the direct relationship
between employers being successful and job creation.
There is a direct link, and we understand that. We are
about getting a fair go for both sides and to do that you
need a legitimate and fair industrial system. We simply
do not have it here in Victoria, and that is because of
the resistance of the conservatives opposite. They just
do not want their mates to be disadvantaged in any way,
shape or form.
The puerile arguments but forward by the Honourable
Wendy Smith about the impact on jobs and the capacity
to decimate employment in this state if these changes
were to occur are illogical for one simple reason:
workers in exactly the same industries in other states
working under federal awards are actually working.
They are not unemployed or out on the street. The
businesses they work in are functioning, viable and
profitable.
To argue that if the workers of Victoria were paid an
equivalent amount to those interstate would mean
decimation just does not stand up. It is inconsistent.
They are being exposed for the clear and obvious
attempts to support at all costs those who support them.
By that I mean when you go to a Liberal fundraiser,
99 times out of 100 there is going to be a businessman,
a business representative or a small business
representative there, paying up to make sure you are
going to stay here to protect them. The government
understands that, but the opposition should be honest
and open about it.
As I said, if interstate workers’ entitlements are
contrasted with Victorians’ entitlements — that is the
five basic entitlements under schedule 1A compared
with the 20 under federal awards — there is what I
describe as a huge and disgraceful difference. There is
no rational reason for that. If the opposition genuinely
cared about the citizens of Victoria, as the government
does — the government cares about everyone and
governs for all Victoria, as opposed to the
opposition — it would do something about it.
I heard Mr Katsambanis say that only the Liberal Party
cares about the best interests of ordinary working
people. I nearly threw up on the spot. I suggest he

Thursday, 17 October 2002

might like to talk to police, public servants, nurses,
teachers and thousands of other workers to see what
they think about the Liberal Party looking after their
interests. It is like Dracula going to the blood bank. The
opposition does not understand the havoc it has
wreaked on ordinary working people in the state; it just
does not get it. However, it will in a few months time or
within the next 12 months. It will understand clearly
what it has done because people will demonstrate via
the ballot box — ta-ta! — and the opposition deserves
it.
If I could see just one piece of evidence that
demonstrates a benefit to schedule 1A workers I might
be able to understand the arguments that have been put
forward by the opposition, but I cannot find one. There
is a view among those opposite that all small
businessmen and employers support their views and
want to oppose this bill. I am here to tell them that is
not true.
Numbers of small businessmen regularly contact the
relevant union, government departments, or indeed
local politicians, and inquire about what they should be
paying for the simple reason that they care about being
fair and just to their employees. They like the people
who work for them and they want to do the right thing.
They want to pay them fair compensation. Their
concern is related to the fact that those who do not do
the right thing have an unfair advantage over them. It is
pretty clear — competition. If you pay a little bit more
in the workplace you will do it a little bit harder than
those who do not. We say drag everyone up, lift them
up, raise the floor and allow the legislation to go
through, as it will be of significant benefit to the very
people who need it the most — those ordinary working
people and their families. I do not understand the logic
of the opposition.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — It doesn’t matter if it puts
them out of a job.
Hon. R. F. SMITH — I hear this but all the
evidence shows that since 1992, Mr Baxter, that has not
occurred. The research shows that there has been
minimal movement either way. Increased jobs did not
occur under the legislation. Why not? If the opposition
is right and the legislation that is in place is better, then
why aren’t employees from around the country flocking
into Victoria to take advantage of the different system?
It does not happen. Why aren’t they flowing out of
Victoria? It has not happened. Despite the opposition’s
arguments all the evidence demonstrates minimal
movement of workers and employers from Victoria and
to Victoria as a result of the opposition’s puerile
industrial system. There is no evidence whatsoever, and
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the opposition was exposed on that. I thought
Mr Baxter would have known better than to run that
argument.
The bill provides for the referral of the common-rule
power to the commonwealth, and this will allow the
commonwealth to legislate for federal awards and to
apply and bind all Victorian workers who are not
currently protected. Mr Baxter said the Victorian Civil
and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) is incapable of
handling this legislation or will not be able to
administer it. There has to be some sort of body that can
do that. Rather than set up another state industrial
commission, VCAT would be the most appropriate and
I think quite a clever organisation to handle it.
VCAT would have powers to handle or to make orders
and rules et cetera under common rule, and also handle
any appeals. It would have powers to administer
inspectors who would also have powers in the
workplace to lay prosecutions. That people have the
capacity to go into the workplace and ensure that the
law is being adhered to is absolute anathema to the
opposition. I do not see any difference between the
workplace and any other place. The law is the law,
people should abide by it, and there should be the
ability to ensure that happens. Unfortunately I am
constrained by time and will not get out a lot of the
things I want to say.
Hon. K. M. Smith — You got all the good stuff out,
Bob.
Hon. R. F. SMITH — There was plenty more to
come.
Mr Baxter made a point about employers not being able
to afford these changes and that they would be driven
out of business. The legislation is clear. It provides
exemptions for those employers who can genuinely
demonstrate an incapacity to pay. The government is
not being irresponsible here, quite the contrary — if
they can demonstrate an incapacity to pay they are off
the hook until such time as they can. How fairer can we
be than that?
In my view all the angles have been covered. The
government is more than confident that this will deliver
the best and fairest outcome for working people in
Victoria. It puts us on a level playing field with other
states. I believe I have expressed a strong argument to
suggest that the opposition should support the bill. I
commend the bill to the house.
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra) — I share the
concerns of many Victorians about this proposed
legislation. In particular I wish to comment on the
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economic impact that this bill, if passed, would have. It
is because it would harm employment in this state,
harm smaller businesses and in particular harm people
in regional economies that I oppose this proposal and
am pleased that we are on the verge of ensuring it will
be defeated. There is no doubt that if this bill were
passed the inevitable immediate impact would be to
threaten at the margin a number of jobs in small
businesses and other smallish businesses, because at the
margin employers would have to work out whether
they could meet the cost of the increased salaries that
this bill would immediately cause.
There is no doubt that unions would make immediate
applications. The Victorian Trades Hall Council would
see this as a rare opportunity to be relevant, and as a
consequence of that the cost of employing existing
employees in existing businesses in this state would rise
and jobs would be imperilled. Business organisations
that are interested in this have done assessments and
have come up with that conclusion, and I think it is
inescapable. You cannot simply expect a small business
to pay substantially increased salaries and have
nowhere to pass the cost on. They cannot pass it on in
increased prices because of the lack of likelihood of
being able to compete properly in their own domestic
marketplace. Therefore, we will see them laying people
off.
Smaller businesses that employ mainly members of
their families will not necessarily be affected in that
way. But smaller businesses that employ 3, 4 or 5
people at the margin will cut their employment. That
will have a disproportionate impact in country Victoria,
and if for no other reason we should be alarmed at the
potential impact of the passage of the proposal.
The Victorian Farmers Federation and the Australian
Retailers Association are among those organisations
which have legitimately aired their concerns about the
legislation, and we should be listening to them. I have
not heard a convincing countervailing argument and in
particular, with the exception of the views of the Trades
Hall Council which are predictable, I have not heard
any significant public figures arguing that the bill is
absolutely essential.
Given the significant union militancy in this state I
would also argue that there is no timely reason to pass
this type of legislation. Instead of passing a law which
would give increased powers to unions we should be
looking to reduce the disruptive influence of existing
unions under existing laws in the state. We need a
higher profile in terms of state government advocacy to
reduce the impact of union strikes, union fights and
union bans.
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The previous speaker presented well the arguments that
the Australian Labor Party puts in favour of this bill. He
is a classic spokesman for the ALP in this state. The
point that he unfortunately missed is that there is no
need for that legislation to protect the people he says
deserve protection. Any individual in this state who
wants to be under a federal award can go under a
federal award. Any individual who believes their
employer should be under a federal award is able to
organise a mechanism to seek that. Indeed, the majority
of employers in this state are covered by federal awards
or agreements, not by this part of the act that the Labor
government seeks to change.
The reason the previous speaker did not cover this point
is because it shows that employees have not grouped
together to move out of this part of the law. Employees
have not grouped together to be 100 per cent under
federal awards. Indeed, a large number of employees
are perfectly happy with the environment and the area
of the law they work under. They have not been roped
into federal awards and they have not been covered by
union claims to go into federal awards. One of the
strengths of the system is that it offers diversity in
choice, a choice which employees have willingly taken.
The problem for the unions, which is the true motive
issue for the Labor government, is that they find it hard
to unionise these smaller workplaces that are under the
part of the act which the government wants to change.
The ambition of the state government is to pass this
legislation which would mean there would be almost
automatic unionisation of the smallest businesses and
the smallest workplaces throughout this state.
I do not regard that as being in the public interest. I do
believe there should be a right to unionise a workplace
but I do not believe it should be either compulsory or
unavoidable. If this legislation is passed it would be
compulsory and unavoidable. That as well is not in the
interests of smaller business and particularly regional
businesses.
The final point I make is in relation to the so-called
information services officers. This is a proposed new
and intrusive power as it would affect small businesses
in this state. It is insufficient for the Labor Party to
argue that similar powers exist under federal legislation
covering larger businesses. As true as that may be, it
also has to be recognised that those powers do not
cover most smaller businesses. While BHP, which has
an industrial relations advisory staff of 100, is easily
able to cope with an inspector knocking on the door, the
local farmer who runs a dairy and has a few staff or the
local small businessperson who runs a newsagency and
has a few staff is far less capable of dealing with the
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bureaucracy and intrusive structure that the ALP
proposes in the bill. We have to propose proportionate
mechanisms for enforcement. This bill is
disproportionate in putting a heavy and ill-explained
burden on small businesses under the guise of
information services officers.
In conclusion, therefore, not only is the case for this bill
not made out but the case that it would cause significant
economic and employment impact of a negative nature
is overwhelmingly clear. We have in Victoria a unique
advantage in having a federal industrial relations
system and no state system. We have done in this state
what industrial relations commentators and academics
of the left and the right have argued for for 50 years: we
have abolished the state industrial relations system and
have an integrated system. I look forward to the day
when other states face up to the inevitability of the fact
that they do not need state IR systems and that we have
one national IR system.
We are in transition, and as we go through that period
of transition this proposal, even though more modest
than the previous Fair Employment Bill, would be a
retrograde step and not a step towards having one
unified system.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 12
Broad, Ms
Gould, Ms
Hadden, Ms (Teller)
Jennings, Mr
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr

Mikakos, Ms (Teller)
Nguyen, Mr
Romanes, Ms
Smith, Mr R. F.
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms

Noes, 26
Ashman, Mr
Atkinson, Mr (Teller)
Baxter, Mr
Best, Mr
Birrell, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Boardman, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Cover, Mr
Craige, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.

Forwood, Mr
Furletti, Mr
Hallam, Mr
Katsambanis, Mr
Lucas, Mr
Luckins, Ms (Teller)
Olexander, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Ross, Dr
Smith, Mr K. M.
Smith, Ms
Strong, Mr

Pairs
Hall, Mr
Stoney, Mr

Motion negatived.

Darveniza, Ms
Carbines, Ms
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NATIONAL PARKS (BOX-IRONBARK AND
OTHER PARKS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Hon. C. C. BROAD
(Minister for Energy and Resources).

Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I move:
That the bill be printed and, by leave, the second reading be
made an order of the day for later this day.

Leave refused.
Ordered to be printed and second reading be made an
order of the day for next day.

BUSINESS LICENSING LEGISLATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Hon. M. R. THOMSON
(Minister for Small Business).

MURRAY-DARLING BASIN
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Hon. C. C. BROAD
(Minister for Energy and Resources).

TRAVEL AGENTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Hon. M. R. THOMSON
(Minister for Small Business).

CONTROL OF WEAPONS AND FIREARMS
ACTS (SEARCH POWERS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
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Read first time on motion of Hon. J. M. MADDEN
(Minister for Sport and Recreation).

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — I move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until tomorrow at
10.00 a.m.

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I would have
thought there would be a reason why it is proposed that
this house sit at 10.00 a.m. tomorrow when nobody
from the government has approached the National Party
on any form of official basis to give an adequate reason
why the house is being called back at that time.
Yes, rumours get around this place, and yes, the rumour
had come back to me that we were sitting at 10.00 a.m.
tomorrow. I would have thought that the government
would have had the decency to come and talk to the
National Party and explain the reasons why it wants to
be back here at 10.00 a.m. tomorrow. This is a most
unusual occurrence. We had a scheduled sitting and an
agreement between the parties that our sitting times for
this week would be Tuesday, Wednesday and
Thursday. Now we find at 6.28 p.m. that we are
expected to sit for another day again this week — for
what purpose, for what reason?
The rumour tells me that we are sitting purely to debate
the National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill.
If that is the case I would be interested to know. It was
not on the schedule; it was not in the agreement at the
start of the week that that would be one of the bills the
house would debate this week.
I refer honourable members to the position of National
Party members who live in the country. We live in
box-ironbark country. People have made numerous
representations to us on that issue. We want to raise
their issues. All of the documentation of those
representations is back in our electorate offices and this
Parliament expects us to return and debate this bill
tomorrow. It is not allowing us to represent our
constituents in the way that we should.
It is an absolute disgrace, if that is the reason — and I
would be interested in the government’s response —
that at this last minute we are being called on to sit
tomorrow. It is not just because of the agreement and
because of the fact that no warning was given — people
have made commitments for Friday; okay, we put
Parliament first, we always do, we always put our
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parliamentary commitments first — but we expect a bit
of decency and consultation on how this place is run.
I say in this particular episode that there has been no
ounce of decency and no commonsense displayed by
the government in respect of calling for this Parliament
to sit at 10.00 a.m. tomorrow. We are strenuously
opposed to coming back here because we will be
prevented from doing our job properly. We expected
that the debate on the box-ironbark bill would be held
the next week that Parliament is sitting when we would
be fully prepared to represent our constituents.
Under this sham it appears that the government, in
collusion with the opposition, is trying to rush through a
piece of legislation. For what reason? What have they
got to hide by rushing this legislation through? I do not
know. I have not been given an adequate explanation
for it, and I expect it here tonight.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I
hesitated to get to my feet because I expected that we
might have got an explanation from the government.
The Minister for Education Services, the Leader of the
House, has demeaned the Parliament yet again by
moving a motion without any consultation with the
leader the third party at all. This house has prided itself
now for many, many years on working by cooperation
and agreement, and here the Leader of the Government
does not have the common decency or courtesy to
consult the leader of the third party as to what the plans
are for the sitting of the house tomorrow. We are
expected to accept that the house is going to come back
without any reason whatsoever being given.
If we are to speculate that it is to debate the
box-ironbark legislation, why would that be so? Why
would the Parliament be debating that immediately we
got it into this house when traditionally the house does
not do that except in two circumstances — and those
circumstances do not apply in this case. The two
circumstances are these: if it is towards the end of the
sitting and it is a piece of innocuous legislation we
often debate it in the same week. We are not towards
the end of the sitting, officially; the sitting is to go to
5 December according to the program that has been
given.
The other occasion when sometimes legislation is
debated immediately is if it is urgent legislation and
there is some event or circumstance in the community
that requires the Parliament to act urgently. That
patently does not apply to the box-ironbark legislation.
We are left with no other reason or conclusion to draw
than that the government — and perhaps the
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opposition, but the government in particular — is
feeling the heat of the lobby groups, those that are
concerned about the box-ironbark legislation. We know
the government is furious that it has been forced to
accept two amendments in another place on fossickers
in particular and on eucalyptus harvesting. We know it
is feeling the heat. We know it just wants to get out of
the way as quickly as possible, and it is prepared to
demean the normal procedures of this house for its own
political ends.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — It is not a point of order,
you idiot! I’m speaking against the motion.
I think it is totally unbecoming that we are expected to
vote on a motion with no reason being given
whatsoever. It is inconvenient, as the Leader of the
National Party said, in the sense that there are many
people who wanted to see the legislation debated in the
other place and then make further representations
before it was debated here. They had every expectation
that would be the circumstance because it is the
circumstance in 99 per cent of cases. They will be
denied that opportunity, and I think that is a denial of
democracy.
I call on the government not to put this motion, but to
have the Parliament sit when it is next scheduled to do
so — that is, in Benalla on 30 October. There is
absolutely no reason why the box-ironbark legislation
cannot be passed that week. Nothing is lost by having it
held over until then, but by Jove a lot is gained.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS (Melbourne) — There is
a lot of tension and angst in the chamber this evening as
we debate this motion about how long the house
adjourns. In fact, I think some of the angst and tension
may be misdirected towards the mover of the motion.
Nonetheless, it is incumbent on me to respond on
behalf of the government on the motion.
There is a notion that the motion had been
communicated to the National Party only on the basis
of the rumour mill, and that that may indicate there may
be a need at times such as this for us to formalise
processes by which information is communicated. If
that is in fact the message the National Party wants the
government to take, it is taken.
In terms of the proceedings of the house today, I have
been in the house for most of the day and, on my
counting, the house has spent less than 2 hours dealing
with government business. As has been indicated by the
National Party, the next sitting week will be severely
truncated because of the Parliament’s visit to Benalla.
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In fact, we will lose the Tuesday sitting day, we will
have in the order of only 2 hours to spend on
government business on the Wednesday, and the
Parliament will be resuming in Melbourne at lunch time
on the Thursday.
Again, today’s government business program has been
severely truncated by a combination of matters
resulting from sessional orders, but in particular it has
been severely truncated by an issue that was raised by
the National Party.
Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — That was an issue of
concern to the National Party, and I am not denying that
it is a legitimate issue and I am not denying the
legitimacy of the National Party’s seeking today to deal
with a matter that was heartfelt by its members, but the
reality is that most of the business of the Parliament
today was taken up with that item and the government
had in the order of only 2 hours to deal with
government business today.
Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — I have already
accepted the point made by the Leader of the National
Party that the discussions that took place today were
informal and inconclusive and did not provide the
National Party with any clear sense of direction or
purpose in terms of the government’s intention. That
message has been taken, and mechanisms will be put in
place to formalise discussions in the future.
However, in terms of pursuing the government’s
business agenda, the Leader of the Government has
moved a motion that the house adjourn until 10.00 a.m.
tomorrow, and we will come back tomorrow to debate
important parts of the government’s business program.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — Will the
government inform the house, by way of further
clarification and courtesy to the members of the
chamber, what the government’s business program
shall comprise tomorrow? I am led to believe that the
issues we are canvassing here are complicated by the
question of leave being refused for a second reading to
proceed today.
I am told — again, by the same rumour mill that is
apparently the only basis upon which information
permeates this chamber — that the government does
not have a clean bill anyway and that it might have
been quite convenient that leave was refused because
we could not have proceeded in any event. In that
context I seek from the government some indication of
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the order of the day that will proceed at 10 o’clock
tomorrow morning.
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) (By leave) — To answer the Honourable
Roger Hallam’s question, we have just done five bills
on message; there is the National Parks (Box-Ironbark
and Other Parks) Bill and the Commissioner for
Ecologically Sustainable Development Bill, so there are
at least two bills. We have done only one bill today, so
that would be a 100 per cent improvement on today’s
effort.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 33
Ashman, Mr
Atkinson, Mr
Birrell, Mr
Boardman, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Broad, Ms
Coote, Mrs
Cover, Mr
Craige, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Forwood, Mr
Furletti, Mr
Gould, Ms
Hadden, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Katsambanis, Mr

Lucas, Mr
Luckins, Ms
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms (Teller)
Nguyen, Mr
Olexander, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Romanes, Ms
Smith, Mr K. M.
Smith, Mr R. F.
Smith, Ms
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms

Noes, 6
Baxter, Mr
Best, Mr (Teller)
Bishop, Mr

Hall, Mr
Hallam, Mr (Teller)
Powell, Mrs

Motion agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Schools: Silvan Province
Hon. W. I. SMITH (Silvan) — The matter I wish to
raise is for the Minister for Education and Training in
the other place, and it is in regard to a number of
schools in my province that have been promised
funding for projects but seem to have dipped out.
Hon. I. J. Cover — I think it is the Minister for
Education Services.
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Hon. W. I. SMITH — I think the matter is for the
Minister for Education Services.
Hon. M. M. Gould — What is it?
Hon. W. I. SMITH — It is in regard to promised
funding for capital works projects at schools in my
electorate. I will list the four schools, as I can see the
Minister for Education Services is being a bit deaf on
this.
Four schools in my electorate were promised money in
the 2001–02 budget and it has not been delivered.
Boronia Primary School was budgeted $1.182 million
for technology-enhanced classrooms. Its funding
allocation in 2001–02 was $709 000 and its actual
expenditure in that year was $210 000. Yarra Road
Primary School in Croydon was budgeted $647 000 for
technology-enhanced classrooms. The funding
allocation was $388 000 in 2001–02 and the actual
expenditure was $54 000 in that year.
Stage 2 of the Upwey High School was budgeted
$2.32 million for an upgrade of its facilities. That
dipped out too. The funding allocation in 2001–02 was
$670 000. It did a bit better and got $584 000. Wonga
Park Primary School was budgeted $871 000. Its
funding allocation in 2001–02 was $523 000 and the
actual expenditure was $103 000. I ask the minister:
will the funding shortfalls be provided and when will
they be provided?

Gembrook Primary School
Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) — I address
my question about Gembrook Primary School to the
Minister for Education Services. The school received a
letter in August indicating that the department may give
four weeks notice and take away three relocatables.
Another relocatable had been placed on the emergency
excess list.
The school has about 170 pupils and only two
permanent classrooms. The rest of the school is in
relocatables. The relocatables that are now at risk are
used as a computer room, for integration students —
and this school has a very fine reputation and people
come from quite a distance to bring integration students
to that school — arts and crafts, and music.
Over the years the school has had to maintain
relocatables. There was a classic example where one
was painted and recarpeted at the cost of the parents
and then it was taken away. Over time this matter has
been raised with the government, but there has been no
formal response.
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This is not good enough. It is a fiasco, and I hope the
Minister for Education Services can provide me with
some certainty tonight — some certainty that the
parents need, the students need and the teachers need at
Gembrook. I hope they will have the courtesy of a
formal reply from this minister. I ask the minister: is the
Labor government going to take away the relocatables
from Gembrook Primary School or not?

Roads: black spot program
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I wish to raise a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Transport in the other place relating to the provision
of black spot funding. I have received a letter from the
City of Greater Dandenong regarding its priorities for
black spot funding throughout Dandenong. It lists a
number of important black spot proposals, most of
which are intersections requiring certain upgrades. It
includes intersections such as Clow Street and
Robinson Street, McCrae and Wedge streets, et cetera.
In total there are eight projects requiring approximately
half a million dollars in funding.
I am concerned at recent reports that funding for black
spot projects has dried up, and the shadow Minister for
Transport in the other place has indicated there is now a
shortage of black spot funding. Given that the City of
Greater Dandenong has prepared this list of its priorities
for black spot funding, obviously with a degree of
urgency, I seek from the Minister for Transport an
undertaking that black spot funds will be available to
put towards the eight priority projects which have been
listed by the City of Greater Dandenong.

Schools: East Yarra Province
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My
adjournment issue tonight is for the attention of the
Leader of the Government in her capacity as the
Minister for Education Services with the responsibility
for school services and buildings. I note that the
government’s recently released document on capital
works funding draws attention to the fact that a number
of schools in my electorate have not received the full
capital funding allocations we had been led to believe
they would receive. I draw her attention to the Box Hill
Secondary College, where a $1.478 million facility
modernisation was listed. There was a funding
allocation in 2001–02 of $443 000 but an actual
expenditure in 2001–02 of $35 000. I note also that the
Princes Elizabeth Junior School in Burwood, a
$2.5 million new school, had a funding allocation in
2001–02 of $1.75 million but an actual expenditure of
$196 000.
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I ask her to give an explanation as to why this has
occurred and to assure people in and around my
electorate that these allocations will be made up in a
proper time and to explain why this allocation has not
been made in the time it was promised.

Chisholm Institute of TAFE
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I raise
an urgent issue with the Minister for Education in the
other place. It relates to information I have received
about the imminent closure of the St Kilda Road
campus of the Chisholm Institute of TAFE. This
particular campus is unique in that it is the campus that
teaches Auslan, which is the Australian sign
language — the language of the deaf community within
Australia. This week is the National Week for Deaf
People, and I noticed in the other house today that an
Auslan translator was translating question time, which
was a good thing.
Unfortunately the imminent closure of this campus will
lead to a critical shortage of Auslan translators. It is
interesting to note that the course has not only people
from Victoria, but people from New South Wales and
South Australia as well.
With the closure of the campus it is proposed that
Chisholm will transfer this course out to Dandenong,
which will make it very difficult for existing students to
get there, and less students are likely to apply for the
course. The course is situated now at St Kilda Road,
which is very close to the Victorian School for Deaf
Children, which is located in St Kilda Road, and there
are a lot of synergies that are driven by having the
Auslan course located so close to the VSDC.
It has been indicated to me by a number of constituents
who are undertaking this course that they will find it
impossible to travel to Dandenong on public transport.
There are 60 full-time students and 250 part-time
students. It is going to be very difficult, particularly for
the part-time students, to get out to Dandenong and
attend this course.
The consequences are going to be that we are going to
end up with less Auslan qualified sign language
translators and interpreters in Victoria in the years to
come. In the week that we are celebrating the National
Week for Deaf People it is important that the minister
take urgent action to address this issue.
In August last year when the minister announced the
restructure of Chisholm Institute of TAFE she
suggested that there would be minimal disruption to
students. With the closure of the St Kilda Road campus
we will find that 310 students are not going to be
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minimally disrupted but are going to be disrupted to a
very large extent. I seek the minister’s assistance to
ensure that, rather than close the campus that is
teaching Auslan, she seek to somehow have that
campus connected to another facility to enable people
to continue to attend the St Kilda Road campus with all
the advantages it provides for Victoria and for deaf
people in Victoria.

Arts: Dream Out Loud project
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — I raise an
issue for the attention of the Minister for the Arts in
another place. I have recently been briefed on a very
worthwhile project called the Dream Out Loud arts
project. I also had an opportunity of sending a letter of
support.
This project will be based in Shepparton and it is an
initiative of the Victorian College of the Arts open
program and the Goulburn Murray Local Learning and
Employment Network (GMLLEN). This is going to be
an exciting new project that will allow young people in
the Goulburn Valley region the opportunity to
reconnect with the community through the creative arts.
These young people have come from a variety of
backgrounds — indigenous and new settler groups, as
well as a broad spectrum of alienated and often
unemployed individuals.
This will be a great initiative for the City of Greater
Shepparton which has the highest Koori population
outside of Melbourne and a strong multicultural
population including some new settlers of the
Arabic-speaking community. The creative arts projects
would include dance, drama, film and television as well
as the arts. It is intended to give young people at risk in
the Goulburn Valley region an opportunity that they
would not normally have.
I congratulate Goulburn Murray LLEN, particularly the
executive officer, Mrs Jennifer Hippisley, for putting
together the submission for funding and for working
hard to create this exciting project. This project will
build young people’s self-confidence and increase their
skills and self-esteem. I urge the minister to support the
funding for this much needed project, which will be of
great benefit to the young people in the Goulburn
Murray area.

Blue Light discos
Hon. K. M. SMITH (South Eastern) — I address
my adjournment debate matter to the attention of the
Minister for Youth Affairs, and I am pleased that she is
in the chamber. I raise the issue of Blue Light discos,
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which have been a huge success for some 25 years,
certainly here in Victoria. They are run by off-duty
policemen and volunteers who put in a fair amount of
time to entertain our kids. Probably a number of
honourable members have dropped their kids off at
Blue Light discos, picked them up some time later and
have had confidence in the fact that their kids were
looked after and supervised properly because they are
not allowed to drink too much or smoke too many
cigarettes.
I have been approached by some members of the local
police who have raised with me the issue of public
liability insurance. The house discussed public liability
insurance earlier today. The police last year paid
$11 500 for public liability insurance for Blue Light
discos across Victoria. This year the premium has gone
up to $180 000. That is a huge amount of money. I
understand that the governments in Queensland and
South Australia have paid for that insurance. They have
been prepared to pick up the tab. They realise that it is a
large amount of money, but they also realise the
importance of Blue Light discos. Some 170 000 kids
attend events organised under the Blue Light program
each year.
The Minister for Youth Affairs has been very free with
the money so far as Freeza was concerned — I have no
criticism of that — and she may consider the position
that can be taken by the government. The minister
talked about the government’s initiatives as far as youth
were concerned — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — Vision!
Hon. K. M. SMITH — Yes, vision. Just the fact
that the government had a vision flattened me. But it
had a vision this morning for the youth — —
Hon. M. M. Gould interjected.
Hon. K. M. SMITH — Hang on, I was doing all
right until I got on to that. But you had a bit of a vision
about the kids.
I would like the minister to have a little bit more of a
vision and have a look at the fact that she may be able
to help the Blue Light discos from failing and
completely falling over.
Understand that Freeza came after the Blue Light disco,
and Freeza is more for the kids who are a little bit older.
The money given to Freeza pays for the bands, halls
and buses to move people from site to site. I am asking
the minister in the nicest way I possibly can — and this
is very much out of character for me — to help the kids.

Thursday, 17 October 2002

Patterson Lakes: library
Hon. B. C. BOARDMAN (Chelsea) — I raise a
matter for the Minister for Local Government which
concerns an ongoing issue in the Patterson Lakes area,
which happens to be in the seat of Carrum. I have to
admit I do not think the current honourable member for
Carrum realises that, because Patterson Lakes is a
growing and prosperous area, particularly as it is
receiving substantial investment in residential
development and as a consequence the public sector
infrastructure investment is not commensurate with
what is happening on a private level. Unfortunately that
has been a hallmark of this government and will
continue. An illustration of that is the necessity and the
strong justification for a library in the area.
Mr Malcolm Dunkinson, who is a Patterson Lakes
resident, has raised the issue and argued the case for a
library in Patterson Lakes for many months. He has
been highlighting some inefficiencies in both state
government and local council policy. Previously he has
written to the Minister for Local Government outlining
some serious concerns about council policy and where
council policy was not only failing to meet its own
stated objectives but may be required to be further
examined financially because of some viability issues
associated with its expenditure.
After three months Mr Dunkinson received a response
from the minister which was quite inappropriate and led
Mr Dunkinson to write the following:
Thank you for your reply of 27 August 2002. To say the least
not only am I disappointed with its content, but I am also
dissatisfied with its lack of answers. The information it
contained is already known to us. I made it quite clear in my
letter to you that we were aware of the Living Libraries Fund
and its application criteria, i.e. to benefit from this fund you
must have an existing library that you want to renovate or
improve. This is the problem, we have no library at Patterson
Lakes.
From your reply it leads me to believe that you paid scant
attention to my letter.

Honourable members, and in particular the minister,
would acknowledge that the tone of the letter is quite
forceful but in the circumstances well and truly
justified. Mr Dunkinson is highlighting that Kingston
council is investing $30 000 in addition to rent for new
premises for the Moorabbin library when the
benchmarks set by the council suggest it would not be
viable in 12 months time. Equally, he has pointed out
that by his calculations there is only one library in the
municipality south of Mordialloc Creek that serves
31 per cent of the population compared with seven
libraries north of the creek serving the remaining 69 per
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cent of the population and that this inadequacy needs to
be addressed.

schools have increased enrolments, they will be
relocated to a school that is appropriate and in need.

Mr Dunkinson has raised this matter with the Minister
for Local Government but the response has not been to
his or the community’s satisfaction. I raise it now for
the minister to give a more detailed consideration to the
matter, to acknowledge that there is a need for a library
in the Patterson Lakes area and to outline what the
government response will be.

Hon. N. B. Lucas — On a point of order,
Mr President, there is to be a public meeting tomorrow
at Gembrook and I was hoping to get a more specific
answer from the minister about this so we can tell the
people at Gembrook what is going on.

Responses
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — The Honourable Wendy Smith raised a
matter with me and I did not get all the names, I am
sorry — there was a bit of noise in the chamber at the
time with honourable members leaving — but she
raised a matter with respect to upgrades and
developments in schools. The government has given a
commitment that these programs will be carried out.
One was Yarra Road Primary School, Upwey
and — —
Hon. W. I. Smith — Wonga Park Primary School.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — The other was Wonga
Park Primary School. I am happy to give an assurance
to the honourable member that those programs will be
completed. Often what occurs is that planning is put out
to tender. Once the construction work starts, the money
that is allocated is paid to the contractors and it does not
take a great deal of time.
I assure the honourable member that those schools that
have been identified in the budget and for which the
government has given a commitment to upgrade will be
upgraded.
Hon. W. I. Smith — Time frame?
Hon. M. M. GOULD — I will have to check the
records, I do not have them with me.
The Honourable Neil Lucas raised a matter about
relocatables at Gembrook Primary School. Relocatables
are used by the government and the department to
ensure we have sufficient classrooms in appropriate
schools. If the Gembrook class sizes and enrolment
growth means they require those relocatables, they will
keep them; but if the enrolments are reduced and they
are in excess and there is a school that is overcrowded,
we will move those relocatables.
If the enrolments demand they need those relocatables,
they will stay there. If enrolments decrease and other

Hon. M. M. GOULD — I have disposed of the
matter, but I am happy to restate to the honourable
member that with respect to relocatables, they are used
to move from school to school to meet the enrolment
demand. If Gembrook has sufficient students to require
those relocatables to stay there, they will. That will
happen if enrolments are increased. But if enrolments
decrease and the relocatables are in excess, the
government will look at shifting them to a school where
they are needed.
Hon. N. B. Lucas — Can you come to the public
meeting?
Hon. M. M. GOULD — No, I will be here,
Mr Lucas.
The Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips raised a matter
for the Minister for Transport regarding black spot
funding in Dandenong. I will pass that on to the
minister.
The Honourable David Davis raised a matter about
capital works at Box Hill. I give a similar answer to
what I told the Honourable Wendy Smith about the
government’s commitment. We will deliver on our
commitment.
The Honourable Peter Katsambanis raised a matter
about Auslan being taught at the St Kilda Road
Chisholm campus and his concern about the ongoing
teaching of Auslan. I will pass that on to the Minister
for Education and Training in the other place.
The Honourable Jeanette Powell raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Planning in another place
with respect to the Dream Out Loud arts project. I will
pass that on to the minister and ask her to respond in the
usual manner.
The Honourable Ken Smith raised a matter about
public liability and Blue Light discos. I am happy to
raise this with the Minister for Finance in the other
place who has been dealing with the public liability
issue and ask him to get in touch with the Blue Light
disco people to see if he can assist in this matter
because, as Mr Smith rightly says, Blue Light is a good
organisation and has been supported by all parties for
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many years. I will raise that with the minister tomorrow
and see if he can get somebody from his department to
contact them.
The Honourable Cameron Boardman raised a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Local Government
regarding the Patterson Lakes library. I will pass that on
to the minister.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 7.08 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. A. Chamberlain) took the
chair at 10.03 a.m. and read the prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Victorian Institute of Teaching: budget
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Will
the Minister for Education Services please make the
2002–03 budget for the Victorian Institute of Teaching
available to the house?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — As I have indicated to the honourable
member on at least two occasions now, the Victorian
Institute of Teaching (VIT) is currently in the process of
developing a strategic business plan through Ernst and
Young. It will then make recommendations to me as
the responsible minister that will determine the
registration fee. When that is finalised I will receive that
and make a decision with respect to the institute.
The institute was established because the opposition,
when in government, had demoralised the teaching
profession. It had sacked 9000 teachers and spent over
$300 million in sacking them. The government is more
than happy to run on its record in education compared
to the opposition’s record.
When I receive advice from the institute I will make a
decision on the registration fee. The department has
allocated funds within education to establish the
institute in the interim. Once the strategic plan has been
completed, with the assistance of Ernst and Young, we
will make a decision.
Supplementary question
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I take
it the answer from the minister to my question about
whether I could have the 2002–03 budget is no. My
supplementary question is: is there a budget for the
Victorian Institute of Teaching for the year 2002–03?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — As I said in answer to the previous
question asked by Mr Forwood, the department has
allocated resources and funds to assist with the
establishment of VIT knowing that under the
legislation — and the honourable member is well aware
of the legislation — registration does not commence
until the school calendar year 2003.
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Play It Safe by the Water campaign
Hon. G. D. ROMANES (Melbourne) — With
summer rapidly approaching will the Minister for Sport
and Recreation advise the house as to what extent the
government’s policy of promoting water safety has
been successful?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Members of the house would appreciate
that drownings are terrible events that impact on many
people. One of the first meetings I had as minister was
with a couple from regional Victoria who had lost their
sons in a dam drowning on their property. I have been
very committed to the campaign known as Play It Safe
by the Water, which is targeted specifically at reducing
the incidence of drowning in our community. This
program was commenced under the previous
government, for which it should be congratulated. It is a
program I have been pleased to support and strengthen.
Today I have some heartening news. In Victoria in the
12 months to June we have managed quite a remarkable
feat, with the lowest drowning numbers since records
began in 1905. Many factors have contributed to the
dramatic reduction in drownings in Victoria over the
past decade. Great credit should go to the Play It Safe
by the Water campaign. The four-year campaign is an
excellent example of cooperation between the
government, the media and community groups. This
program was established in 1998 following a horror
year in which 64 Victorians drowned — the worst
figure that decade.
In the 12 months to June this year Victoria had
39 drowning deaths. This was the lowest number since
records began in 1905. In that year the Royal Life
Saving Society reported 160 drownings in this state.
While six fewer lives were lost last year than in the
previous 12 months, any drowning is a tragic loss and is
usually preventable.
A few items in the statistics stand out. There was a
marked improvement on inland waterways, with
12 drownings as against 22 in 2000–01. A worrying
result was that one in three drownings occurred whilst
boating, and more than 70 per cent of those who
drowned were not wearing proper flotation devices or
life jackets. It is great that there were no drownings
among 6 to 16-year-olds and that no-one drowned
while surfing, scuba diving, snorkelling or swimming at
surf beaches — a drop from seven the prior year. Still
39 lives were lost due to drowning, so we cannot be
complacent. The number of publicised water fatalities
since June amplifies this warning.
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That is why we as a government are turning up the heat
on the water safety message this summer through the
overall Safer and Improved Aquatic Recreation
program, incorporating the Play it Safe by the Water
program.
This program remains the most comprehensive,
multidimensional water safety campaign ever delivered
in Australia and I believe internationally. This year we
are committed to a further $2.2 million from the
Community Support Fund to maintain our momentum.
From next month we plan several steps to prevent
tragedies around water in the home, at pools, inland
waterways and open water. Safety education will
commence at schools and pools, and the water safety
campaign will renew its focus on the safety of toddlers
around pools and spas.
As well, we are researching the attitudes and actions of
17 to 25-year-old male risk takers, to target them with
new messages from November. Most programs will
commence with Water Safety Week, which runs from
24 to 30 November, and involve participation activities
for the community.
I am pleased and heartened to make these
announcements, and I urge all members of this chamber
and the Parliament to be involved with the promotion of
the message.

Fishing: commercial licences
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — As the
Minister for Energy and Resources is aware, marine
parks legislation will come into operation on
16 November, yet information for commercial
fishermen who may be eligible for compensation is not
yet available. Will the minister advise when that
information will be available and assure the house that
no commercial fishers or fishing communities will be
disadvantaged because of the government’s ineptitude?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I am very pleased to be able to again
indicate to the house the government’s strong support
for recreational fishing in this state, and I am surprised,
to say the least, that the opposition wants to continue in
this vein and to ask the government to rule out future
actions to further the opportunities for recreational
fishing, something it will certainly not do.
I have already indicated to the house in relation to the
recreational fishing zones which the government
recently announced it intended to create that the
government has given a commitment to a period of
consultation as required under the act to determine
whether this action by the government is supported as
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the government expects. Following that period of
statutory consultation, which will be completed later
this year and when the government expects its
announcement to have been supported, as the
government has already indicated, it will proceed to
negotiate with the affected commercial fisheries
licence-holders to achieve a fair outcome for the value
of their licences and the other compensation they are
entitled to.
The government has indicated that its preference is to
appoint an independent negotiator, with the assistance
of the peak body for commercial fishing, to ensure
these licence-holders are fairly treated by the
government. So the government has already given this
assurance, which the honourable member prefers to
ignore, and there is no question at all that these
licence-holders will be properly compensated for their
licences.
Supplementary question
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — I am
sure other members of the house, like me, are totally
confused by the minister’s answer, which related to a
question asked yesterday. Let me remind the minister
that marine parks legislation will come into operation
on 16 November. It provides for compensation to be
paid to commercial fishermen who are affected through
the implementation of the marine parks legislation. It
includes $1000 for those affected to seek professional
advice to lodge their claims. The question is: when will
the advice and information necessary be available for
those people to prepare their claims for compensation,
because it is not available at the current moment?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The panel which the government has
committed itself to putting in place in relation to those
arrangements will be in place and the information will
be available in plenty of time for the licence-holders to
be able to claim the entitlements which the government
has committed to providing.

Building industry: environmental sustainability
Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I refer my
question to the minister for Energy and Resources.
Given the Bracks government’s commitment to build
sustainability into everything it does, can the minister
inform the house what actions the Bracks government
is taking to support environmentally sustainable
construction?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I thank the honourable member for her
question. I am very pleased to advise the house that
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today the Premier is opening a new environmentally
sustainable Melbourne building that sets green
benchmarks in the Australian construction industry.
The Australian Conservation Foundation, the Green
Partnership Group and the developers are to be
congratulated for their environmental leadership,
teamwork and persistence in constructing the 60L green
building.

Once again, this demonstrates leadership by the Bracks
government, and in this case by the Australian
Conservation Foundation, in contrast to the lack of
leadership from the commonwealth government, which
continues to refuse to ratify the Kyoto protocol and to
act responsibly in relation to climate change.

This vision has now been realised after a great deal of
very hard work, even though there were those who said
at the beginning of this project that an environmentally
friendly building such as this could not be built. This
partnership has proved those doubters very wrong.

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I refer the
Minister for Sport and Recreation to the issue of
funding for the Melbourne Cricket Ground
redevelopment project. In light of the minister’s
acknowledgment in the chamber on Wednesday that
the $90 million offer from the commonwealth had not
been withdrawn but rather had been knocked back by
the Bracks government, I ask the minister to explain the
basis of his concern that acceptance of the $90 million
would have ‘scuttled the project’?

The new building has been constructed in an
environmentally friendly way, which includes the reuse
of existing materials, using recyclable and renewable
materials, reducing the quantity of materials used
overall, minimising waste and avoiding the use of
hazardous and toxic materials. The project has been
strongly supported by the Bracks government, because
this 60L green building is not only a showcase but a
working example of a green, sustainable building using
currently available, commercially viable technology
and techniques. So, as a showcase for others in the
construction industry to use, it is invaluable.
Compared to conventional buildings, this building will
provide energy savings of more than 65 per cent, and it
will completely eliminate the production of carbon
dioxide emissions. So it will save significant energy,
and as a result the savings for the owners and tenants of
the building will be considerable financially as well as
in terms of energy benefits.
The Victorian government, I am pleased to say, has
provided some $140 000 to the 60L building project to
promote the success and the benefits of sustainable
construction to the industry more generally.
The Premier will also be announcing today, at the
opening, the agreement between the New South Wales
and Victorian governments to establish a Green
Building Council to improve the sustainability of
commercial and residential building developments.
The Green Building Council will address the fact that
the major source of global greenhouse emissions comes
from buildings — either from the materials
manufactured to construct them or in terms of the
energy which is consumed in buildings. If we do not act
now, greenhouse emissions from Australian
commercial buildings are predicted to increase by some
95 per cent by 2010.

MCG: redevelopment

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I welcome the honourable member’s
question so I can once again elaborate on the issue of
the Melbourne Cricket Ground (MCG) and federal
funding. As I have mentioned on a number of
occasions, the federal government changed the
conditions of its funding after the tender process. It
should be appreciated that with any major building
project once the tenders go out and they are being
decided and quoted on by the respective contractors
who are interested in putting together their proposals
any additional conditions associated with that tender
will of course increase the cost of the project.
The conditions that were attached to the funding by the
federal government, which were being sought after the
tender process — after the release of the tender —
were going to add so much cost to the project as to
make the project undeliverable in the sense that the
conditions imposed would have interfered significantly
with the tender process. It would have meant that the
government and those in the working party would have
had to re-tender the project. In order to re-tender the
project the time frame of the project would be pushed
back to the point where it would be undeliverable —
that is, undeliverable in the sense that such vast
conditions and demands would be attached to the
project that the increased cost would make it unviable.
Those costs are what the government was not going to
allow to happen by its having to re-tender the project.
We were not going to allow the project to be scuttled,
but the federal government had decided to attach such
strings, contrary to its own guidelines and contrary to
what it would do in funding any project, in order to
make this a political football.
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As I have said on many occasions, and I will say it
again, the MCG is far too important to the Victorian
community as a place of coming together, as the
symbolic heartland of sport in this state, to allow the
likes of a zealot by the name of Tony Abbott to turn it
into a political football for cynical federal political gain.
Supplementary question
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — The minister’s
letter to me dated 4 September refers to the $77 million
allocated by the state to this project, and then explains:
… due to the withdrawal of the commonwealth’s support.

That is a direct quote from his letter to me dated
4 September. I do not expect the minister to admit that
the letter is deliberately misleading rather than simply
evasive, but would he at least now admit that it is
factually wrong?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — In terms of the project, it was obvious
by the way in which the federal government had
decided to attach the quantum of conditions to its
funding — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — How obvious?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — It was very obvious to the
Victorian community, very obvious to the government,
but obviously not that obvious to the likes of the
opposition that the conditions were attached to the
federal government’s funding on the basis that it knew
it would not have to fund the project. There was no
possible way this government could accept that funding
and allow those conditions to be implemented on that
project, because that would mean we would set the
project back six months and the project would not be
finished in time for the Commonwealth Games. How
obvious is that as an example of the lack of support
from the federal government? I do not need to go on.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — On a point of order,
Mr President, my supplementary question was very
specific and it went to a clause included in the letter
which the minister wrote to me. I am simply asking him
to now acknowledge that the letter is actually incorrect.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The second question
was certainly very specific in relation to that and I think
the nub of the question was whether the offer had been
withdrawn by the commonwealth. Whether the minister
wants to address him — —
An honourable member interjected.
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The PRESIDENT — Hang on, we are talking about
the minister this time. Whether the minister wants to
address that issue — —
An honourable member interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The point of order is
that the supplementary answer has not addressed that
issue. I invite the minister to continue.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I think I have made
myself clear in that the federal government was not
prepared to support the project. We are dealing with a
principle — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Mr President, I have a
point of order!
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Theophanous
should sit down. We are dealing with a point of order.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Theophanous
knows what the rules of the house are — one at a time.
I am giving the minister the ability to respond to the
point of order.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — As I said, Mr President, I
believe I have answered in a fairly clear and concise
manner and made it very obvious that the federal
government was not prepared to support the project and
the delivery of that project in principle.

Youth: round table program
Hon. E. C. CARBINES (Geelong) — My question
is for the Minister for Youth Affairs. Yesterday the
minister informed the house of the Bracks
government’s vision for involving young people in
government decision making. Can the minister now
provide the house with examples of how the Bracks
government is giving young people a voice across all
areas of government?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Youth
Affairs) — As I outlined yesterday, the Bracks
government believes young people ought to be treated
with respect. When given the opportunity, young
people have an enormous amount to contribute to the
community. Sadly, if Victorians took the opposition
seriously they would think young people were nothing
but trouble. That is the perception and the view of the
opposition.
The Bracks government is in touch with young people.
It knows that young people are often unfairly portrayed
in the media. It knows that the opposition treats them
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unfairly. This government understands that young
people play an essential role in providing energy,
enthusiasm and creativity in our society. For these
reasons the Bracks government is keen to get the views
and opinions of young people. It is keen to involve
them in all areas of decision making that are important
to them. This is why, soon after the Bracks government
came into office, the Victorian youth round tables were
established by my colleague the Minister for Sport and
Recreation, who then had responsibility for youth
affairs. And that is a great initiative!
These round tables are held four times a year and they
provide an opportunity for the government to consult
with young people on current issues and policies. They
also allow young people to inform the government on
issues that are important to them.
Recently I had the pleasure of attending three youth
round tables across Victoria. One was held in Waverley
on the issue of young people’s declining participation in
structured sport, and that is an important issue. This
round table was held in partnership with a number of
other groups, including Sport and Recreation Victoria,
Vichealth, the Victorian Football League and the
Australian Sports Commission.
Another round table that I attended was held in Ararat
and the topic was young people’s health issues. This
was held in partnership with the Centre for Adolescent
Health and was attended by the chair of the Ministerial
Rural and Regional Health Advisory Group, Ms Jacinta
Allan, the honourable member for Bendigo East in the
other place, and Mr Helper, the honourable member for
Ripon in the other place. That shows that the
government is concerned and is committed to listening
to young people.
Most recently I was in Warrnambool to attend a youth
round table there run by the youth action team. That
team of 10 young people developed the program,
organised it and organised the events. They ran the
program for the day, and those 10 young people ought
to be congratulated for their commitment. That function
held in Warrnambool had representatives from the
Victoria Police, local health professionals and the
Department of Human Services.
At all these round tables I witnessed the strong desire of
young people to be taken seriously — not like the way
the opposition treats them and stereotypes them, falling
in behind the media, which only wants to criticise
young people. The Bracks government is committed to
providing young people with a real opportunity of
direct contact with government and direct influence in
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government policies. We will continue to respect young
people and listen to their concerns.

Snowy River: environmental flows
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I note that the
Minister for Energy and Resources has confirmed that
the 38 000 megalitres of the environmental flows for
the Snowy River have been borrowed and that she has
ruled out entering the water market to buy water
entitlements. She has insisted that, and I quote: ‘All
environmental flows will be replaced through water
savings projects’. However, the minister has not as yet
identified any water savings. Therefore, I ask: will the
minister advise how the water debt will be repaid?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The opposition had a very good go at
beating up this issue two years ago when the
government negotiated agreements with the New South
Wales and commonwealth governments. The
opposition failed to beat up the issue then, and it will
fail to do it now.
The government, having negotiated these agreements,
has made it very clear what the provisions are in
relation to the requirement to provide water savings for
the environmental flows to the Snowy River — and, I
might say, to the Murray River — as a result of the
commonwealth government’s partnership in these
agreements. The borrowing provisions under the
agreements are also quite clear.
I am pleased to advise that, notwithstanding the fact
that the joint government enterprise between the
commonwealth, New South Wales and Victorian
governments, which is not yet in place, will have
carriage of securing water savings projects, and that
notwithstanding those delays as a result of a whole
range of factors outside the control of the government
such as commonwealth and South Australian elections,
the Victorian government has being continuing to make
progress.
My colleague the minister responsible for water
resources — the Honourable Sherryl Garbutt, the
Minister for Environment and Conservation — has
continued to have her department, the Department of
Natural Resources and Environment, work to develop
water savings projects, which will be handed over to
the joint government enterprise when that is in place.
If the opposition wishes to question my colleague the
minister responsible for water resources about work she
is undertaking in her portfolio to deliver these projects,
I suggest it do that in the other place. Otherwise, I am
happy to take it on notice.
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Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I am amazed
at the response from the minister, who is responsible for
delivering environmental flows to the Snowy River.
The minister has come into this place day after day
insisting that the environmental flows will be delivered
to the Snowy River, but she is incapable of identifying
one single — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will not allow a
member of the house — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I can stop question
time now if that is what you want. I will not allow a
member of the house to be drowned out. I ask for
Mr Davis to be heard in relative silence.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — The minister has come
into this place day after day asserting that
environmental flows will be returned to the Snowy
River but has not yet identified 1 megalitre of water
savings that can be returned to the Snowy River. All
she has done is give lame excuses about why it is so
difficult.
I repeat my question: is the minister capable of
identifying one single water-saving project to return
environmental flows to the Snowy River?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The honourable member can bluster all
he likes; the fact of the matter is that the government
has successfully concluded these agreements, and as the
minister responsible for negotiating these agreements it
is a government achievement of which I am very proud.
As I have indicated, the minister responsible for water
resources is continuing to undertake these water
projects. The honourable member opposite knows that,
for example, water savings from the Woorinen project
will be handed over to the joint government enterprise.
That is not what the question is about. This is an
honourable member trying to beat up an issue which he
failed to get up two years ago, and he will fail again
now.

Small business: East Gippsland mentoring
program
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
direct my question to the Minister for Small Business.
The Bracks government released its business statement
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Building Tomorrow’s Businesses Today in April this
year, which laid out how the Bracks government and
business can work together to make Victoria the most
competitive, innovative and connected place in Victoria
to do business. An important commitment in the
statement was to grow the whole of the state by
expanding opportunities for regional business success
by improving business skills.
Will the minister advise the house on the progress of
the proposal to trial regional small business mentoring
systems in East Gippsland?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I appreciate the question from the
Honourable Kaye Darveniza because obviously
honourable members opposite do not believe assisting
small business in East Gippsland is worth while.
The Bracks government is committed to programs and
initiatives that deliver real and practical benefits for
rural and regional Victoria. We have delivered projects
worth more than $180 million from the Regional
Infrastructure Development Fund. The Bracks
government’s business statement Building Tomorrow’s
Businesses Today delivered a range of benefits to
businesses, including $100 000 to trial a regional small
business mentoring program in East Gippsland.
I am pleased to advise the house that two projects will
be delivered in East Gippsland: the first by the
Wellington Shire Council, in conjunction with the
Victorian Eastern Development Association; and the
second, for the East Gippsland Shire Council, will be
delivered by the Small Business Counselling Service in
conjunction with the council. These organisations will
provide innovative mentoring programs to boost the
performance of local small businesses. The Bracks
government understands that regional businesses often
find it hard to access affordable and confidential
business advice. Using the expertise and experience of
successful operators, the mentoring trial will provide
local entrepreneurs with the support and advice
necessary to guide them through common business
issues.
The Bracks government understands that small
businesses are the lifeblood of Victorian country
communities, and we are acting to provide new,
community-driven approaches to meeting the needs of
small business. The East Gippsland pilot will deliver
the rural access mentoring program, providing a
business acceleration workshop and individual
mentoring. The Wellington mentoring trial program
will recruit 10 local voluntary mentors to work with
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small businesses in the Wellington shire, linking retired
business people to small business operators.
The East Gippsland small business mentoring trial
reflects the Bracks government’s commitment to
creating a better business environment and providing
the right tools for Victoria’s small businesses to be
successful. That means being successful wherever they
are in Victoria. The government understands that East
Gippsland does not end at Traralgon. In fact, the
opposition needs to learn that East Gippsland goes well
beyond. We will continue to listen to the needs of small
business and we will be delivering our programs for
business right throughout Victoria.

Beaches: family friendly
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — My question
without notice is to the Minister for Sport and
Recreation. It must be something about the warm
weather today that has our thoughts turning to the beach
and the water for the summer, as the Honourable
Glenyys Romanes pointed out in her question. I note
that in an earlier answer today the minister talked about
the programs the government has, which of course
follow on from the highly successful Victorian water
safety initiatives started by the previous government in
1998.
From the government’s own web site under water
safety it outlines some key strategies of the water safety
initiative, and some were mentioned by the minister.
Number 6 is family-friendly beaches. I note also that
the ALP promise of 1999 was to establish
20 family-friendly beaches. As we approach the fourth
summer of the Bracks government, can the minister
name the family-friendly beaches?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I welcome Mr Cover’s question. It gives
me great pleasure to inform the house of the work being
conducted currently by the Monash University
Accident Research Centre on behalf of the state
government. This is laying down the prerequisites for a
family-friendly beach rating system, which will include
minimum standard safety signs for coastal and inland
waterways, including full auditing processes; lifesaving
services, including full auditing processes; and
assessment of the whole beach environment, including
pollution, litter and amenity standards. These advances
should not be underestimated.
I was pleased recently to agree to a request by
Standards New Zealand to use aspects of our Victorian
coastal signage manual, the Aquatic and Recreational
Signage Manual, which is being implemented in its
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new standards publication. More recently all the
ministers of sport and recreation at a national council
agreed to promote in their own jurisdictions a nationally
consistent approach to water safety signage based on
the Victorian coastal signage manual implemented last
year.
We have trialled water safety signage at six popular
beach locations: Woolamai, Anglesea, Point
Roadknight, Urquharts Bluff, Smiths Beach and
Warrnambool/Logans. Since this trial, aquatic beach
safety audits have been conducted for all major outer
coastal beaches, including Phillip Island, Mornington
Peninsula and the west coast down to Marengo and
Warrnambool.
This summer in partnership with Surf Life Saving
Victoria the government will pilot new water safety
signage at five popular inland waterway sites. These
sites are Lake Tooliorook in Lismore, Lake Bullen
Merri in Camperdown, Hazelwood Pondage in
Morwell, Lake Wendouree in Ballarat and Lake
Narracan in Moe. In partnership with Surf Life Saving
Victoria this government has conducted a pilot
extension of lifesaving services at Lorne, Torquay,
Ocean Grove, Anglesea, Woolamai and Portsea. The
results of this pilot will support the rating system.
The government has also supported the introduction of
professional lifeguard services at 14 beaches. These are
Apollo Bay, Barwon Heads, Fairhaven, Inverloch,
Ocean Grove, Point Leo, Port Fairy, Queenscliff,
Sorrento, Waratah Beach, Tidal River, Mallacoota, and
this summer Eastern Beach in Geelong and Wye River.
Overall there are 20 coastal beaches that have begun to
comply with the proposed prerequisites for
family-friendly beaches. Six coastal beaches have
improved signage; five inland waterways will have
improved signage this summer. All major outer coastal
beaches will have been audited for improved signage.
Fourteen beaches have professional lifeguard services,
including two new locations this summer — Eastern
Beach and Wye River.
I am pleased with our record in terms of water safety
and making our beaches family friendly. We are
continuing to be committed to this and will continue to
work on these strategies with the stakeholders to ensure
that our beaches are the safest and friendliest not only
in Australia but in the entire world.
Supplementary question
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — The minister
appeared to run through a list of existing beach
conditions, including lifesaving facilities. A number of
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beaches have already had that lifesaving and signage
for some time, and I recall the minister giving a similar
list at this time last year. The question is about the
actual identification of family-friendly beaches, which
was the specific title given to the policy of the ALP
going into the last election.
I simply seek clarification from the minister, and I ask
him if he can accurately identify from among that list of
various beaches and their activities, including surf
lifesaving, signage and pilot programs, the
20 family-friendly beaches we have been waiting to
hear about for four years.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I could go on and name all those
beaches and all those locations again, but they will be in
Hansard. They all fulfil a number of the requirements,
as I have mentioned, and a number of the prerequisites
in determining whether they will be family-friendly
beaches. It would be imprudent of me to say they have
all fulfilled all the criteria, but they are all addressing
those criteria with the support of this government, and I
am very proud of our track record.

Aquaculture: industry development
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — Will
the Minister for Energy and Resources advise the house
what recent action the Bracks government has taken to
implement the recommendations on marine aquaculture
of the Environment Conservation Council?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I thank the honourable member for his
question. The Bracks government recognises the
enormous potential of the aquaculture sector for
Victoria and is taking action to maximise the
opportunities it can deliver. Under the Bracks
government the industry is growing at more than 10 per
cent per year, and the latest estimates are that it is
contributing more than $20 million every year to the
economy.
The Bracks government has supported the final
recommendations of the report of the Environment
Conservation Council (ECC) on its marine coastal and
estuarine investigation regarding marine aquaculture
development, and as a result of that a total of 12 marine
aquaculture zones, including 10 offshore and 2 onshore,
with a total area of more than 2600 hectares, will be
established.
I am pleased to report to the house that the
implementation of the ECC’s recommendations is
proceeding very well. To date this has included the
identification of priority aquaculture zones and the
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completion of baseline characterisation studies for the
Pinnace Channel and consultation with indigenous
community representatives.
The government will shortly commence the next phase
of implementation, which includes the declaration of
aquaculture zones as fisheries reserves, completion of
the remaining characterisation studies and preparation
of management plans. Consistent with the Environment
Conservation Council’s recommendations,
management plans covering each of the marine
aquaculture zones will be developed prior to the zones
being made available for development.
This year the Bracks government committed more than
$1 million to facilitate the implementation of this
program, which is in addition to the $3.5 million
previously committed to assist the Department of
Natural Resources and Environment to support and
manage aquaculture industry development.
This is an exciting industry with a very bright future
which fits very well with the Bracks government’s
vision for Victoria as a state where sustainability is built
into everything we do, as compared with the
opposition, which has no vision and no plans for
sustainability or anything else, except of course
continuing to make billions of dollars worth of
promises which it knows are unaffordable.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) — I have four
questions on notice which have not been answered. I
raised this yesterday and the day before, and I wrote to
the minister the day before that. I was assured by the
Minister for Sport and Recreation that I would get
answers. I was assured by the Leader of the
Government yesterday that I would get answers, and I
still do not have answers to four questions. The
government is very well aware of this. Two of the
questions are to the Minister for Local Government in
another place and the other two are to the Minister for
Planning in the other place. This is the fourth day when
this issue has been raised.
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — I have put in train requests to the
respective ministers to get these answers. As I
understand it, the ministers are looking at those
questions. As I indicated to the honourable member, I
hope to get the answers to his questions as soon as
possible.
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Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) —
Mr Deputy President, am I in a position to provide
advice that I will take formal action in relation to this if
these questions are not answered on the next day of
sitting?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! There is a
procedure under the standing orders.
Hon. N. B. LUCAS — I have an assurance from the
Leader of the Government that the answers will be
provided on the next day of sitting.
Hon. M. M. Gould — I did not give you that
assurance. I said I will give them to you as soon as
possible.
Hon. N. B. LUCAS — We will see what happens
on the next day of sitting.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Broiler Industry Negotiation Committee — Minister for
Agriculture’s report of 16 October 2002 of receipt of the
2001–02 report.
Strawberry Industry Development Committee — Minister for
Agriculture’s report of 16 October 2002 of receipt of the
2001–02 report.

BUSINESS LICENSING LEGISLATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The bill amends the Associations Incorporation Act
1981, the Business Names Act 1962, the Estate Agents
Act 1980, the Motor Car Traders Act 1986 and the
Travel Agents Act 1986 to enable transactions under
each act to be delivered online via the Internet. The bill
also proposes a number of further amendments
necessary for the efficient operation of each act.
The ability to transact business with government online
will deliver improved services to business, to
associations and their members and to consumers. It
will result in increased convenience and improved
efficiency, particularly for rural and regional businesses
and consumers. Over time, most licence applications
and renewals, applications for the registration of a

509

business name or applications to form an incorporated
association will be able to be made online. Changes to
registered details, lodgment of an association’s annual
statement and lodgment of an auditor’s report will also
be able to be conducted online. Consumers will be able
to identify the proprietors of a business they are dealing
with, or to satisfy themselves that a person holds the
appropriate licence, by conducting an online search of a
public register. Online transactions will be quick and
convenient.
Although the Electronic Transactions (Victoria) Act
2000 enables documents lodged electronically via the
Internet to be authenticated by use of an electronic
signature or other agreed method, specific amendments
to each act are required to remove other impediments to
conducting business under the legislation online.
The bill will remove existing requirements that a
document lodged with Consumer and Business Affairs
Victoria or the Business Licensing Authority be signed
by more than one person and existing requirements that
a document be accompanied by a statutory declaration.
Steps will be taken to ensure that business risks are not
increased by these changes. For example, online
transactions will be verified by use of a ‘pass code’
issued to the person authorised to conduct the
transaction on behalf of a business. Where changes are
made to registered details in relation to a business
name, Consumer and Business Affairs Victoria will
confirm the changes with the business owners by letter.
The bill also makes significant changes in relation to
the public registers established by each act. The public
registers play a vital role in consumer protection by
enabling a consumer to access information about a
person with whom they are doing, or proposing to do,
business.
The bill will insert a purpose for each register and will
clarify the contents of each register. These changes will
enable both consumers and business to know what
information is publicly accessible via the register and
will assist with meeting privacy obligations in relation
to personal information.
The bill also inserts provisions that will enable a person
to apply to have public access to their personal
information held on a register restricted where there are
exceptional circumstances. These provisions will, for
example, allow a person to apply to have public access
to their residential address restricted in circumstances
where the release of this information may jeopardise a
person’s safety.
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The bill will also make a number of other amendments
necessary for the efficient administration of each act.
For example, the bill will make a number of
amendments to the Associations Incorporation Act
1981. Significantly, the bill will:
enable small associations to appoint an unregistered
liquidator to oversee a voluntary winding up; and
allow an association to apply to the registrar for
approval to adopt an alternative process for alteration
of the association’s rules.
The Business Licensing Authority Act 1998 is amended
to enable the authority to delegate many of the routine
decisions it makes on a day-to-day basis.
Consultation with consumer and industry groups
indicates widespread support for the online services that
will be facilitated by this bill
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned for Hon. W. I. SMITH (Silvan) on
motion of Hon. Bill Forwood.
Debate adjourned until next day.

MURRAY-DARLING BASIN
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I move:
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On 6 December 2000, the agreement of the
commonwealth was secured. The heads of agreement to
the outcome to the Snowy Water inquiry was released.
The commonwealth added $75 million to the
$300 million investment of the states. The governments
also agreed to allocate an additional 70 gigalitres of
environmental flows for the River Murray and agreed
to improved environmental outcomes for rivers in the
Kosciuszko National Park.
The governments further agreed that increased Snowy
River flows and dedicated environmental flows
allocated to the River Murray will be implemented
primarily through water savings, environmental
improvement and regional development projects in
diversions from the River Murray and in the
Murrumbidgee and Goulburn–Murray river systems.
Only if necessary, would water be acquired through the
purchase of water entitlements and rights and then in a
manner which promotes the water trading market.
This arrangement is a key element of the agreement as
it maintains the principles that there will be no adverse
impacts on existing irrigators water entitlements, South
Australian water security or water quality or on existing
environmental flows.
The agreement represents a major commitment by the
Victorian, New South Wales and commonwealth
governments to invest in regional infrastructure projects
to achieve the water savings necessary to offset the
increased environmental flows to the Snowy River and
the River Murray. It will also provide significant
benefits to regional communities in northern Victoria in
terms of employment and improved water quality and
reliability of supply.

That this bill be now read a second time.

In 1999, the Bracks government committed to
negotiating with the New South Wales and
commonwealth governments to seek agreement to
return 28 per cent of original flows to the Snowy River.
This was the start of achieving a real outcome for the
Snowy River and its surrounding communities and
providing a significant investment in the future of water
infrastructure in northern irrigation communities.
Twelve months later, on the banks of the Snowy River,
Premiers Bracks and Carr announced their commitment
to revitalise the river. A long-term target of 28 per cent
was agreed, to be delivered through partnerships with
the private sector. The governments committed to an
investment of $300 million over 10 years to return
21 per cent of original flows to the Snowy, as the
medium-term target.

Corporatisation of the Snowy Mountains
Hydro-Electric Authority, a 50-year-old institution,
enabled the agreement to increase environmental flows
to the Snowy River to be put into effect.
Corporatisation has now been achieved after more than
eight years of negotiations. The respective Snowy
Corporatisation Acts of 1997 were proclaimed by the
commonwealth, Victorian and New South Wales
governments on 28 June 2002.
With corporatisation of the Snowy Mountains
Hydro-Electric Authority, water sharing arrangements
previously approved by the commonwealth Snowy
Mountains Hydro-Electric Power Act 1949 and the
Victorian and New South Wales Snowy Mountains
Hydro-Electric Agreement Acts of 1958 have lapsed
and are included instead in the Murray-Darling Basin
Agreement.
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The Murray-Darling Basin Amending Agreement, as
agreed by the Murray-Darling Basin Ministerial
Council and recently signed by the Prime Minister and
the premiers of Victoria, New South Wales and South
Australia provides for increased certainty and security
of water sharing arrangements within the Snowy
scheme.
The Murray-Darling Basin Amending Agreement
amends the Murray-Darling Basin Agreement as set out
in the Murray-Darling Basin Act 1993, and codifies the
arrangements for the operation of the Snowy scheme to
protect Victoria’s water rights and interests.
The amending agreement provides for the necessary
water accounting arrangements to recognise state’s
shares of water made available from the Snowy scheme
to the River Murray catchment above Hume Dam. It
also provides for the protection of Victoria’s share from
any future decisions by the New South Wales
government as the regulator of the scheme.
The amending agreement provides the means of
accounting for the increased environmental flows to the
Snowy River and the River Murray and provides
arrangements to support the Murray-Darling Basin
Commission’s management of environmental flows in
the River Murray.
This bill gives effect to the Murray-Darling Basin
Amending Agreement. The amending agreement has
undergone a rigorous approval process following
extensive negotiations between the Victorian, New
South Wales, South Australian and commonwealth
governments and with the Murray-Darling Basin
Commission and council. The amending agreement has
a high level of support from all governments. The
Murray-Darling Basin Ministerial Council approved the
amending agreement on 5 October 2001. The Prime
Minister and the premiers of Victoria, New South
Wales and South Australia signed the amending
agreement in June 2002.
Under clause 6 of the Murray-Darling Basin
Agreement, any amendments to the Murray-Darling
Basin Agreement agreed by ministerial council must be
submitted for the approval of the respective parliaments
as soon as practicable after such agreement is reached.
The bill seeks the agreement of the Parliament to the
amending agreement. Parliamentary approval in all the
relevant jurisdictions is necessary for the amending
agreement to be fully effective.
I understand that the necessary legislation has been
drafted and either has been or will shortly be introduced
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as a matter of priority into the commonwealth, New
South Wales and South Australian parliaments.
The amending agreement removes references to the
former Snowy Mountains Hydro-Electric Authority,
amends part 12 of the Murray-Darling Basin
Agreement and adds a new schedule G to the
agreement. Schedule G provides for the new detailed
water accounting arrangements.
The new arrangements will protect Victoria’s rights and
interests and facilitate procedures to account for
increased environmental flows to the Snowy River and
River Murray. Schedule G also includes provisions for:
(a) the transfer of water savings to environmental
entitlements and the subsequent reduction in
the respective states long term
Murray-Darling Basin caps;
(b) the release by the Murray-Darling Basin
Commission of increased environmental
flows to the River Murray; and
(c) the necessary additional water accounting,
notification, consultation and modelling
mechanisms.
The amending agreement also provides the
arrangements to support the release of increased
environmental flows to the River Murray, consistent
with the outcomes of the Snowy water inquiry. The
Murray-Darling Basin Ministerial Council will be
required to develop environmental objectives and a
strategy for the increased environmental flows to the
River Murray.
The allocation of 70 gigalitres of increased
environmental flow to the River Murray is a very
significant step towards the rehabilitation of this mighty
river. It also demonstrates the commitment of all River
Murray states to the long-term sustainability of the river
and the communities which depend on it.
The bill represents a major step forward in achieving
improved environmental outcomes for both the Snowy
River and the River Murray and is essential to protect
Victoria’s existing water allocations from the scheme.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned for Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland)
on motion of Hon. C. A. Furletti.
Debate adjourned until next day.
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TRAVEL AGENTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Travel Agents (Amendment) Bill is
to amend the Travel Agents Act 1986 —
to enable the trustees of the Travel Compensation
Fund to sue and be sued in the name of the Travel
Compensation Fund; and
to enable the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal to review a decision of the trustees of the
Travel Compensation Fund concerning the payment
of compensation.
Victoria participates in a cooperative scheme for the
regulation of travel agents. The Travel Compensation
Fund, which is established by a trust deed, forms an
integral part of that scheme.
The trustees of the Travel Compensation Fund are
responsible for the operation of the compensation
scheme established by the trust deed. Its purpose is the
protection of certain consumer rights in participating
states. Becoming a participant of the fund, by payment
of a contribution fee, is necessary to be eligible to
obtain registration as a travel agent in those states.
The Travel Compensation Fund is available, amongst
other things, for the payment by the trustees of
compensation to consumers in certain circumstances —
for example, where a travel agent has misappropriated
money paid for travel services, or otherwise fails to
account for the money paid. In this way, the fund fulfils
an important consumer protection function.
In the course of administering the Travel Compensation
Fund, the trustees may take action against a travel agent
to recoup moneys they have paid from the fund to a
consumer by way of compensation for action of the
travel agent. This can help reimburse the fund for
payments that have been made.
When the cooperative scheme for the regulation of
travel agents was originally established in 1986, it was
envisaged that all participating states would adopt a
number of uniform legislative provisions. One such
provision was to enable the trustees of the Travel
Compensation Fund to sue and be sued in the name of
the fund, instead of in their own names as trustees.
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This was not adopted in Victoria however. Whilst this
does not affect the operation of the fund itself, it can
result in the trustees encountering administrative
difficulties and delays in any legal action it may wish to
take in Victoria. This is because the signatures and
consents of all the trustees are required instead. This
difficulty has in fact been encountered in the past in a
Supreme Court action initiated by the fund. There can
be up to 15 trustees, some of whom reside interstate and
some of whom may be overseas at the time that their
signatures are required.
This unnecessarily complicates the bringing of recovery
actions in Victoria, inconveniences trustees, and
provides an avenue for procedural delay by defendants.
To correct this anomaly, the bill amends the Travel
Agents Act 1986, to allow the trustees of the Travel
Compensation Fund to sue and be sued in its own
name.
In addition, the bill amends the act to change the appeal
process available to a consumer who is aggrieved by a
decision taken by the trustees of the Travel
Compensation Fund about the payment of
compensation.
Consumers who are dissatisfied with such a decision
can seek a review of their decision. At present in
Victoria, such a review is heard by an appeal committee
appointed by the minister.
This means that each time a review is requested, a
separate appeal committee needs to be established. This
is an administratively cumbersome process that can
result in inconvenience and delay.
A further disadvantage is that an appeal committee does
not have the power to subpoena people or documents to
assist it in determining the review. It is therefore
significantly limited in the way it may obtain
information relevant to an appeal. This in turn may
create significant difficulty in satisfactorily resolving a
consumer complaint.
By contrast, the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal can subpoena people and documents to assist
it in determining a matter that is brought before it.
The result of these amendments will be both reduced
administrative burden and an improvement in consumer
protection.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. W. I. SMITH
(Silvan).
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Debate adjourned until next day.

SENTENCING (FURTHER AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The Sentencing (Further Amendment) Bill 2002
reflects this government’s commitment to deliver
improved justice services to the Victorian community,
with the introduction of guideline judgments and the
establishment of a Sentencing Advisory Council.
These two major reforms will modernise the criminal
justice system and ensure that it is more responsive and
better informed about community views on sentencing
issues.
Sentencing is one of the most visible and public aspects
of the criminal justice system and is at times the subject
of community disquiet. In response to community
concern about sentencing, in October 2000 this
government commissioned Professor Arie Freiberg of
the University of Melbourne to conduct a review of
Victoria’s sentencing laws and to consider ways in
which informed community input could be
incorporated into the sentencing process.
Professor Freiberg prepared a sentencing review
discussion paper, which was released for the purpose of
public comment on 13 August 2001. Following a
period of extensive public consultation,
Professor Freiberg prepared a final report, Pathways to
Justice — Sentencing Review 2002.
Sentencing is a highly complex task. The Sentencing
Act 1991 sets out the five basic purposes for which a
court may impose a sentence, namely, punishment,
deterrence, rehabilitation, denunciation and protection
of the community. In sentencing an offender, a court
must also have regard to a range of matters, such as the
seriousness of the offence, the personal circumstances
of the victim and the offender’s culpability. A
sentencing court must consider all of these matters and
balance the interests of the community in denouncing
criminal conduct with the interests of the community in
seeking to ensure that, as far as possible, offenders can
be rehabilitated and reintegrated into society. In each
case the court must formulate a just sentence having
regard to all of the relevant evidence.
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Sentencing cannot be reduced to a simplistic formula.
To do so, would lead to error and injustice.
The courts are uniquely placed to deliver justice by
applying the law fairly and consistently to the
individual circumstances of each case. It is vital that the
courts are supported in this difficult and important role.
Sentencing Advisory Council
The establishment of a Sentencing Advisory Council
will allow properly ascertained and informed public
opinion to be taken into account in the criminal justice
system on a permanent and formal basis.
Functions of the council
The bill sets out the functions of the council. The
council’s functions will include providing written views
to the Court of Appeal in relation to guideline
judgments, providing statistical information on
sentencing to members of the judiciary and others, and
conducting research and disseminating information on
sentencing. The council will also gauge public opinion
on sentencing, consult on sentencing matters with
members of the general public and advise the
Attorney-General on sentencing issues.
The council will promote greater transparency and
accountability in the criminal justice system and
stimulate balanced public debate on sentencing issues.
Structure of council
The bill outlines the structure of the council. One of the
key features of the council’s structure is its broad
membership. The governing body of the council will be
a board consisting of 9 to 12 directors appointed by the
Governor in Council on the nomination of the
Attorney-General. The directors of the board will
include persons who have broad experience in
community issues affecting the courts, persons with
experience in both the defence and prosecution of
criminal offences and a person who is a member of a
victim of crime support or advocacy group. At least one
director of the board will also have an academic
background.
This balanced membership will facilitate broad
community input into the activities of the council.
Importantly, the composition of the board will ensure
that the justice system is informed by the views and
experience of the community.
The council will have a chief executive officer and staff
to support the work of the council on a day-to-day
basis.
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Accountability
Whilst it is critical that the council is independent, like
all modern statutory corporations it must also be subject
to appropriate levels of accountability. Accordingly, the
bill contains a number of mechanisms to ensure the
accountability of the council in relation to its operations
and expenditure. For instance the bill provides that the
council must comply with a lawful requirement made
by Parliament for information concerning the
performance of its functions, the exercise of its powers
or its expenditure.
Guideline judgments
The bill empowers the Court of Appeal to give
guideline judgments. The bill defines a guideline
judgment to mean a judgment that is expressed to
contain guidelines to be considered by courts in
sentencing offenders. In essence, guideline judgments
are judgments which go beyond the facts of an
individual case before the court to deal with variations
of the offence and suggest relevant sentencing
considerations.
Power of the Court of Appeal to give a guideline
judgment
The bill provides that, on hearing an appeal against
sentence, the Court of Appeal may consider whether to
give or review a guideline judgment. This may be done
on the court’s own initiative or on the application of a
party to the appeal. The Court of Appeal may give a
guideline judgment even if it is not necessary for the
purpose of determining any appeal in which the
judgment is given. This gives the Court of Appeal the
flexibility to deliver a guideline judgment outside the
context of an individual case.
Content of a guideline judgment
The bill sets out a range of matters that may be included
in a guideline judgment, such as the criteria to be
applied by sentencing courts in selecting, among the
various sentencing alternatives, the criteria by which
the sentencing court is to determine the seriousness of
an offence and the weighting to be given to relevant
criteria.
Procedural requirements
The bill provides that where the Court of Appeal
intends to give or review a guideline judgment it must
notify the Sentencing Advisory Council and give the
council an opportunity to provide written views to the
court within a specified time period. The court must
also give the Director of Public Prosecutions and a legal
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practitioner representing Victoria Legal Aid an
opportunity to appear before the court and make
submissions.
Matters to which Court of Appeal must have regard
The bill respects and promotes the principles of judicial
discretion and judicial independence. Accordingly, the
content of a guideline judgment is a matter to be
determined by the Court of Appeal in accordance with
the principles contained in the Sentencing Act 1991.
However, in giving or reviewing a guideline judgment,
the bill provides that the Court of Appeal must have
regard to —
the need to promote consistency of approach in
sentencing offenders;
the need to promote public confidence in the
criminal justice system; and
any views of the Sentencing Advisory Council or a
legal practitioner who makes a submission.
These requirements recognise the need for the criminal
justice system to be responsive, representative,
transparent and accountable. Significantly, the Court of
Appeal will be assisted in its difficult task by the views
of the Sentencing Advisory Council.
Consistency
Guideline judgments provide a mechanism to promote
greater consistency of approach in sentencing.
Guideline judgments can also provide an opportunity
for appeal judges to share their collective experience
with primary judges and articulate unifying principles
to guide the exercise of judicial discretion.
The introduction of guideline judgments in Victoria
will allow an appropriate balance to be struck between
the broad discretion of the judiciary to take the
individual circumstances of each case into account and
the desirability of consistency in sentencing.
Importantly, guideline judgments are consistent with
the nature of the existing appellate process, whereby
decisions of the Court of Appeal guide the decisions of
lower courts.
The principle that like cases be treated alike is
fundamental to the fair operation of our justice system.
Consistent with this principle is the ability of judges to
exercise their discretion to fix a just sentence according
to the individual circumstances of the case before him
or her. The introduction of guideline judgments
conforms with these fundamental principles.
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The government is committed to providing improved
justice services to the Victorian community and
enhancing public confidence in the justice system. The
establishment of a Sentencing Advisory Council and
the introduction of guideline judgments are major steps
towards delivering this commitment.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned for Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS
(Monash) on motion of Hon. C. A. Furletti.
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That this bill be now read a second time.

The National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks)
Bill will protect significant parts of our natural and
cultural heritage and implement several of the
government’s key environment policy commitments.
More specifically, the bill will do three things:
it will establish a significantly expanded parks
system in the box-ironbark region of north-central
Victoria totalling more than 105 000 hectares;

Debate adjourned until next day.

it will enhance and further protect Wilsons
Promontory National Park; and

NATIONAL PARKS (BOX-IRONBARK AND
OTHER PARKS) BILL

it will enhance Mitchell River National Park and in
doing so help prevent the damming of the Mitchell
River.

Second reading
Hon. W. R. Baxter — On a point of order,
Mr Deputy President, I understand from information I
received from the house that this bill was not in the
building 25 minutes ago. I do not know when it arrived.
It was subject to a late debate in the other place
yesterday and some fairly complex amendments were
made thereto. I seek an assurance from the minister that
all the proper procedures have been adhered to and that
the bill is accurate. I understand some 40 people were
required to come in overnight to have it reprinted.
It is clearly a rushed job. I and my colleagues in the
National Party need to prepare some amendments to the
revised version as well. I want an assurance from the
minister that the bill has been properly proofread, that
the amendments inserted in the other place are
accurately reflected in the bill, that the second-reading
speech has been amended to reflect those amendments,
and that the house can have some assurance that all the
proper procedures to check the accuracy of the bill have
in fact been gone through and been adhered to.
Hon. M. M. Gould — On the point of order,
Mr Deputy President, I can assure the honourable
member that a new second-reading speech has been
produced to incorporate the amendments that have
taken place in the other place and that the bill has gone
through the proper procedures through parliamentary
counsel and has then gone off to the printers, and that it
is in the house now.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The Leader
of the Government.
For Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources), Hon. M. M. Gould (Minister for Education
Services) — I move:

A new future for Victoria’s box-ironbark forests
and woodlands
The box-ironbark forests and woodlands of
north-central Victoria are a special part of the state’s
natural and cultural heritage. Images spring to mind of
the dark and deeply furrowed bark of ironbark trees
standing amongst spring wildflowers, the light flaky
appearance of the box trees, and the dryness of the
forests. The legacy of the gold rushes, the legends of
the bushrangers and the Kelly Gang, and our national
floral emblem, the golden wattle, are all reminders of
this distinctive environment. For those who live in the
region, the forests play an important part in the
everyday lives of the local communities that depend on
them for various products and visit them for recreation.
However, the box-ironbark forests and woodlands that
exist today cover only a small proportion of the area
they once did. Since European settlement, the
box-ironbark region has been substantially cleared. The
remaining native vegetation covers only some 17 per
cent of the original cover and has been heavily
modified by ongoing land use activities. This has had a
dramatic impact on the region’s biodiversity, so much
so that more than 350 plant and animal species in the
region are now classified as threatened, near threatened,
or, in some cases, extinct.
Our knowledge of these forests and woodlands has
increased significantly since the Land Conservation
Council (LCC) studied them during the 1980s. So, too,
has our concern for their future and our awareness that
they are under-represented in Victoria’s parks and
reserves. It was this concern that led to the LCC in
1996, and subsequently the Environment Conservation
Council (ECC) in 1997, being requested to carry out an
investigation into the future use of the public land in
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north-central Victoria that supports box-ironbark forests
and woodlands.
Following an extensive period of investigation and
consultation, the ECC completed its final report in
2001. It made many important recommendations aimed
at finding a balance between protecting, restoring and
enhancing the natural values of the forests and
woodlands on the one hand, and providing for the range
of existing uses to continue across the region as a whole
on the other. Importantly, the ECC noted the need for
urgent action if we are to halt the rate of species loss
from these ecosystems.
In accepting the vast majority of the ECC’s
recommendations, the government has taken up the
challenge to pursue a new direction for the forests.
However, in doing so, it recognises that this involves
change, and it is committed to working through the
transitional issues with the community.
An expanded parks and reserves system
A key element of the ECC’s recommendations is the
establishment of a comprehensive, adequate and
representative system of parks and reserves. The bill
will create five new or expanded national parks
(Chiltern-Mount Pilot, Greater Bendigo,
Heathcote-Graytown, St Arnaud Range and Terrick
Terrick) and five new or expanded state parks
(Broken-Boosey, Kooyoora, Paddys Ranges, Reef Hills
and Warby Range). These are representative of the
natural diversity across the box-ironbark region: the dry
forests and woodlands of the inland hills of the Great
Dividing Range, the woodlands and grasslands of the
northern plains and the distinctive mallee communities
of the Whipstick, for example.
The bill will also create Castlemaine Diggings National
Heritage Park. This is a new category of park
recommended by the ECC to protect the nationally
significant historic and cultural heritage and cultural
landscapes on public land around Castlemaine, as well
as the significant natural values of the forests.
Most of the nature conservation and other reserves
recommended by the ECC will be reserved over time
through the standard administrative processes.
However, the opportunity is taken through this bill to
create seven new conservation reserves under the
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978: Deep Lead Nature
Conservation Reserve (No. 2) near Stawell, the Black
Dog Creek Natural Features Reserve near Chiltern, and
five natural features reserves along the Broken, Boosey
and Nine Mile creeks on the largely cleared northern
plains between Nathalia and Tungamah.
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The decision to establish the six linear natural features
reserves, which are a variation to the ECC’s
recommendations, results from additional consultation
which the government has carried out with adjacent
landowners and further consideration of the issues
associated with implementing the original
recommendations. Management of the reserves will
focus on protecting the natural values along the narrow
creek frontages but will allow a wider range of uses
than originally proposed.
The bill will also create an historic reserve along Reedy
Creek at Eldorado instead of including part of the area
in Chiltern-Mount Pilot National Park. This area is
highly modified but has significant historic values
associated with dredging for gold, including the famous
Eldorado dredge. An historic reserve is a more
appropriate category for the area and will help to
provide a focus for the promotion of Eldorado’s mining
history.
The bill will also update the Reference Areas Act 1978
to enable the proclamation of three new or amended
reference areas recommended by the ECC.
In creating the new park areas, the bill will excise some
areas from existing parks, in addition to transferring
several areas from one schedule of the National Parks
Act to another. In accordance with the ECC’s
recommendations, three shooting ranges (which are
inappropriate uses of a park) will be excised from what
is now Reef Hills Park, and land more than 100 metres
below the surface will be excised from the existing
Deep Lead Flora and Fauna Reserve. Parts of several
roads will also be excised from the existing Chiltern
Box-Ironbark National Park, Kamarooka, Kooyoora
and Whipstick state parks and Beechworth Park to
enable future road proclamations. In accordance with
section 11 of the National Parks Act 1975, the National
Parks Advisory Council has provided advice which has
been tabled in both houses of Parliament.
Enjoying the parks
In addition to their primary conservation role, the parks
will be places for visitors to enjoy and appreciate the
diversity of the box-ironbark country. They will cater
for a wide range of recreation activities. Importantly,
they will provide an added stimulus to the region’s
tourism appeal which will provide a boost to local
economies. Walking, picnicking, camping, car touring,
bird watching and other nature study, visiting historic
features, orienteering and rogaining, horse, mountain
and trail bike riding on formed roads and, in some
parks, car rallying are among the activities which will
be permitted subject to the protection of park values.
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In recognition of the popularity of prospecting in the
box-ironbark region, prospecting using hand tools
under a miner’s right (referred to in the legislation as
searching) will also be permitted in most of the parks.
Current levels of access for prospecting will continue in
the parks in which this activity is to be permitted until
prospecting and protection zones are formally defined
through the management planning process involving
community and stakeholder groups.
Parts of Greater Bendigo and Heathcote-Graytown
national parks are located close to urban areas and are
used for the walking of dogs. On creation of these
parks, zones will be set aside as areas where dogs can
be walked on leads. These zones may be refined
through the management planning process in
consultation with the community.
In a broader context, a region-wide recreational
framework is being prepared, with the assistance of a
13-member recreation advisory group, to help provide
certainty to those who use public land for recreation.
This will identify opportunities for all current
recreational endeavours across the region, regardless of
land status, and will provide a guide for the subsequent
preparation of management plans.
Providing for particular uses
In accordance with the ECC’s recommendations,
apiculture will generally be permitted in the
box-ironbark national, state and national heritage parks.
The bill will enable existing apiary licences or permits
to continue to the end of their current term, when
permits will be granted under the National Parks Act.
The Department of Natural Resources and Environment
and Parks Victoria will provide at least 30 days notice
of any land management changes on public land,
including parks, which might impact on beekeepers’
activities, other than in emergency situations.
Because of the particular circumstances, the bill also
continues various authorities relating to water
distribution works and small dams in Greater Bendigo,
Broken-Boosey and Castlemaine Diggings parks and
inserts new provisions in the National Parks Act
relating to future authorisation of those uses.
In recognition of the special circumstances surrounding
the highly auriferous nature of the box-ironbark region
and its long history as a major gold producing region,
the bill will implement particular recommendations of
the ECC relating to mining activities that depart from
the current legislative provisions applying to such
activities in parks. It is stressed that the government
views this as an exceptional case.
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In this instance, however, the bill will:
establish the depth limit to parts of Greater Bendigo
National Park, and also the Castlemaine Diggings
National Heritage Park and the two Deep Lead
Nature Conservation Reserves, at 100 metres below
the surface;
treat Castlemaine Diggings National Heritage Park
as restricted Crown land under the Mineral
Resources Development Act 1990, rather than it
being subject to the exploration and mining
provisions of the National Parks Act;
enable new exploration licences to be granted over
those parts of Greater Bendigo National Park that
extend to only 100 metres below the surface;
enable the minister responsible for the National
Parks Act to consent to minor mining infrastructure
under a mining licence in Deep Lead Nature
Conservation Reserve (No. 1) and those
parts of — —
Hon. P. R. Hall — Mr Acting President, I direct
your attention to the state of the house.
Quorum formed.

Hon. M. M. GOULD — To continue:
and those parts of Greater Bendigo National Park
that extend only to 100 metres below the surface —
the government is consulting with industry over the
nature of minor mining infrastructure; and
require notices of new and renewed exploration
licences and associated consents over Greater
Bendigo National Park, and any mining licence and
consent permitting only minor mining infrastructure
in Greater Bendigo National Park and Deep Lead
Nature Conservation Reserve (No. 1), to be tabled in
Parliament (but not to be disallowed).
The government has also accepted the ECC
recommendation that a review of the mining approvals
process be conducted to ensure a timely and transparent
processing of applications, including those seeking
consent under section 40 of the National Parks Act
1975 and in relation to restricted Crown land.
The bill will also update the definition of restricted
Crown land in the Mineral Resources Development Act
to include land recommended by the former ECC or the
new Victorian Environment Assessment Council for
particular conservation and other purposes similar to
those already included in the definition. It will also
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prohibit surface mining and prospecting in the two deep
lead nature conservation reserves.
Ecological thinning
A major issue in the box-ironbark region is ecological
thinning. The government’s intention with respect to
this issue is as follows:
an ecological management strategy involving
ecological thinnings will be prepared and
implemented to return the national and state parks to
a condition resembling the pre-European forests;
there will also be silvicultural thinning programs in
state forest to boost productivity of the forests for
timber production;
as a result of these programs, there will be
employment for up to 10 persons, with priority given
to displaced timber cutters;
the government has allocated an additional
$600 000 in the first instance for the creation of these
jobs.
Thinnings in parks will be ecologically driven, in
accordance with the ECC’s recommendations and the
new provision requiring the secretary to have regard to
maintaining and improving the ecological function of
the parks. This will be scientifically monitored, and if it
is necessary for fire protection that some be removed,
the thinnings can be used for other purposes, including
firewood.
With respect to fire management, I can assure the house
that fire management is a very high priority for this
government, the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment and Parks Victoria. Despite the myths,
fire protection is coordinated across all public land,
regardless of land status. Regional fire protection plans
that identify fire protection objectives and strategies
cover all public land and are developed in consultation
with a wide variety of stakeholders and other agencies,
including the Country Fire Authority and
municipalities.
The development of the ecological and silvicultural
thinning programs will have strong regard to fire
protection requirements and any fire risks posed by
ecological thinning.
Helping to make the transition
In accepting the ECC’s recommendations and
establishing the new parks, the government recognises
the impacts on individuals in the timber-based
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industries in particular, and it is committed to providing
equitable transitional assistance for those whose
livelihoods are affected.
The box-ironbark implementation panel chaired by the
Honourable John Button was established to consult
with the community and advise the government on key
implementation issues. The government subsequently
developed a box-ironbark structural adjustment
package to assist those businesses and self-employed
operators and employees in the forest-based industries
who are directly affected by the adoption of the ECC’s
recommendations. Proposals put forward by Timber
Communities Australia were considered, and in many
cases incorporated, to produce a package involving
financial, retraining and relocation assistance that is fair
and equitable.
One of the big issues confronting the box-ironbark
region is the future availability of firewood for local
communities. To address this issue, the government has
released five-year firewood plans for the supply of
firewood to towns in the region and is developing a
community energy plan which will consider long-term
energy solutions to reduce firewood dependency and
explore alternative energy sources. Licences have also
been issued to enable the timber which has already been
felled in the forests to be collected.
As part of the transitional arrangements relating to the
new park areas, the bill will provide for:
eucalyptus oil harvesting in parts of Greater Bendigo
National Park until 26 February 2012;
the cutting of forest produce in part of
Heathcote-Graytown National Park until
31 December 2002; and
the collection of firewood that has already been
felled in previous harvesting operations in Greater
Bendigo, Heathcote-Graytown and St Arnaud Range
national parks, Kooyoora State Park and
Castlemaine Diggings National Heritage Park until
31 December 2005 — priority will be given to
meeting demand for local domestic purposes.
In view of community concerns over the proposal to
phase out timber harvesting in the Killawarra addition
to Warby Range State Park over a six-year period the
government has decided to give earlier protection to
this important area by ceasing timber harvesting and
firewood collection on 30 June 2003.
In accordance with the ECC recommendations, grazing
will not be permitted in national, state or national
heritage parks but will be used as an ecological
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management tool in Broken-Boosey State Park.
However, to provide a phase-out period for existing
licensees, the bill will permit grazing to continue until
three years after the parks are created or the expiry of
the current term of the licences, whichever is the later.
Community ownership and involvement
The ongoing success of the new parks and reserves and
the other initiatives across the box-ironbark region will,
to a large extent, depend on the degree of community
ownership and cooperative partnership with
government. To encourage this, the government is
piloting a number of initiatives. Conservation
management networks are being established to
encourage biodiversity conservation across the
landscape through partnership arrangements across
both public and private land, and initial trials will be
held in the Broken-Boosey and
Wedderburn-Wychitella areas.
A recreation advisory group has been established to
advise on a recreation framework for public land in the
box-ironbark region. Advisory groups for park
management plans will also be established and include
representation of a range of interests, both from the
local and the broader community, with significant
representation of local communities. The management
plans will be developed within three years of the
creation of the parks.
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Island and designating additional parts of the park as
remote and natural areas.
Adding the lighthouse reserves
Including the two lighthouse reserves will permanently
protect their significant natural and cultural heritage
values within the national park and will also ensure that
all of Wilsons Promontory and all of the adjacent
islands are included in the park. The reserves are
natural additions to the park.
Both areas were returned to state ownership by the
commonwealth in 1995, when they were reserved
under the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978. Small
areas of the two reserves were leased to the Australian
Maritime Safety Authority for maritime navigation aids
and to the commonwealth of Australia for
meteorological observation equipment. The bill saves
those leases and enable new leases to be granted for
similar purposes.
Further protecting the park’s coastal wildness
The title to David Neilson’s photographic tribute to
Wilsons Promontory, Wilsons Promontory — Coastal
Wildness, sums up what for many is the essence of the
Prom, and the photographs in that book are a reminder
of the special qualities of the park that need to be
protected so vigilantly.

The bill will amend the National Parks Act 1975 to
require a report to be prepared, independently assessed
and tabled in Parliament that sets out the priorities for
park management, the actions required to achieve those
priorities through the management plan, and the
funding that has been allocated to achieve those
priorities. This will apply to all of the national and state
parks covered by this bill, and to any future national
and state parks.

The relative lack of disturbance by vehicular tracks and
structures in the southern and south-eastern sectors of
the park and the need for managers to recognise and
protect these attributes was noted by the LCC in its
1991 statewide wilderness special investigation. A 1996
analysis of wilderness quality in eastern Victoria, as
part of the process leading to Victoria’s regional forest
agreements, also identified the high remote and natural
values of the southern section of the park.

A grievance process is also being established to ensure
that any concerns over discretionary decisions made by
land managers can be dealt with in an open and
transparent manner. A proposed model, developed with
input from stakeholders, has been released for broader
public comment.

The bill will enhance the protection of those values by
designating a southern Wilsons Promontory remote and
natural area and also by including Citadel Island in the
existing Wilsons Promontory islands remote and
natural area, as proposed in the recently released park
management plan. This will give statutory recognition
to their relative lack of disturbance and, particularly in
relation to the southern part of the park, will help to
protect it from new and incremental development
which, over time and perhaps quite unintentionally, will
erode the very qualities that make the area so valued by
park visitors today. Existing uses, such as walking and
camping on the popular circuit walk, are not affected.

Enhancing Wilsons Promontory National Park
The second feature of the bill relates to Wilsons
Promontory National Park, one of the state’s most
precious national parks and highly valued by the
community for more than a century. The government is
strongly committed to its ongoing protection. The bill
will enhance this outstanding park by adding the two
lighthouse reserves at South East Point and Citadel
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Protecting the Mitchell River
The third feature of the bill is the addition of
2160 hectares to Mitchell River National Park. This
addition will not only enhance and broaden the
conservation values and recreational opportunities of
the park but will, through including the formerly
proposed dam site at Angusvale, help prevent the
damming of the largest free-flowing river in the state, a
heritage river which provides about one-third of the
total flow into the Gippsland Lakes.
The addition includes remote and scenic river frontages
adjacent to the Mitchell and Wentworth rivers, the
popular camping area and canoe launching site at
Angusvale, and areas of significant grassy woodland
vegetation. It comprises land acquired by the former
State Rivers and Water Supply Commission for the
dam, the recently acquired Mitchelldale, adjacent
Crown land water frontages and some linking areas of
non-productive state forest. Parts of the addition are
areas of former farmland which progressively will be
revegetated. The bill provides for the phase-out of one
grazing operation.
Conclusion
It is just over a century since the royal commission into
state forests, timber reserves and their management
(constituted in 1897) commented on the condition of
the forests in the box-ironbark region. This inquiry led
eventually to the state’s first effective forests
legislation, the 1907 Forests Act. A century later, as a
result of the ECC’s investigation, this bill, together with
other ECC recommendations adopted by the
government, also seeks to establish a new direction for
the box-ironbark forests and woodlands and their role
in the community — a direction which aims to ensure
the survival of what remains of this remarkable
ecosystem before it is too late. The bill also seeks
additional protection for one of our most cherished
national parks and for the free-flowing Mitchell River.
The National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks)
Bill is therefore an important measure for the further
protection of our state’s natural and cultural heritage. It
is also important because it reinforces both the
government’s vision for a more sustainable Victoria
and the government’s resolve to work with the
community on difficult but necessary transitional issues
to achieve that vision for the benefit of this and future
generations and the environment.
I commend the bill to the house.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I am
pleased to advise the house that the Liberal Party
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supports the National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other
Parks) Bill. No-one should be surprised that we take
such a position. The bill after all results from a process
started by the previous Kennett government when it
gave terms of reference to the then Land Conservation
Council (LCC) in 1995. I recently had a conversation
with the Honourable Mark Birrell, who was the
Minister for Conservation and Environment at the time.
He said to me, ‘We knew when we introduced the
reference in 1995 that it would result, as night follows
day, in the establishment of a parks system’.
People should not be surprised that we take this
position because of our strong record on environmental
matters over a long period. The Liberal Party
established the LCC in 1970, the Environment
Conservation Council (ECC) in 1997, the Environment
Protection Authority (EPA), and the Trust for Nature.
In my electorate, Westerfolds Park is a result of the
actions of the Hamer government.
There are two prime reasons why the Liberal Party
supports the bill. The first is very simple: it is the right
thing to do. There is overwhelming scientific evidence
that this is the right thing to do. We live in a fragile
country and there has been extraordinary damage done
to it, primarily through ignorance but also through
greed, since European settlement began in 1788. One
only needs to consider the example of the thylacine,
now extinct from Tasmania since the last one died in
captivity in 1936. There is no doubt that species are
under threat in this country. There is no doubt that our
species, homo sapiens, has the capacity to destroy other
species and that we have a right and obligation to look
after other species.
There is no doubt that the resources of our nation are
finite and that we have a responsibility to look after
them. Land is finite, vegetation is finite and species can
die out. There is no doubt on the scientific evidence
produced by the ECC in its report that urgent action is
necessary. For that reason and that reason alone it is
right for the Liberal Party to support this legislation.
The second reason the Liberal Party supports this
legislation is that it is balanced. The Liberal Party’s
press release announcing that it would support this
legislation said:
The Liberal Party has undertaken an extensive consultation
process with stakeholders and interest groups over many
months — —

I could say years —
and has made the decision to support the legislation as an
appropriate balance between conservation values and access
for park users. The Liberal Party has fought hard to balance
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the vital environmental outcomes with the legitimate wishes
of park users, including those who traditionally make a living
in the forests.

We have set out to find the right balance. It has not
been easy, and many will argue with the position with
which we have ended up. But I firmly believe in my
own heart that after the efforts that we have gone to,
together with extraordinary efforts from the Bush Users
Group (BUG), Timber Communities Australia (TCA),
the prospectors and miners, the Victorian National
Parks Association (VNPA) and the Wilderness Society,
we have arrived at the right balance. Following the
adoption of the amendments moved in the Legislative
Assembly yesterday, I believe there is every reason to
be confident that a balance has been struck and that we
can support the legislation before the house today.
Honourable members know that six or seven weeks ago
I became the shadow minister for conservation and
environment. Prior to that I was the shadow minister for
rural and regional development, and in that capacity I
spent time with the Bush Users Group and the TCA in
late 2000 on a trip through many of the box-ironbark
regions. I saw at first hand how people work and live in
the bush, and I learnt at first hand their concerns about
the legislation that was soon to come into this place. I
know that many members of those groups are not
happy with the position that we have taken today, but I
believe in my heart of hearts that we have found the
most appropriate balance between the vital
environmental issues and the interests of the bush users
groups and visitors to parks across the state.
Since I became shadow minister for conservation and
environment I have concentrated significantly on this
issue. I have had a number of visits. I visited the park
recently with the VNPA. I have received extraordinary
correspondence. I have had briefing after briefing and
lots of discussions with my colleagues and friends, and
lots of arguments as well. There are two reasons for the
Liberal Party to support this bill: the first is that it is the
right thing to do; the second is that we have the balance
right.
Why are we debating this bill today, on a Friday? There
is only one reason we are dealing with this bill in this
house today, and that is because the Premier of Victoria
is a liar. The Premier of Victoria — —
Hon. M. M. Gould — On a point of order,
Mr Deputy President, I ask the honourable member to
withdraw. Such a statement is unparliamentary.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I withdraw.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I thank
Mr Forwood.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — The Premier of
Victoria cannot lie straight in bed. The Premier of
Victoria plays fast and loose with the truth. The Premier
of Victoria is deceiving the people of Victoria every
single time he denies that his government is hell bent on
an election before Christmas — absolutely hell bent on
an election before Christmas! The reason we are here
today debating this legislation is the great fears held by
many people that this government was trying to use this
piece of legislation as an election trigger, that it would
prorogue the houses of Parliament before it went
through and the bill would be lost. This piece of
legislation is the result of a process started in 1995. It
has come a long way, and it was yesterday perilously
close to being scuttled by the Bracks government for
political reasons. There is no doubt that the government
was trying very hard to engineer a situation where
either this bill would be withdrawn or an election would
be called, the Parliament prorogued and the bill would
therefore fail. For that reason alone it is important that
we meet here today and pass this piece of legislation.
I accept and understand that the National Party is
concerned about this issue, and I appreciate that many
members of the National Party did not believe this bill
would be debated for at least two weeks. I also accept
the statement made by Mr Hall in this place last night
that he had information, letters and speeches that he
wished to quote from that are in his electorate office
and he does not have access to them today. I accept that
argument, but I say to the people of Victoria that it is
important that this bill go through both houses
yesterday and today in order that the Bracks
government could not use it as an election trigger, in
order that the Parliament is not prorogued and the bill
lost. I say to the people of Victoria this bill is too
important for people to play politics with it, and the
people playing politics with it were members of the
government, not the opposition.
I was briefed extensively on this bill by the government
on a number of occasions. On the day the bill was
introduced my colleague in Templestowe Province and
I were briefed on it by the Environment Conservation
Council, officers from the Department of Natural
Resources and Environment (DNRE) and the
ministerial advisers. We had another briefing on
19 September subsequent to that. At the first briefing
we raised a number of concerns, and I am pleased to
say that many of those matters have now been adopted
by the government.
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As the Liberal Party’s press release made clear, it was
seeking an improved regime for track access closures,
and that comment was incorporated in the minister’s
second-reading speech today. The Liberal Party sought
some commitments in relation to local people on park
management committees, and those commitments were
given. It sought the use of timber cutters in
forest-thinning programs, and again those commitments
have been given. It also sought the use of timber cutters
working on local fire management.
In its press release on Tuesday the Liberal Party said:
The Liberal Party will continue to press the government to
provide a 10-year phase-out for eucalyptus distillers and to
provide improved access for fossickers in St Arnaud Range
National Park, Mount Pilot Chiltern National Park and
Heathcote-Graytown National Park.

That night I spoke to members of the Bush Users
Group about these Liberal Party commitments and I
reiterated that the Liberal Party would not move
amendments to this bill for fear that the government
would use the bill as an election trigger. I said that the
Liberal Party would continue to press as hard as it could
to ensure that these amendments came before the
house.
I am very pleased that the National Party took up this
challenge and that through its work two significant
amendments that the Liberal Party had advocated were
achieved. Without the help of the National Party and its
decision to move these specific amendments, these
two concessions would not have been dragged from the
government.
As I have already said, I had a number of conversations
with government, and I put on the record at the outset
my thanks to the bureaucrats and members of the ECC
for their assistance in arriving at many of the positions
that we now have. I particularly want to thank staff
members of the Minister for Environment and
Conservation who approached me in an honest and
straightforward way as we tried to find our way through
difficult issues. As a result of some of those discussions
we put to the government suggestions relating to
ecological thinning and to park access closure. An
example of this would be when a beekeeper packs his
truck with his hives and drives for hours to a position
where he knows the trees are flowering, only to
discover that access has been denied by land manager
discretion.
We also raised two specific issues about boundary
changes in relation to the Broken-Boosey park around
Eldorado, which the government rejected. In those
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discussions we got some in-principle agreements from
the government. I am referring to my notes which say:
The government has given the following in-principle
undertakings —

then I have got brackets, star, star —
subject to cabinet approval on Monday.

These were:
Ecological thinnings, undertaken by local cutters affected by
the proposals, will be undertaken … but all trees will be left
in the ground. Thinnings undertaken in state parks will be
allowed to be collected for firewood and other uses on a
graduated basis … Thinnings in state forests will be done by
the same cutters with timber going to firewood. Legislation is
not required, but commitments will be given during the
Assembly debate and the Council second-reading speech.

I am pleased to see the commitments given in the
second-reading speech today.
Hon. M. M. Gould — We listen! We deliver!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — The Leader of the
Government says, ‘We listen’ and ‘We deliver’. I point
out to the chamber and to the people of Victoria that the
government has been dragged kicking and screaming to
the balance that has been achieved. I have touched on
the issues of the track closures and park management
plans before. Let me raise the issue of eucalyptus
distillers. As I have just pointed out to the chamber, my
notes say:
… the government has given the following in-principle
undertakings (subject to cabinet approval on Monday) …
…
Eucalyptus distillers: In addition the government has agreed,
after a request by Carlo Furletti, to an amendment that will
phase out eucalyptus harvesting over 10 years rather than
6 years. This will be done by amendment in the Assembly.

Let me tell the house what happened. It went to cabinet
and it got rolled. We know that the Minister for
Environment and Conservation approached the
legislation in good faith in negotiations with us to
achieve the best outcome she could. I have no doubt
about that. I say, ‘Good on her and her staff and the
DNRE people who approached these issues in good
faith’.
What we know, however, is that when the suggestions
got to cabinet there was a conversation. And what was
that? They said, ‘Let’s hang the Liberals out to dry.
Let’s use this as a political issue and see what we can
do to cause political trouble for the Liberal Party. Let’s
not treat this on its merits. Do the best deal we can for
the bush users? Find the balance between the legitimate
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environmental requirements and the legitimate interests
of country people, the bush users and visitors from
Melbourne? No, let’s play politics’.
So what happened? The in-principle agreement for
eucalyptus was withdrawn and did not proceed. It
should be no surprise to people that our press release
announcing our support for the bill said that we would
continue to press the government to provide a 10-year
phase-out for eucalyptus distillers and provide
increased access for fossickers in the St Arnaud Range,
Chiltern-Mount Pilot and Heathcote-Graytown national
parks. And that is what we did. We sought to achieve
those outcomes; and we have.
I make no apology therefore for the house sitting today.
There is no doubt in my mind that the government, not
the opposition, played politics with the bill, but it got
outsmarted. Why did it get outsmarted? Not because of
us, not because of the National Party, but because there
is a raft of people who worked for years and years on
this bill and on saving the box-ironbark forests who
were petrified that the bill would get lost at the last
moment by the government proroguing the Parliament.
Then we would have to start the process all over again.
They were the people who went to the government and
said, ‘You must accede’.
I am not a man who angers easily, but today when I
read yesterday’s Assembly Daily Hansard I saw a
statement made by the minister. I am not going to quote
from that document, Mr Deputy President, I have been
here long enough to know not to; but let me tell you
what she said in that place yesterday. She said words to
the effect that the government has arrived at its
backdown on the issues because the Liberal-dominated
upper house — a phrase often used about this place —
could delay the bill indefinitely. My memory tells me
the minister then said something like, ‘and the Leader
of the Opposition in that place today has made that
threat’. I think the actual words were, ‘has threatened to
do just that’.
I say to the people of Victoria that that, too, is a lie. I
care too much about this legislation to ever make a
threat like that. I am very keen to see this bill passed,
but I will not be accused of threatening in this place to
have the bill delayed, scuttled, defeated. I place on the
record one more time that the bill is being debated here
today to stop the government using it for political
purposes. It is for that reason, and that reason alone.
I could go through in real detail issues of science that
have been raised by many people about this legislation.
There is no doubt in my mind that there has been an
extraordinary decline of the regent honeyeater, the
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grey-crowned babbler and other species under threat.
Some things, however, I need to deal with in detail.
I will touch on section 32D of the National Parks Act,
which is headed ‘Secretary may authorise fossicking’.
It concerns the significant concession the government
made yesterday by moving its own amendment and
stealing the words of the National Party, which is in fact
what happened. Section 32D states:
(1) … the Minister may by notice in the Government
Gazette designate the area or areas …
(2) … the Secretary may —
(a) grant a permit by writing under his hand to any
person or persons … or
(b) by notice … authorize any class …
to fossick or prospect … in that area.

It also says that:
(3) Any permission or authorization given under
sub-section (2) shall be subject to any restrictions and
conditions which the Secretary may determine.

This is not open slather.
Under the existing arrangements most of the area
currently available for prospecting throughout the
region will remain available — it was intended that
12 per cent would be lost. The majority of the area
remains where people can prospect as of right, except
where a management plan subsequently says that
environmental values are too high.
The amendment made yesterday is the reverse of that. It
says that after the work has been done it is possible for
prospecting to take place. This is not open slather or
fossicking in national parks as of right, this is sensible
work being done and the minister designating area or
areas, the secretary granting permission with
restrictions or conditions. I stress this is not open
slather. It is a concession that enables prospecting and
fossicking to take place, but I do not envisage that this
will lead to substantial or wholesale prospecting or
fossicking in those areas.
I shall talk briefly about thinnings, an issue about which
the government has made some play. Many people
were concerned that thinnings for ecological
purposes — and it is worth putting on the record what
the Environment Conservation Council said about it at
page 73 of its report:
The sole objective of thinning as an ecological management
tool is to improve the habitat conditions in parks and reserves
by increasing the numbers of large trees. Thinning should be
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carried out in a manner that best achieves ecological goals. It
may differ from silvicultural practices. Production of
firewood is not an objective. Where it does occur however,
thinning will produce wood as a by-product, which can,
where appropriate, be sold as firewood.

That does not seem to me to be all that difficult, but did
we have some trouble dragging it out of the
government! In the end we got some commitments
from the minister yesterday in the committee stage. I
invite honourable members to read the Hansard and to
think about what is in the second-reading speech today.
I was looking through my papers this morning and have
a memo from one of the minister’s staffers dated
3 October, which states:
Please find attached a summary of some of the issues we
discussed the other day —

because we had good cooperation as we worked our
way towards the balance I mentioned. He then says:
I will need to speak further with you about the ecological
thinnings/silvicultural works and how these programs will be
delivered.

We did speak further. Later I received a two-page draft
which contains significant comments about the
programs, giving regard to managing fire risk, thinning
constituting a fire risk, and the need to reduce fuel
build-up. It talks about the $600 000 to increase the
amount of silviculture in the other parts of the forest.
These commitments are the result of the work of
Timber Communities Australia, the Bush Users Group,
and the Liberal and National parties in dragging these
concessions — —
Hon. J. M. McQuilten interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — And the backbench of
the Labor Party, the old country caucus guys who are
very pleased with the work done on their behalf as well
by the National Party and the Liberal Party, but who
were nowhere to be seen when the chips were down. I
know, Mr McQuilten, that the BUG proposed
amendment went to your party for consideration. I
know, Mr McQuilten, that the prospectors and miners
proposed amendment was handed to your little country
group, and you could not achieve a single thing.
Hon. J. M. McQuilten interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I look forward to your
contribution. I put on the record that I know that you
received the same stuff we got and I know the changes
to the legislation that achieved the balance I talk about
were made because of the work of the Liberal Party, the
TCA, and the National Party — and, I might also add,
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the sensible work by the Victorian National Parks
Association. I know it is regarded as a pariah by some
people, but it has been very straightforward in its
dealings with me, and I am grateful for its help and
assistance in arriving at this compromise today so that I
am confident that the bill will ultimately be passed.
I do not propose to go through all the science because
other honourable members wish to speak on the bill. I
shall conclude with some thanks. I thank the National
Party for two reasons: one is for moving the
amendment and the other is for their forbearance in
being here today. I understand how difficult it was for
them, but at the bottom of my heart I believe the
decision we made that the house should finish this
process today is the right one in the interests of
Victoria.
I thank members of the TCA and BUG because I know
life has been very difficult for them. I know that in
many ways they feel let down. I hope that we will be
able to continue to work with them in the years ahead
because I believe they have a legitimate and honest role
to play in advocating for their interests and the interests
of other people who wish to use parks. I say at the
outset that I believe parks are for people, too. I do not
have the number in my head, but millions of people
visit our parks each year and we want people in parks
and using them, and they need to have powerful
advocates.
I want to thank the ECC — John Lovering, Eda
Ritchie, Ms Cutler and the executive staff — for the
work they have done. People have criticised the ECC
science but they should not because if you look at it and
understand it, it is right — and that is why we are here
today.
I want to thank significant departmental officers for
educating me in these matters in a very short period.
They were extraordinarily generous with me and if I
played any small part in this it is because I was greatly
helped by them. I also want to thank members of staff
of the Minister for Environment and Conservation. I am
very cross with what has happened in the last two days,
but they did approach it in good faith, and the fact that
that minister has no clout in cabinet and gets rolled by
the bullyboys of the Labor Party is not her problem.
Hon. M. M. Gould — I beg your pardon? You
don’t know what happens in cabinet!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Oh, yeah? You
reckon? The Leader of the Government says I do not
know!
Honourable members interjecting.

NATIONAL PARKS (BOX-IRONBARK AND OTHER PARKS) BILL
Friday, 18 October 2002

COUNCIL

525

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The Leader
of the Government is not in her place.

here and agreed that was all we would do today. What
did we get here today?

Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Now that the Leader of
the Government is back in her place: let me tell you I
know a darn sight more about what goes on in your
cabinet than you think.

Following question time, as soon as it finished, we
expected to move straight onto debate on this bill, but
we did not even have a bill to debate here this morning.
We had to wait more than half an hour following
question time before we even had a bill to look at. And
yet when I raised these matters in the Parliament last
night I had some inane interjections from the Minister
for Energy and Resources saying that we would be
sitting here today because I refused to allow the second
reading of the bill in this Parliament last night. I saved
the minister and the government a great deal of
embarrassment: if no-one had refused leave for the
second-reading debate to take place they would not
even have had a bill to talk about and they would have
been left with a lot of egg on their faces. Instead of
those sorts of interjections from the Minister for Energy
and Resources, she should be thanking me because I
saved her from immense embarrassment.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — We know that, just
like Seal Rocks, the Minister for Environment and
Conservation got rolled again by the bullyboys in
cabinet.
But that does not mean that I do not thank her staff for
their contribution to the process and their help — and
one of them I wish all the best for his wedding
tomorrow.
I have made new friends in the past six weeks: the
Victorian National Parks Association, the Wilderness
Society and other members of the green groups that I
am getting to know. Some of my friends are beginning
to call me Victor Forwood!
I want to put on the record, though, my personal thanks
to Mick Fendley, Jason Doyle and Gavin McFadzen for
their work on this. I thank Nicole MacDonald, my
adviser, who has worked tirelessly on this matter. And I
want to thank the people who sit either side of me,
Carlo Furletti and Phil Davis, who have been very good
in helping us to arrive at the position we have arrived at
today.
Let me finish by saying we pass this legislation today, I
believe, because it is the right thing to do and because it
is balanced. We have achieved many things since the
bill was introduced, and I am pleased with all of them.
In my view the bill before the house is a victory for the
community and for users of parks. It is a victory for
endangered species. It is a victory for future generations
of Australians who will have access to areas that
otherwise they would not have had. Above all, it is a
victory for Victoria.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I was outraged
last night when we made a decision to be back here
sitting today, and that outrage continues. I shall tell the
house why it does. It has not been dissipated in any way
at all. In fact, it has probably been inflamed this
morning for a couple of reasons. First of all this day
was set aside totally for debate on the National Parks
(Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill. That was the
agreement. Gavin Jennings, Bill Forwood and I stood

Another reason for my anger being inflamed this
morning is the lame excuse given by the Leader of the
Opposition in this house as to why we are sitting here
today. He said we are sitting here today purely because
of the political imperatives of the Bracks government
and that his party did not want this bill derailed between
now and the election. The Leader of the Opposition
knows that the earliest possible time the Premier can
call an election is the weekend before the Melbourne
Cup. This house has another full week of scheduled
sittings before that time. On Wednesday, 30 October,
when we go to Benalla, and Thursday, the 31st, when
we return to this place — two scheduled sitting days.
There is absolutely no reason why this bill could not
have been introduced in this Parliament, as it was, and
read a first time, with the minister’s second reading
motion taking place when this Parliament sits in
Benalla on Wednesday the 30th, and the
second-reading debate taking place on Thursday, the
31st, when we are back here in this Parliament.
The Premier cannot call an election before those dates,
and unless the government or the opposition wants to
abandon those two days of sitting there is no need for
us to be here today debating this bill. Especially with
the passion expressed by the Leader of the Opposition
to make sure that there is no attempt to stall the passage
of this bill, it could have been passed with the numbers
of the government and the opposition well and truly
within the scheduled sitting times this Parliament has
set itself. There is no need for this extra day to be
imposed upon us, leaving members of the National
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Party at a great disadvantage in terms of our ability to
debate this fairly today.
The Honourable Gavin Jennings said last night in
response to my opposition to the motion to adjourn
until today that he thought perhaps my angst was
misdirected when I directed it at the Leader of the
Government. If it is misdirected, let somebody please
put me straight as to who is to blame for this fiasco. All
one can conclude is that this is a clandestine, furtive
deal concocted by both the Labor and Liberal parties to
rush this bill through Parliament today when there is no
logical or technical reason why it needs to be done.
Mr Deputy President, I hope you can understand why I
am a little bit angry. This deal, concocted between
Labor and Liberal, further demeans the role of this
house of this Parliament. All members of the Labor
Party and the Liberal Party are doing is making this
house simply a rubber stamp, and it is totally
hypocritical of the Liberal Party to say that this house is
not simply a rubber stamp.
To have the bill debated in one chamber one day and
then sent up here immediately for debate the very next
day gives this house no opportunity whatsoever to
undertake the review function for which it is designed.
Normally the process is that a bill is sent up to this
house and debate is adjourned for at least a week to
give members from government and opposition parties
time to consider the amendments made, the
commentary given and the views expressed in the
lower house while the bill is between the houses. That
is what this Legislative Council is — it is a house of
review, and that is what our job is. How can we
consider the bill when we cannot even see a clean bill
until 5 minutes before we are expected to debate it?
The actions of the Labor and Liberal parties in
concocting a deal to debate this legislation today purely
emphasises the view that this house is nothing but a
rubber stamp. They defeat their own purposes by
demeaning the operation of this chamber.
As I said last night, to debate this bill today is very
difficult for National Party members, given that we
have not had time to consider amendments or
comments made in the lower house. Moreover, we find
ourselves with electorates 2, 3 and 4 hours — and in
your case, Mr Deputy President, 7 hours — away from
Melbourne, and Mildura is 8 hours from Melbourne, so
there is absolutely no possibility that we could have
gone back to our electorate offices last night to secure
the documentation and the information we have
gathered on box-ironbark forests and bring it back here
to incorporate as part of the debate today.
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Our job is to represent our people, and National Party
members do it according to a timetable given to us —
sometimes with consultation with the government and
the opposition — a week prior to the house sitting so
that we can gather the information we need and put it in
our bags on Monday morning before we travel down to
this place.
There was no agreement to debate the National Parks
(Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill in this chamber
this week. We never ever considered it a possibility
until 6.28 last night when it was suddenly put upon us.
That was the first time National Party members were
officially told. In fact we were not even officially told
then, because we had to ask the government what
today’s program was. There was no official notification
and there was not even informal consultation. The
government did not even have the decency to consult
with us on what was going on.
We say that is not good enough. Once again this
Parliament, by its actions yesterday and in the
consequent debate today, is denying National Party
members the ability to represent our constituents in the
way we would want to and indeed the way we should.
Today’s debate is an absolute sham. It resulted from a
deal that was concocted between the Labor and Liberal
parties for nothing but political reasons. The suggestion
of the Leader of the Opposition that it is for Steve
Bracks’s political reasons does him no good at all.
Mr Deputy President, I will tell you why else I am
angry that we have had to debate this bill here this
morning. Three weeks ago today I contacted the office
of the Minister for Environment and Conservation and
asked for a briefing on two bills that are before the
Parliament: one was this bill, the National Parks
(Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, and the other was
the Commissioner for Ecologically Sustainable
Development Bill. I spoke to the receptionist in the
minister’s office, who said she would arrange for me to
have them on the Monday prior to the previous sitting
week of Parliament — a fortnight ago — which was an
appropriate time frame. She had a week’s notice to
arrange those briefings, and she said, ‘Yes, Mr Hall, I
will be able to arrange those for you’. Nothing ever
eventuated from that telephone conversation. I did not
hear back from the minister’s office about providing
briefings.
So it was that last week I ran into the minister
herself — the Minister for Environment and
Conservation — when we both happened to be
purchasing a cup of coffee in the strangers corridor. I
said, ‘Excuse me, Sherryl, I contacted your office and
requested a briefing on these two bills. I have heard
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nothing since’. She said, ‘Oh, haven’t you? Did you
speak to my advisers?’, and I said ‘No, I spoke to a girl
in reception in your office. I didn’t get past reception’,
and Sherryl Garbutt flippantly said, ‘Well, she’s doing
her job, isn’t she’. That was her flippant response. I
said, ‘Could you arrange for that briefing, please?’.
That was on Thursday of last week — not yesterday,
but eight days ago — and still today neither I nor any
member of the National Party has ever received a
briefing on this bill from the government, and that is an
absolute disgrace.
The Honourable Bill Forwood is pleased with the
cooperation he received from ministerial advisers on
briefings. What is it about the National Party? Why are
its members not offered the same sort of courtesy? Is
there some sort of conspiracy against us? We heard the
government program last night, but there had been no
briefings on these bills and no consultation with the
National Party. Do they think we are irrelevant or
something?
Both political parties ought to start rethinking that issue,
because following the next election one or the other or
both might well find that they need us. Members on
both sides of this house ought to take a little bit more
notice of what we say and what we are going to do. We
are an independent party, and as I have said in this
house in the last week or so, we judge matters on the
merits of the argument. We are an independent party of
12 members, and we expect to have more at the next
election — most people would agree with that — and
we will have an important role to play in this issue. The
Labor Party will need us and the Liberal Party will need
us, so they had better start learning how to treat us with
basic common courtesies and a bit of respect.
I get that off my chest before I even start to make
comments about this bill. Mr Deputy President, I hope
you can understand why I am so angry about what
happened yesterday and what has happened in the
lead-up to debate on this bill.
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developing a recreational framework’. The speech also
said, ‘We are undertaking a review of mining approval
processes. Trust us, we will work it out’, but there are
no guarantees that this will come out to the satisfaction
of the mining industry or anyone else. The government
says, ‘Trust us, we are doing it and we will get there’.
The second-reading speech talks about establishing a
grievance process if any user of these park areas is
aggrieved by a decision made by land managers. The
government said it is establishing that process, and once
again we have to trust it. Six months ago when I spoke
to departmental staff about this legislation I asked them
about putting the grievance process in the legislation.
That has been done before and surely we would like a
bit of certainty about how the people who use these
areas will be able to formally lodge a grievance so they
know how it will be heard and can be assured that it
will be heard in an unbiased and fair way. I thought it
was a reasonable suggestion to put it in the bill, but
there have not been any comments about that and
nothing has come to fruition. All we have is a bland
promise to establish a grievance process. I might come
back to that later in my contribution.
It is the same with firewood plans. The government is
still developing firewood plans for something like
13 different communities in the box-ironbark parks
area. The government is asking people in these
box-ironbark areas in north and central Victoria to trust
it to make sure they do not run out of firewood. The
government says there will be plenty of firewood for
these people, but there are absolutely no guarantees that
that will be the case at all. If I have time in my
contribution I will come back and talk about firewood
later.

The bill before us is one of the government’s real
trust-me bills. The government says, ‘What we are
going to do is create a number of national parks, a
number of national heritage parks and a number of
natural conservation zones, and then we are going to
work out what to do with them later. We will work out
some of the management plans for them later’.

It is the same with the industry and business
development proposals suggested by Button in his
report to cabinet about the implementation of the
Environment Conservation Council (ECC)
recommendations. He suggested that this assistance
should not be only for those directly affected — those
with commercial licences in those areas — but that
there should be a range of business and development
funding programs to help some of those people
diversify their businesses, whether they are directly or
indirectly affected. Once again we have had a promise
from the government that this may occur, but absolutely
no guarantees.

Even the second-reading speech, which we heard for
the first time just over a hour ago, contained a few
promises. In it the government said, in effect, ‘We are
developing a recreational framework. We will work out
what the result is later but at this stage we are

That is why I say this is a trust-me bill. There are a lot
of unresolved issues, and many people out there do not
want this Parliament to vote on and improve this
legislation until those promises are delivered, until they
know what they can do in these box-ironbark areas.
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I want to make a few general comments about the
National Party’s approach to this type of legislation —
that is, the creation of new reserved areas of public land
in general. We are not fazed by what classification or
name you apply to particular land categories. You can
call them national parks, national heritage diggings or
state conservation reserves: we are not fussed about the
name. The important thing to us is what people can do
in those areas and moreover how those areas are
managed. We do not think that colouring some
particular area on a map in green all of a sudden
protects the environmental values of that area, as this
government would claim. Classifying an area as a
national park provides no guarantee that it will achieve
its objectives.
Using that term ‘objective’ throws up a bit of an issue.
The Independent member for Gippsland East in the
other place raised the issue of objectives. What are the
objectives of these parks? What is the objective of the
Chiltern-Mount Pilot National Park or the
Heathcote-Graytown National Park? Where are the
objectives? What are we trying to do by creating these
national parks? The objectives have not been spelt out
in any document. The ECC made some general
comments about there being some worthy
environmental values in those areas but the government
today did not provide any reasons we should make
those areas national parks apart from the very bland
statement that we need to protect certain levels of
vegetation and certain animal and plant species.
If you are going to get down to it and look after parks
properly and achieve your objectives you must first of
all define your objectives and then commit your
resources to implement the management and actions
needed to achieve those objectives, and then you report
back on how those things are happening. To that end
the amendments put forward by the honourable
member for Gippsland East in the other place were a
step in the right direction. However, the National Party
does not believe that they go nearly far enough.
As I said, this is a trust-me government. The National
Party has always had the view that it does not matter
whether it is a terrestrial park or a marine park: the
important thing is the management. This Parliament
today should be viewing and approving management
plans for each of these proposed new parks at the same
time it is looking at the land classification. For that
purpose I would like to move a reasoned amendment.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The debate
will now be on the bill and that reasoned amendment.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I move:
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That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted with the view of
inserting in place thereof ‘this bill be withdrawn and redrafted
to provide for the development, and approval by Parliament,
of management plans for all new national parks, national
heritage parks and conservation reserves, including additions
to national parks and conservation reserves proposed within
this bill, prior to the declaration of these parks and reserves’.

The National Party is not saying that it always opposes
outright the declaration of a park area or a reserve area
or some other special conservation area. However, we
are of the firm belief that such declaration should be
part of a conjoint approval process, with this Parliament
being involved in the management plan. I do not think
anybody in this house could stand up and say they are
proud of the way parks in Victoria are managed. What
we want to get from the government is an actual
commitment that it will do the job properly, that it will
manage it and that it will look at the triple bottom line
for sustainability. We want the government to commit
to looking at the economic, environmental and social
impacts and coming up with a balance of those three
principles in determining appropriate management.
We in the National Party have always believed that use
in itself can be a very good management tool. We say
that use is not incompatible with protecting
environmental values. In some cases activities like
horseriding, dog walking, prospecting, cattle grazing or
timber harvesting to the extent of ecological thinning
can be beneficial. One only needs to look at the Barmah
Forest to see an excellent example of where timber
harvesting, cattle grazing and protection of
environmental values works extremely well.
It is one of the best state parks that we have in this state.
I went up there recently with a few of my colleagues,
met with the people and looked at it. It is an excellent
example of where use in itself can be compatible with
maintaining, protecting and even enhancing the
environmental values. For goodness sake, even the
Environment Conservation Council (ECC) said that
when it spoke about ecological thinnings in its
extensive report. It said that ecological thinnings are an
extremely good management tool and should be
considered as part of the management process. One of
the specific amendments which the National Party will
move later goes to that particular issue.
That is why the National Party has put this reasoned
amendment before the house. It believes it is a
responsible step. If you are serious about ensuring that
the environmental values of particular park areas are
balanced against the economic and social uses of those
areas put a management plan in place and then bring it
to the Parliament so that Parliament can debate not only
the legislation, which says where the boundaries of the
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parks are — essentially that is what it does — but also
the management plan setting out the objectives of those
parks, how they are going to be managed and what
financial commitments the government is going to give
towards their management.
The financing of parks is an interesting issue. The
government promised $20.8 million to finance the
box-ironbark parks in its last budget statement, yet
when one looks at the government’s own figures and
what new funds are going to be dedicated towards
maintaining and providing packages for workers who
are displaced from these forests the figures are far less.
The $20.8 million is over four years; honourable
members should not think it is a sudden influx of
$20.8 million going to the north and central parts of
Victoria. The minister supplied her own figures to
Kersten Gentle, the Victorian state manager of Timber
Communities Australia Ltd, and they show that the new
source of money for 2002–03 is $2.3 million and that
collectively over the next four years — if you add up
the new money figures — it comes to $6.950 million.
If you add on the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment (DNRE) funds called ‘corporate
redirections’, or the Parks Victoria corporate
redirections, you come up with $20.8 million, but less
than $7 million of that is actually new money — only
one-third is new money that is supposedly to maintain
and manage the reserved areas outlined in the bill.
What a joke! This is the sort of rubbish we get from the
government to try and con the people of Victoria, the
timber workers in the box-ironbark areas and the other
users of those areas by suggesting, ‘We are great
fellows. We are prepared to put in $20.8 million’, but
two-thirds of it is just redirected money from within the
government’s own departments.
I challenge a government member today to refute those
figures. I do not think government members can
because they are under the Minister for Environment
and Conservation’s own signature. The government has
been exposed on that issue.
I read out the reasoned amendment that the National
Party has moved on the bill, but that is not the original
form of reasoned amendment that I wanted to use. The
processes of the house prevented me from moving an
expanded reasoned amendment. I wanted to include
what has already been moved about management plans
and the need for Parliament to approve those, but I also
wanted to have the bill withdrawn and redrafted to
provide for the establishment of representative advisory
committees to develop management plans. Once again I
do not think it should simply be up to the bureaucrats
within the department to develop these management
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plans. There needs to be representation from user
groups, both commercial and recreational, to make sure
that they have fair input into the development of those
management plans.
I also wanted a reasoned amendment that provided for
the use of ecological thinnings as a management tool. I
was not allowed to do that by reasoned amendment and
it is now a specific amendment which the committee of
the house will consider later this afternoon.
I also suggested that we should not approve this bill
before the finalisation of the five-year firewood plans
for 13 community firewood supply areas in the
box-ironbark region. I have already spoken about the
need to put industry and business development funding
in place prior to the passage of the legislation.
In my reasoned amendment I suggested that there
should be the development of effective, timely and
transparent procedures for the approval of exploration
and mining activities in newly established parks and
reserves. That is a critical issue raised by the Victorian
Minerals and Energy Council which I will mention in
just a moment.
In my original reasoned amendment I called for the
phase-out period for eucalyptus oil harvesting to be
increased from 6 to 10 years. Hoorah! At least
Mr Forwood had the grace to admit it. It was only
because the National Party raised the issue that the
other house of the Parliament accepted the
recommendation yesterday. But with its typical cheek
or typical gall the government rewrote the National
Party’s amendments, put them into its own words and
used its numbers to bung through its amendments.
Hon. R. A. Best — Shameless!
Hon. P. R. HALL — It is shameless, as Mr Best
says. If the National Party had not moved that and other
amendments all honourable members of all parties in
both houses other than the National Party would have
sat on their backsides and done absolutely nothing
about these minor changes that have at least improved
the bill in some small way.
So we have achieved one of our goals. We have also
achieved a further one in another amendment, which I
will talk about later. I have also talked about the
grievance process. The government has promised that
there will be a grievance process established but it has
not delivered on that promise and is saying to this
chamber, ‘Trust us, we will do something about it in the
future’.
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I turn quickly to a couple of the comments from the
users of these box-ironbark areas on the bill and some
of the proposals in it. First of all the Victorian Minerals
and Energy Council issued a media release dated
16 October — just a couple of days ago — which
quotes the executive director of the council, Mr Chris
Fraser. It says:
… one of the greatest uncertainties of the minerals industry in
Victoria is the ad hoc approval rules and processes of the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment when
dealing with parks and reserves. Throughout the box-ironbark
review the VMEC has consistently sought effective, timely
and transparent procedures for the approval of exploration
and mining activities on newly established parks and reserves.
We were pleased to note the ECC recommended that
effective approvals procedures be established.

But then it goes on to say:
… we are still waiting to be effectively consulted by the
department on the proposed procedures for the approval of
work plans and for access to restricted Crown land. We
remain very concerned that effective approval procedures will
not be established.

We in the National Party remain concerned also. I do
not trust this government to deliver on its promises. Its
record of delivering on promises is certainly pretty poor
at this stage. It has promised a whole lot of users of
box-ironbark areas that it is going to deliver on certain
promises. We do not trust them, and that is why we say
that those matters should have been contained within
the legislation so they cannot back down on them.
Hon. R. A. Best interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I am sure Mr Best will talk
about the relevance of mining being an essential
industry within his electorate.
Despite the fact that I have not been able to go back to
my electorate office overnight I could probably still talk
for another couple of hours about the different
representations that people — individuals and
groups — have made to me. Unlike the government
and unlike the opposition, given our experience with
cooperation over the last 24 hours, I am not going to do
that. I will make some comments about these people,
but I am not going to stand on my feet here for hours
today, which I could well have done, and talk about
issues associated with the bill.
I make an apology to some of the individual
constituents who contacted me about this matter and
provided me with some very important information
about this matter. In some cases I particularly asked for
them to go to the effort of putting comments in writing,
but as I said before, because we have had this
concoction between the Labor Party and the Liberal
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Party to pull this debate on today for no valid reason
whatsoever I am unable to retrieve all of that
documentation from my electorate office.
So I apologise to people like Robert Broad of
Maryborough, for example, who is one of the few
remaining sleeper cutters. In fact, I think he is the last
sleeper cutter in the state of Victoria. I apologise to
Robert and thank him for all of the representations and
information he has supplied to me over at least the last
12 months. Because of this con by the two major parties
I do not have in my possession today his material,
which I should have had, to represent his interests.
Robert Broad has gone to the trouble to tell me what his
problems are and how they should be addressed, and I
apologise to him.
The same applies to people like John Kelly of
St Arnaud. John has a background and keen interest in
biology. He can provide me with all the botanical
names of those so-called threatened species and
so-called threatened animals in the box-ironbark area. I
have had many a conversation with John over the last
12 months. He has provided me with written material
which would be jolly good evidence to use in this
debate today, but I do not have that material with me.
I can recall John telling me about the swift parrot, one
of those endangered birds on the list in the ECC
box-ironbark report. He tells me that the swift parrot
actually nests in Tasmania. It is a migratory bird that
flies over here after a nesting period and feeds in some
of the box-ironbark areas in late winter before flying
back to nest in Tasmania. To suggest that it is a
threatened species just because we have degradation of
box-ironbark forest areas is a distortion of the true facts
of the matter. It actually nests and breeds in Tasmania.
It does not even nest and breed in the box-ironbark
areas but feeds there. That is the sort of information
John Kelly had provided to me; and that is the sort of
information I do not have with me today to put on the
record.
I apologise to the people like Robert and John, and I
have a cupboard full of similar representations, but I
blame the Labor Party and the Liberal Party. I hope
they will remember that.
I do have with me recent representations from a number
of organisations, and I will quickly mention a few of
those. I mention first the Prospectors and Miners
Association of Victoria, an organisation that has
provided a lot of constructive advice to the government,
the opposition and the National Party over the course of
this debate and others, and particularly Rita Bentley, the
president of the association. I commend Rita for the
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outstanding work she has done and the leadership she
has provided with that organisation.

Tracee is another of those individuals who has had an
enormous input into the debate on this matter.

I am just picking a minute example of the things that
have been conveyed to all of us. Rita sent a memo in
earlier this month to all members of the Victorian
Parliamentary Liberal Party reminding them that on
24 April of this year all Liberal members of the
Legislative Council voted in favour of the following
motion:

The Bush Users Group is chaired by Robin Taylor of
Castlemaine who, again, has dedicated a lot of his time
to the operation of the group, and I also thank him for
the time he has been prepared to give to members of
Parliament to talk about the concerns of the group he
represents. The Bush Users Group has been one of the
groups who has contacted and helped us. In a letter
dated 13 October — again a recent letter — it
suggested a range of specific amendments to the
legislation.

That this house condemns the government for its policies and
actions that have restricted recreational and commercial
activity on Victoria’s public land and waters.

I remember the debate very well because I moved the
motion. I was pleased that every member of the Liberal
Party came to join with us on the National Party side of
the house to vote in favour of that motion. That is why
we say today that we are not satisfied with the
management of these particular reserved areas of public
land around this state. That is why we need to have in
place approved management plans before we go any
further in this debate.
The memo also says :
If the Liberals do not reject this legislation then the vote on
26 April will have been meaningless.

I think that is a fairly accurate conclusion to draw. As I
said, I have had numerous representations from
organisations like the Prospectors and Miners
Association of Victoria and it is just unfortunate that I
cannot go through all of those because this debate has
been pulled on so quickly with time constraints.
The same applies with the Bush Users Group (BUG). It
is a group which has probably only come to light
because of the debate on box-ironbark parks and the
proposals over the past couple of years by the
Environment Conservation Council (ECC). I can
vividly recall its representation at a rally in Bendigo
earlier this year — Mr Best will probably talk about
that a bit further. In April this year we had a great rally
of about 3000 people. Tracee Spiby, who is with both
Timber Communities Australia (TCA) and the Bush
Users Group in Rushworth, told me about it. On
27 March she wrote to the Numurkah Leader
congratulating those 3000-plus people at the ‘Rally for
your rights’ event on Saturday, 23 March in Bendigo.
What a great event it was, too. I love going to Bendigo
and joining with some genuine users: salt-of-the-earth
people who love and understand better than anybody
else the nature of those areas. It was a good letter by
Tracee, who outlined a few of the fallacies of the ECC
report — a few of the areas where they got it wrong.

It was only the National Party that had a go on behalf of
BUG. We were the only ones prepared to make the
effort to put the amendments up before the Parliament.
We put up four sets of amendments and got two of
them through. It is only because of us that those
amendments have been accepted, and we will have a go
at another two this afternoon when we get back into
committee. The BUG members were very specific with
their requests and measured in their response but at the
same time their enthusiasm for this task has been
immense, and I congratulate BUG and all its many
members throughout country Victoria. They get very
passionate.
I could read some of the letters written by Win Morgan
from Mr Baxter’s area, although I do not have time.
She is extremely passionate about this issue and I
commend her for that. The letters are a good read and,
at times, a good laugh. Win Morgan is a most sincere
person, and Kathie Beattie and a few of those others in
the Indigo branch of the Bush Users Group are to be
admired for their commitment to this task.
The last group I want to talk about is the Timber
Communities of Australia. Again, it is an organisation
which has probably been affected more than any other
user group in the box-ironbark national park. In many
of these areas the government has banned or prohibited
the extension of commercial timber licences, whether it
be for sawlog licences, post licences, sleeper licences or
commercial firewood licences. The government has
almost blackmailed many of them into accepting a
compensation package by saying simply that it would
not renew licences in the future without, I might add, a
conclusive examination of what resource might still be
available in this box-ironbark area. Without the
conclusive outcome of resource availability many of
those licence-holders have been forced into accepting
compensation packages. TCA has done a good job in
representing its people and got some changes from
government, and I commend its members for their
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efforts. Kersten Gentle, who heads that group, has done
a magnificent job in representing those people.
I just want to mention a couple of things that Kersten
said in her letter of 23 September to me. She made
some extensive comments about the claims of the
Minister for Environment and Conservation in the
second-reading speech, and this is one of them:
Throughout the entire ECC investigation Minister Garbutt has
continued to mislead the public with the government’s
propaganda that only 17 per cent of the original cover
remains. It is true that only 17 per cent of the woodlands
remains, however this is not the case for the forests which
have 50.6 per cent of pre-1750 extent remaining. The forests
create jobs for the timber industry, apiarists and euky
industries — not the woodlands.

Good point, Kersten. The minister continues to mislead
people throughout the second-reading debate and in
public comments.
I will finish in 2 or 3 minutes, but I want to report one
other thing from Kersten. She states further:
Again the government propaganda runs free in the second
reading. Minister Garbutt mentions ‘… that more than
350 plant and animal species in the region are now classified
as threatened, near threatened, or in some cases, extinct’.
Only 100 of those species are listed under the Victorian flora
and fauna guarantee and only 29 have action plans. Nowhere
in the legislation or the second reading does it mention the
government’s intention is to develop action plans to save
these species. If there is truly over 350 species threatened then
why doesn’t the minister’s own department recognise this fact
in the flora and fauna guarantee.

Good point again. It is just the propaganda being
floated by the minister saying, ‘We are going to do this
but we haven’t got any plan to achieve it. We are going
to protect 350 threatened species but we don’t have a
plan to do it’.
The Timber Communities Australia document goes on
to talk about ecological thinnings, and I will take the
opportunity of the committee debate on the bill to talk
about ecological thinnings because that is the subject of
one of the individual amendments that the National
Party will move.
As I said, there are many other individual aspects of the
bill one could talk about. Later in this debate my
colleagues will talk about matters closer to home for
them in their electorates. In my contribution to the
debate I have tried to give a general overview of how
the National Party approaches these issues. What we
see is the shortcomings of the bill and, moreover, what
we believe Parliament should be considering rather than
the bill before us.
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We have a reasoned amendment before us that requires
the development of management plans; that the bill be
withdrawn and redrafted to provide for the management
plans to be approved by Parliament prior to the
declaration of any of those areas. I urge all members to
consider that reasoned amendment seriously. It does not
preclude the creation of box-ironbark national parks but
it requires the government to put into action its rhetoric
about its care for the environment. The government
must show us where its money is: show us it is
prepared to do the work, put in place the management
plans and commit the funds to implement them. Then
we will consider park areas. I look forward to coming
back to the committee debate and talking about our
amendments. At this point in time I urge all members to
accept the reasoned amendment I put forward today.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.

Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS (Melbourne) — On
behalf of the government I am very pleased to support
this important piece of legislation to improve the
national parks reserve system within the state of
Victoria and to add to our comprehensive set of natural
resources that are protected through the national parks
system.
The bill does three significant things. It will establish an
expanded parks system in the box-ironbark region of
north-central Victoria totalling more than
105 000 hectares; it makes significant improvements to
two other national parks systems in Victoria by adding
lighthouse reserves to the Wilsons Promontory National
Park; and it will enhance the Mitchell River National
Park, and in so doing, as the minister in the other place
has indicated, will prevent the damming of the Mitchell
River into the future.
The reason why the bill is significant is that there are
important remnant areas of box-ironbark forests and
woodlands throughout Victoria, and they are a large
and distinctive part of Victoria’s important biodiversity.
They are characterised by dry forest regions and
woodlands and they support a vast array of bird species,
in particular a variety of threatened species, both of
flora and fauna. In the view of the Victorian
government — and I am pleased to be supported by the
Victorian community and Parliament — these
threatened species will have enhanced protection
through the introduction of the new reservation system.
Within the parks we will see significant elements of
grey box, yellow gum, red box and red ironbark, which
in fact are the catchcry of the species in terms of this
important set of reservations. There are 73 vegetation
types within the box-ironbark region, and we note that
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some 1500 species of flowering plants have been
recorded in the region, along with over 250 vertebrate
species.
When Victoria was settled there were some 3 million
hectares of native vegetation in the box-ironbark region,
and at this time only 17 per cent of that area is currently
maintained. In the view of the Victorian government —
and, I believe, it is a view shared by Parliament
today — that 17 per cent is where we have to actually
cut off for all time and say, ‘We want to ensure that
there is not continual erosion of this vital part of the
Victorian environment’.
Indeed, there are considered to be 297 plant species and
53 faunal species that have lived and flourished at
various times in these regions that are now either
extinct or threatened with extinction. This is something
that the previous government, to its credit,
acknowledged as warranting urgent attention. A
reference was given originally to the then Land
Conservation Council and then to its successor, the
Environment Conservation Council (ECC) in 1997.
That work culminated through an investigation and
report in 2001 to the current government, making
recommendations about how we could protect this
important part of Victoria’s environment into the future.
The brief that was given to the ECC in recognition of
the serious depletion and under-representation of the
nature of the box-ironbark ecosystems was to do a
number of things. It was to identify and evaluate the
extent, condition, value and use of the box-ironbark
forests and woodlands areas in northern Victoria. It was
to make recommendations on the balanced use of these
areas. It was to have regard to the economic and social
value of existing and proposed development or use of
land as a resource. Also it was to have regard to
nationally agreed criteria for a comprehensive, adequate
and representative park and reserve system.
That was not an easy brief to satisfy. Indeed, the ECC
spent, as I said, the best part of six years to try to get
through the eye of the needle to satisfy those
parameters that were set for it. I congratulate the ECC
on very successfully providing recommendations to the
government and Parliament on the way these key
parameters could be met.
The government considered the recommendations,
tabled a response and instigated a transitional
arrangements group under the auspice of the Minister
for Environment and Conservation in the other place,
which was headed up by John Button, former federal
minister, who undertook community consultation and
evaluation with stakeholder groups right across
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north-eastern Victoria and into north-western Victoria
on the basis of satisfying the brief of the ECC and
dealing with issues of the transitional arrangements in
the move to implement national parks.
The bill celebrates the establishment of a number of
major national parks, state parks, and other reserves that
are unique in the national park system within Victoria.
These reservations have quite a high history of
intervention, and very few pockets of remnant areas are
pristine. Many parts have been subject to the gold rush
era and significant agricultural and pastoral activity. In
fact, since the time of European settlement there has
been a high degree of interaction between Victorians in
these areas, and very small pockets would still be in the
pristine state they were in prior to European settlement.
The government believes the bill will establish an
appropriate reservation system that protects and
conserves the precious box-ironbark vegetation species
and habitat and acknowledges the significance of a
number of historical and Aboriginal cultural sites —
important sites in the history of settlement in Victoria.
They will be incorporated into a new reserve regime
that will allow for, in some cases, a mixed use and will
extend recreational opportunities for Victorians and
visitors to our national parks by enabling a higher
degree of interaction within the parks than the normal
expected limits.
I will briefly outline the parks and reserve regime this
bill will establish in which the people of Victoria can
revel today and into the future. I will start by outlining
the Chiltern-Mount Pilot National Park. The park,
which is of 21 585 hectares, is located between
Beechworth and the low hills surrounding Chiltern. It
contains the most intact box-ironbark fauna assemblage
in Victoria, having the highest number of mammal, bird
and reptile species recorded at any box-ironbark site.
The park’s Aboriginal, gold era and Kelly Gang sites
and relics are evocative of the region’s absorbing
history. Protecting these sites in their original landscape
will highlight their significance.
The park is an example of what the government is
trying to do through the establishment of the parks —
that is, to protect and nurture the native and natural
environment at the same time as preserving and
acknowledging the significance of the arrival of
European settlement in terms of the impact upon and
the way the land has been used since that time. That is a
hallmark of all the parks I am about to outline to the
house.
The Greater Bendigo National Park is of 17 000
hectares, and together with the proposed Bendigo
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Regional Park it will establish Bendigo as a city within
a park. Within the park we will see quality
box-ironbark forests, examples of broombush mallee
and Kamarooka mallee. Its grassy woodlands will
contain the habitat of at least three nationally
endangered species and 20 other threatened species.
The park has significant Aboriginal cultural heritage
values, and in addition heritage values which
encompass eucalyptus distilleries, charcoal pits and
kilns, gold era sites, and parts of the historic Coliban
channel system.
The Heathcote-Graytown National Park, which is of
12 700 hectares, is located in central Victoria and
encompasses much of the southern section of the
extensive Rushworth-Heathcote State Forest. In this
park we can see the largest remaining box-ironbark
forests in Victoria. It supports 16 threatened species and
4 powerful owl territories. The significance of the
powerful owl habitat and its terrain has been the subject
of much debate and discussion within this place.
Anybody who has been an avid reader of the history of
the powerful owl in Victoria would recognise the
gravity of that issue.
The park also has significant Aboriginal and cultural
sites, and significant gold rush and war historic features
are located within the Graytown area.
St Arnaud Range National Park, which is of
13 900 hectares, is located south of St Arnaud in west
central Victoria and encompasses the existing Kara
Kara State Park. It contains one of the most intact large
areas of box-ironbark vegetation and landscapes in
Victoria. Its large area and relatively high ecological
integrity provide a habitat for many species.
In the view of the parks section of the Department of
Natural Resources and Environment, the park contains
the best remaining opportunity to experience a sense of
what these forest landscapes were like before the gold
rush era. Of the representative set of reserves, this park
is relatively unaffected by the gold rush era; most other
parks in the system have been affected by the
interaction in the goldmining era. The park also
contains a number of Aboriginal cultural sites and
places.
The Terrick Terrick National Park, which is of
3880 hectares, is located in north central Victoria, north
of Mitiamo. It comprises the existing Terrick Terrick
National Park and small additions of adjacent public
land. The prominent feature of the park is its native
grasslands. In fact, it is the most significant site for
native grasslands in northern Victoria.
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There is a significant stand of white cypress pine
woodland within this park. It contains a number of
significant sites within the Aboriginal community, and
includes the site of former grazing activities and
homestead sites. Again, it has the mixture in this case of
agriculture and pastoral activity that is incorporated and
treated with respect and regard and maintained within
the scheme of the national park system.
The Broken-Boosey State Park is a little over
1000 hectares. It occupies public land along the
Broken, Nine Mile and Boosey creeks north of
Shepparton. It contains significant remnant plains of
grassy woodland vegetation which once flourished in
this region, but have now been reduced to 2 per cent of
their original coverage. There are several threatened
aquatic species contained within the creeks and streams
within this park.
The Kooyoora State Park is 11 350 hectares and
straddles the hills of the northern end of the Bealiba
Range near the townships of Inglewood and Kingower.
This park contains extensive representation of
box-ironbark. Vegetation communities include the
habitat for 18 threatened species, and it contains a
number of significant Aboriginal community cultural
heritage sites.
Paddys Ranges State Park is 2010 hectares, located
south-west of Maryborough. The state park includes an
existing state park — so it has increased the size of an
existing state park by about 500 hectares. It is one of
the most important sites in Victoria for the painted
honeyeater, the swift parrot and the crimson spider
orchid. There are more than 100 species of birds
recorded, including a number of threatened species,
within this park. It is known for having extensive
wildflower displays.
Reef Hills State Park is 2000 hectares, located to the
south-west of Benalla. The existing Reef Hills Regional
Park has been incorporated within this park, with the
exclusion of three existing shooting ranges. Obviously
there was an appropriate excision to provide for
ongoing activity that may be near and dear to the hearts
of some within the community, but would not be
appropriate behaviour within the realms of a national
park. Within this park is the largest remaining area of
alluvial terraces within a herb-rich woodland-heathy
dry forest mosaic, as I have been informed, of rich
natural vegetation. In particular it has a variety that
perhaps is not evident in any other part of Victoria. In
fact once you lift your eyes from the floral display on
the ground the park is dominated by red box trees.

NATIONAL PARKS (BOX-IRONBARK AND OTHER PARKS) BILL
Friday, 18 October 2002

COUNCIL

535

The Warby Range State Park is 11 460 hectares,
located north of Glenrowan, which incorporates the
existing Warby Range State Park, the Killawarra State
Forest and the Boweya Flora Reserve. Anybody who
has travelled to this area would know of the existence
of rocky granite hills within this region. Any species
that survive on those rocky granite hills are worthy of
protection; it is quite rugged terrain in this particular
park. The vegetation is of national significance due to
its rare species and rare communities, and the park
provides quality examples of diverse habitats and a
habitat corridor of high-quality vegetation from the
Great Dividing Range to the Murray River.

the register of the National Estate, the Victorian
Heritage Register and the Industrial History Register of
the National Trust.

The Castlemaine Diggings National Heritage Park is
7500 hectares, located adjacent to the central Victorian
townships of Castlemaine and Chewton. It has a large
number of historic sites covering a range of cultural
themes, including Aboriginal heritage, exploration,
goldmining settlement and early tourism.

The government has been particularly mindful of the
expectations of mixed use for these parks and the
ongoing activity that may occur within them. It is also
mindful of the employment implications of reducing
timber cutting and other productive uses of these areas.
It has introduced an extensive transitional support
package for communities across northern Victoria to
ensure that where their employment is threatened or
structural adjustment is required that level of support
will be available from the government. It has developed
a package which includes a number of measures which
I will outline to the house.

Hon. P. R. Hall — Mr President, I draw your
attention to the state of the house.
Quorum formed.

Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — There is some of the
steepest and least accessible country in the ECC study
areas, providing protection to a moderate-sized area of
large old tree sites, and in terms of the history of the
Aboriginal community, the Dja Dja Wurrung people
had significant spiritual and cultural sites within the
area bounded by the park.
The Deep Lead Nature Conservation Reserves have
1820 hectares, located near Stawell. They would
incorporate the Deep Lead Flora and Fauna Reserve
where there are particularly rare orchid species worthy
of note, recognition and protection into the future.
At the Broken-Boosey Natural Features Reserves there
are 1600 hectares, located from west of Nathalia to
south of Tungamah, which contain remnant vegetation
and habitat for many threatened species.
The Black Dog Creek Natural Features Reserve is
110 hectares. It is a niche reserve located near the east
of Chiltern. It has a narrow stream frontage in an area
of cleared vegetation.
The last part of the reserve that I will refer to is the
Eldorado Historic Reserve, which is 190 hectares
located near Eldorado, west of Wangaratta. The area
has few nature conservation features. Of most
significance are the historic values contained within this
park, particularly those relating to the dredging for
gold. The nationally significant Eldorado Dredge is on

Clearly this park acknowledges the contribution and
historical significance of the gold rush era to this
region. The role of mining in these communities, in a
historic sense and in an ongoing sense, has been an
issue of concern to a number of Victorians. They have
been concerned about the appropriate level of activity
occurring within parks and the transitional
arrangements that apply in implementing these
recommendations.

Some $400 000 has been allocated for the
establishment of plantations for timber and firewood in
the box-ironbark region and a further $400 000 for the
development of wood lots for firewood throughout
north-eastern Victoria. Beyond this we have announced
$600 000 in the first instance to employ up to
10 persons for ecological and silvicultural thinning
programs. We have released a five-year firewood plan
to give certainty to the community. We have accepted
as a one-off special case, at the recommendation of the
ECC, that certain areas be reserved only to 100 metres
below the surface to enable mining beneath them. In
accepting this recommendation the government was
particularly mindful that under the pre-existing regime
mining would not take place on the surface or under a
national park, and in fact the title would actually be
considered to go to the centre of the earth, but in this
case, on the basis of potential development, the
historical significance of mining activity within a
number of these areas, and because the ECC was
convinced that mining below 100 metres may not
damage the integrity of the reserve system the
government has accepted that advice and implemented
it through the provisions of the bill.
We have released a draft fire protection plan for the
box-ironbark region. We are currently forming
mechanisms to provide the opportunity for community
participation and control of these and other parks and
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we are establishing conservation management networks
which we believe will create a greater degree of
involvement and cooperation within local communities
about the ways in which parks will be used, appreciated
and protected into the future. This all occurs within a
region-wide recreation framework and is supported by
a recreation advisory group. Those groups will assist in
the development of the appropriate park management
plans. Various members of the community and of this
Parliament are concerned to ensure that in providing
park management plans we allow for conservation and
protection areas but also allow for the appropriate use
and access of all Victorians to these wonderful parks
that we have created.
We are introducing a grievance process to deal with any
issues such as those concerning the new land
management regime, and we have announced
$200 000 of additional funding to tackle weeds in the
box-ironbark woodlands. Anybody who has been an
observer of the debate within the Parliament and the
Victorian community about weed eradication will know
that it is a significant issue and I am certain that there
will be honourable members who draw attention to the
appropriate — —
Hon. W. R. Baxter — Two hundred thousand
dollars will go a long way!
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — Yes, Mr Baxter, I am
not surprised by your interjection. I was thinking of you
when I was making my comments about ongoing
concern to ensure that there is appropriate weed
eradication right throughout the park system and
particularly where public land abuts private land in
Victoria. It is a major land management issue for this
state and one I know the Minister for Environment and
Conservation is mindful of. She is an active advocate of
and proponent for improved weed control right across
the state.
There have been a number of amendments to the bill in
its passage from the other place to here which allow for
ecological thinnings to take place, again on the
recommendation of the ECC.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — Yes, perhaps there is
one foreshadowed. Let me rewind. This issue was
adopted in the management regime and fleshed out
rather than amended in terms of the way in which the
management regime may apply to ecological thinnings.
This may have been an issue that other honourable
members may wish to pursue in the form of an
amendment. There has been acknowledgment of the
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intent of management to provide for what may be seen
as timber harvesting activity to occur in a way that
protects environmental values and enables greater
revegetation and regrowth within those communities.
That has been incorporated in the bill and is the
intention of the management plan beyond it.
There have been amendments in relation to fossicking
and mining activities within the park and there has been
a recent flurry of activity in the Parliament within the
last 24 hours to make an issue of the nature of the
mining activity that was to occur on the surface of the
national parks, somewhat short of the intrusive manner
in which some members of Parliament were trying to
pursue mining issues within these parks. Using
mechanical devices to cut up the landscape was not an
approach that was ever going to be endorsed by the
government.
I am pleased that some commonsense was brought to
bear — that those who were advocating that position
re-counted their steps and arrived at a more reasonable,
less interventionist way in which individuals could
fossick along the surface of the landscape rather than
using a method involving its destruction. These are the
critical areas in which this bill has been amended. There
has been some intrigue about its passage from one
house to the other. I think we can see everyone doing
their best in a mad scramble to ensure that they take
some credit for the outcome of the bill. Even those who
will be opposing the bill are aware they will be taking
some credit for some of the amendments that are to be
adopted.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — Seeing as they are ours, I
would have thought we could!
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — This is what I am
acknowledging, Mr Baxter — even those who are
opposing the bill, and the National Party is going to
oppose it, want to take some credit for what they see as
some positive outcomes.
As I have said about the marine parks legislation, I
hope that eventually we will get to a situation where all
the parties in Parliament will be enthusiastic proponents
of the national parks regime. I look forward to that day.
I note the renewed enthusiasm of the Liberal Party in
the last 24 hours to support the passage of this bill, and
support the government.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Come on, get out of it!
Hon. GAVIN JENNINGS — I do not think there is
much doubt about it. There was a renewed enthusiasm
demonstrated in Parliament in the last 24 hours. I
believe that this bill will make a significant contribution
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to the preservation of our heritage and our natural
environment, particularly in northern Victoria. The
government is confident that the transitional
arrangements will not adversely impact upon Victorian
communities, and we will stand beside them to ensure
they are not disadvantaged in employment
opportunities in the future.
Two further aspects of the bill that will probably by and
large be ignored by most contributors to the debate are
significant. One is the completion in terms of its land
mass of the Wilsons Promontory National Park by
incorporating into the park the lighthouses that have
been returned from the commonwealth. Wilsons
Promontory is one of my personal favourite locations in
Victoria and one of the very few places in which I have
had a holiday in the last decade. I am very grateful for
its existence and the quality of the opportunities
available to you when you go to the Prom. Also, there
is the important reservation of areas around the Mitchell
River to protect the local area and to save it from the
potential of future damming. These are significant
issues in their own right and warrant the support of the
legislation.
The government is confident that the people of Victoria
will be well served by the introduction of this new
national parks regime when it is considered as a
package. I thoroughly and enthusiastically support the
bill before the house.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — It gives
me pleasure to rise to support the bill on behalf of the
Liberal Party after its very long and exhaustive path to
this place. I take issue with the Honourable Gavin
Jennings and his suggestion of a 24-hour conversion of
the Liberal Party to this, because I have been part of a
process that has been going on for some months to try
to ensure that the appropriate balance with respect to all
the interests that are affected by this legislation has
been reached.
I am pleased to say that whilst the whole issue has gone
neither one way nor the other there have been quite
considerable concessions made. From that perspective
the Liberal Party is very pleased to have been part of
and to have contributed to the Labor Party changing its
tack between the other place and here to ensure that
many of those who would have been very seriously
affected and whose rights would have been reduced
have had those rights preserved to some extent, if not to
the full extent.
Debate interrupted.
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DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. E. G. Stoney) — Order! I break into
proceedings to welcome some guests to the chamber. A
special welcome to members of the delegation of the
Utar Pradesh branch of the Commonwealth
Parliamentary Association, led by the Honourable
Keshan Nath Tripathi, Speaker of the Legislative
Assembly, Utar Pradesh and President of the
Commonwealth Parliamentary Association, Utar
Pradesh branch.
Debate resumed.
NATIONALPARKS(BOX-IRONBARKANDOTHERPARKS) BILL
Secondreading

Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — As I
was saying, it is appropriate that I declare a particular
interest in this bill for historical reasons. My father
migrated to Australia in 1949. When he arrived he
could speak no English and had had a very basic
education, and accordingly his job prospects were
limited. He became a woodcutter, and I spent many
weeks during my school and university holidays in the
Heathcote-Graytown box-ironbark forest. Those times
gave me not only a true appreciation and understanding
of the forest — and it was probably what instilled in me
an addiction to outdoor activities — but also provided
me with the background and experiences that have
allowed me to so fully understand and appreciate the
concerns and uncertainty of those this bill affects.
It is because of that background in my very early
formative years, I suspect, that I understand very well
the passion that was expressed to me by many of the
people I met whose livelihoods rely on the forests and
whose whole existence revolves around them. I
understood intimately the statements and concerns
expressed to me by second and third-generation
woodcutters and timber contractors when they told me
they were neither competent nor comfortable working
in the tourist industry that the government proposes to
develop to give them jobs.
I understand very well the despair and anguish of
anyone who feels their livelihood is challenged because
of this government action, in particular small niche
businesses that are caught in the crossfire and feel they
are under threat.
I have made numerous visits to box-ironbark forest
areas, including the Heathcote-Graytown forest. I drove
through that area on roads and tracks that I went over
40 years ago. I visited the Chiltern-Mount Pilot forest
and the Broken-Boosey and Black Dog creek areas. I
visited the Greater Bendigo box-ironbark forest.
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The Liberal Party has consulted broadly with both
supporters and opponents of the bill, particularly with
groups that will be affected by the bill’s passage. In
most instances we have consulted on site. I have spoken
to the apiarists, honey processors, eucalyptus distillers,
sawmillers, horseriders, furniture manufacturers who
use that magnificent timber from the box-ironbark
forests, shooters, miners, prospectors, fossickers and
extracted industry representatives. I understand the
concerns of those who use and enjoy the forests and
who feel their rights are being eroded.
The issue here is about balance and sustainability
within the forest. As with the marine parks legislation,
the Liberal Party has engaged in extensive consultation,
which has taken place across Victoria. We have taken
what came out of that consultation to the government.
We have negotiated extensively with the government
and expressed the concerns of country Victorians, and
we advocated very strongly to ensure that those
concerns were addressed.
A week ago there was no concession to be had. A week
ago at a meeting I conducted with some members of the
Bush Users Group I indicated to them that if there were
to be changes it was not because of the government’s
action that those changes would take place. I believe the
Liberal Party has delivered considerably to the groups
that had concerns, and I believe they are in a far better
position today than they were a week ago.
The bill and the second-reading speech made by the
minister in this place are different to those in the other
place. I am pleased to say that apart from the actual
statutory amendments, as previously identified — that
is, the prospector and fossicker provisions and the euky
distiller provisions — there are certain indications in
the second-reading speech which should give some
degree of comfort, albeit not what would be demanded,
to those engaged in the timber industry in the
box-ironbark forests.
It should also give a degree of comfort to those who use
the box-ironbark areas for recreation and enjoyment
and those who work out of them in connection with the
resolution of grievances with the management of the
box-ironbark forests, because one of the things that
came out very strongly from all the discussions I had
with users of the box-ironbark areas was the question of
management. Even the Button report strongly criticised
the government for its lack of management in parks
generally, but in the box-ironbark forests in particular.
The Button panel criticised the Environment
Conservation Council’s assessment of $400 000 to be
utilised to implement its recommendations, a figure the
Button panel indicated was totally inadequate. It is
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pleasing to see the government has picked up on that
and has allocated further funds. The opposition still
does not believe those funds are adequate, but that is an
area it can commit to look at closely if it is in
government.
The Button report indicated a number of areas of
concern which I will investigate more closely, time
permitting. It should be pointed out and put on the
record that many of the restrictions which the various
groups were concerned about were in fact implemented
and put into practice long before today. For a period of
six months now the government has been, by stealth,
introducing and implementing regulations which have
restricted the firewood gatherers and the timber cutters.
It has closed down tracks so that apiarists and
recreational users of the forests are unable to enter the
forests. Again it is an instance where, irrespective of the
bill before the house, the Victorian community should
be aware that this is a policy that the government was
introducing anyway.
A number of questions that we should address were
raised by the report and by government actions since
that report. Again time may not permit. For example,
there is an inexplicable contradiction in the
Broken-Boosey, Black Dog creek area where part of
the proposed state park has been downgraded to a
natural features reserve and the other part remains
earmarked as a state park. An explanation of the
difference has not been forthcoming in briefings, and
we are no more enlightened as a result of the
second-reading speech or the bill.
Another issue I wish to specifically refer to is the euky
distillers provision. We have been able to extend the
transition period from 6 years, as initially proposed, to
10 years. I had the pleasure of meeting Geoff Hartland
up in the Greater Bendigo area. He is a
fourth-generation euky distiller. His operation is hardly
high tech. When I visited his grandmother was there
and so was his son. It appeared as if there was a lot of
hard work involved. There were three generations there.
That was his life. They convinced me that they needed
a greater period for transition. Why did they convince
me? Because I believe the experience of a
fourth-generation euky distiller who says that they need
at least 10 years to effect an appropriate transition
rather than the 2 years that was suggested in one
instance was adequate and that 6 years is barely bottom
line. I am pleased that a 10-year transition was
achieved, and I am grateful the government saw fit to
do so.
There are a number of issues that I could continue to
pursue, but the Button report is a worthy read and its
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findings will need to be taken into account by future
governments. I feel a great degree of sympathy for the
timber cutters in the box-ironbark forests and the
firewood cutters in particular. The packages they have
been offered are not adequate, as everybody knows,
including the government; however, that has been the
government’s initiative. I also feel sympathy for the
communities that surround the box-ironbark forests
because there is no doubt that time will show this issue
could have been handled differently.
In closing I thank all those people who have helped me
to understand this very difficult and complex problem.
In particular I thank the representatives of the Bush
Users Group; Timber Communities Australia Ltd; the
eucalyptus distillers — although there are only seven of
them they are a very important part of the country
community; the mining industry; the extractive
industries community; the box-ironbark communities
across Victoria, particularly in Heathcote, Rushworth,
Eldorado and Chiltern, where I met individuals who
were able to give me a great insight and for whom I
hope all of these things will work out well.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — We have
just heard from Mr Furletti. This is a phenomenon we
experience quite often in this place — honourable
members speaking against a bill and then voting for it. I
am afraid that is what we are going to see this afternoon
because Mr Furletti raised a whole host of quite vital
objections to this legislation yet he clearly intends to
vote for it. I will have more to say about that in a
moment.
I want to say first that this debate should not be taking
place in this Parliament today. The fact that the house is
sitting today to debate this bill is a derogation of
Parliament. The opposition will never again be able to
take the high moral ground as to what the program of
this Parliament should be. In the other place yesterday
this bill was substantially amended then reprinted
overnight. I understand 40 people had to be brought in
on overtime to get it here. We know that it got here at
the very last moment and the government had to pad
out the business program until it got here. Members of
the National Party in particular are being severely
disadvantaged by the debate being brought on today.
As I said yesterday, we never debate bills straight after
the other place unless they are of little consequence or
they are to fix a burning issue in the community which
is causing great detriment. Neither of those
circumstances apply in this case.
Not only has it disadvantaged members of the National
Party, for reasons Mr Hall and others have alluded to, it
has disadvantaged hundreds of people around country
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Victoria who have been making very strenuous
representations over several months and who wanted
and were entitled to the opportunity to have a look at
the remarks and amendments that were made in the
other place and then have the chance to make further
representations. They are being denied that chance.
Why are they being denied that chance? It is because
both the government and the opposition are finding the
heat too hot to bear. That is what is happening.
Yesterday we finally dragged the government into
accepting two relatively minor amendments and now it
wants to claim the credit. From what we have just heard
from Mr Furletti the opposition wants to claim the
credit as well, despite the fact that the amendments
were National Party amendments. The heat was getting
too much for both of them so they did this deal — a
concoction as Mr Hall referred to it earlier today — to
get this off the agenda as quickly as they possibly can. I
think that is a pretty poor show. It is a denial of
democracy if ever there was one, and I hope I do not
see another instance in this place where the city-centric
parties gang up again on country Victoria and want to
deny its residents a fair input into the democratic
process.
An Honourable Member — No argument about
that!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — There are no arguments
coming forth. Once again it demonstrates that if the
National Party did not exist, if there were no specialist
rural party in this Parliament, country issues would
never see the light of day. From the ignorance we have
heard expressed it was obvious that the minister who
introduced the bill today knows very little about
country Victoria. She had no idea how to pronounce
some quite well-known place names and she had no
idea where they are located in the state of Victoria. That
is quite clear. I say again, if it were not for the National
Party country issues would get short shrift in this
place — they would never come under the spotlight.
In starting I will give a bit of an overview of the process
that has been going on since the National Parks Act
1975. Representatives of the then Land Conservation
Council (LCC) went around the state with various
references looking at public lands. No-one objected to
that; it was a perfectly appropriate thing to do. The
council made some worthwhile recommendations that
some of the unique areas of the state ought to be
declared national parks. We have had the Alpine
National Park grossly and unnecessarily extended since,
but at least the original Alpine National Park was of
great merit. No-one could object to some of the national
parks in the Sunset country and the like. But what have
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we seen since? The LCC finished the job. It went
around the state once and then started again to justify its
existence. We have seen ever since the reducing of
benchmarks and the reducing of the standards for what
constitutes a national park. We have seen it particularly
in reference to this issue we are debating today.
What has this done to country people? They have seen
jobs lost, they have seen communities devastated and
they have seen families bankrupted. Worse than that
they have come to the conclusion that there is no end to
this, that no matter how many national parks are
declared, the city vote is never going to be satisfied
until all of the public land in country and regional
Victoria is somehow or other in some sort of park
designation — national park, state park or whatever.
After each piece of legislation country people breathe a
sigh of relief and say, ‘We know what that is, we will
get on with life’. But that has never been the end of it;
they keep on going, they keep on demanding more!
And all the time the parameters, requirements and
benchmarks are lessened and lessened so the
government can justify roping even more into restricted
access. Country people are getting sick and tired of that.
It has been held up to them that tourism is going to be
the great saviour, that it is going to replace a decimated
timber industry and other industries that rely on public
land. Tourism is going to fix it.
Well, it is marvellous that we do not see too much
evidence of that, but we do see concoction. We see
fiddling with figures so the government can justify its
actions; and there is a classic fiddle in this legislation:
Woolshed Falls at Beechworth, currently in the
Beechworth Historic Park. What has the government
done? It has drawn a very peculiar boundary so it can
include Woolshed Falls in the new Chiltern-Mount
Pilot National Park.
And why has it done that? Because Woolshed Falls has
high visitor numbers and the minister will be able to
come into the house in two years time and roll out the
numbers of people who have visited the new
Chiltern-Mount Pilot National Park. What a complete
stunt! The government is going to include Woolshed
Falls and get people already visiting Woolshed Falls in
the Beechworth Historic Park. That is the sort of
fiddling we get in publicity that is put around the city.
We in the country do not fall for it.
We have an ideological view in this state coming from
the Labor Party that no-one should make an income
from public land. That is what is behind all the party’s
motives: no-one should make any living out of public
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land. That is and always has been Labor policy, and I
suspect it always will be.
And what of the Liberal Party? We have seen a
surrendering before the altar of Green preferences in the
suburbs.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — That is exactly what we
have seen. It is a dismal day if ever there was one.
I move on to the inquiry and the weighty document it
has produced. The document is very deficient, there is
no doubt about that. As with so many other things it
attempts to paint a picture that borders on the edge of
truth on occasions. It paints scenarios that could be
misconstrued by the ill-informed and the ignorant. I
will give you but one example because unfortunately
we do not have a lot of time today. People want to go
home before midnight tonight, although I suspect we
might still be here at midnight.
One of those scenarios has been bandied around by the
Environment Conservation Council (ECC). One of the
maps it has produced is headed ‘Almost gone’ and
carries the picture of a regent honeyeater. It is a map of
Victoria with five different coloured areas on it, scaling
down to a little red dot near Wodonga. It says that is the
only habitat left for the regent honeyeater, but that
before 1960 the regent honeyeater had a habitat
encompassing about three-quarters of the state.
To the uninitiated — and the Age fell for this in an
article published on 8 October 2001 — the inference is
that all that area of Victoria has been logged, cut down,
burnt, used up, turned into agricultural lands, and all in
the last 40 years. Of course that is absolutely untrue; it
is an entirely wrong inference to draw; yet that is the
sort of material that gets served up in the report.
We have all sorts of misinformed comment about the
box-ironbark forest, including a failure to acknowledge
that there are two completely separate and discrete
areas: the ironbark forests, still largely intact despite the
fact that they were decimated during the mining era
150 years ago and then grew back; and woodland areas
that have always been open woodland, not forests at all.
Read Edward M. Curr’s book, Recollections of
Squatting in Victoria, for example, or some of Major
Mitchell’s observations and you will know that the box
area was always an open woodland, as it still is. Yet
they have been lumped in together.
We heard the Honourable Gavin Jennings, who clearly
knows little of anything beyond the tram tracks, quoting
the figure of about 3 million hectares, as if it had all
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been a forest and had been denuded. Most of the box
areas were freeholded years ago. And why? Because it
was good agricultural land with a few large box trees
on it, not a forest in the conventional sense, such as the
forests of East Gippsland that come to the minds of city
people. That is the scenario so often painted for people.
Indeed, the ironbark forests we have now have far more
stems than they had years ago in natural conditions.
Years ago they were forests with large trees but not too
many per hectare; now we have an ironbark forest in
northern Victoria that probably has 10 times the
number of stems it had prior to European settlement.
It is not as if the bill is somehow protecting and
returning to park something that was there prior to
European history; it certainly does not. The ECC says,
‘Well, we will try to achieve that; we will do some
ecological thinning’. I endorse that proposal: it is a
good idea. There ought to be thinning and silvicultural
practices in the ironbark forest; but again I say, where is
the logic in allowing that if it is going to be a national
park? It seems inconsistent with what the government
usually goes on about concerning national parks when
it objects to anything being cut down that all.
I would have thought the current practices in the
ironbark forest, properly managed by the Department of
Natural Resources and Environment and the forestry
branch thereof, which allows silvicultural practices for
the taking out of sufficient stems to allow those
remaining to grow into big trees over time, are the
correct way to go. And that is what the ECC is
recommending.
Why do we need it in a national park with all the other
restrictions that that imposes and all the job losses it
implies, and the cutting down of those trees to allow the
thinnings to remain on the forest floor? That was
certainly the intention of the minister until she was
dragged — I can hardly say kicking and screaming, but
certainly with her fingernails gripping the earth
yesterday in the other place, because I sat in the gallery
and listened to her — until she finally acknowledged
that yes, perhaps we could use some of those thinnings
for firewood.
Again I say, it is inconsistent with the declaration of
what we customarily think of a national park. It
demeans the concept of a national park. Although I
fully support the concept of ecological thinning, it
should not be done under the designation of a national
park.
Where do these people who want to keep on declaring
national parks think the great wealth of this nation came
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from; and what do they think underpinned the standard
of living of their forebears and indeed of themselves
now; and what do they think entitles them to be able to
sit in Lygon Street and relax over a cafelatte? It is
because the great agricultural mining industries of
Victoria built the wealth of this state, and the millions
of people who live in Melbourne are now benefiting
from that hard work and enjoying the privilege that has
been bestowed on all Australians by the proper use of
natural resources in this country. In fact, that high
standard of living will be undermined by the
declaration that we are making today in terms of these
national parks.
Going back to my example of the helmeted honeyeater,
I want to deal with the inference that is made that
farmers have been clearing the land at a great rate since
1960. I do not want to bring personal experiences into
this debate necessarily, but I happen to be associated
with a family farm of 6000 acres which is in the box
woodland area. There has not been a box tree cut down
on that farm in my lifetime, with one exception, and
that was cut down in 1969 by the local shire engineer
who thought he was cutting down a tree on a road. It
happened to be on our farm and he has never forgotten
the lecture he got from my father.
That is not atypical; very few box trees have been felled
in that part of northern Victoria in my lifetime, which
now extends to over 50 years. I reject the inference that
farmers are continuing to cut down box trees — they
are clearly not. One should look at the great work being
done by the Landcare groups throughout that area, such
as Barwo Landcare and Naring Landcare — I could
name a dozen of them — planting hundreds of
thousands of trees, many of which are of the box
species. Again I stand up for country people in this
allegation, even if it is an allegation by inference, that
somehow or other they are denuding the countryside.
I return to the deficiencies of the Environment
Conservation Council report and how its
recommendations attempted to include land under the
classification of a national park which is clearly not
suitable. One classic example was the proposal to
include the Black Dog Creek in Chiltern as part of the
national park. It is a minor creek that does not flow that
often, and it is certainly very dry at the moment — —
Hon. J. M. McQuilten interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — That is right,
Mr McQuilten, it certainly is not flowing now —
wending its way through farmland. Apart from all the
other problems which would have been involved in
terms of fencing, access and so on if it had been
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declared a national park, my principal objection to it
being a national park is that it bears no resemblance to
the quality of land that ought to have that designation or
is entitled to have the designation of a national park.

Parliament always excepts them unanimously. That is
not so. I have voted for a lot of park extensions while I
have been in this place, but by Jove I have voted against
a lot as well.

Hon. P. R. Hall — There are thousands of such
creeks.

Mr Forwood said that the Liberals were supporting the
bill. As I said, I think he has surrendered abjectly to the
Green vote. The fact of the matter was that the
opposition was always going to support the bill. He
made that very clear in his opening remarks.

Hon. W. R. BAXTER — There are thousands of
creeks, Mr Hall. The only reason I can think of that
somehow or other it got into this report is that it would
provide some sort of national park linkage between the
existing Chiltern national park and the new proposed
additions at Mount Pilot. If that is the sort of logic that
the ECC has been applying in this report, again I say
that it is a deficient report. What does it say about
Eldorado? It wanted to turn the existing multipurpose
park into a national park right up to the very boundaries
of the township of Eldorado, and all the difficulties that
would have imposed upon the residents of Eldorado
going about their normal activities — for example, it
would have stopped one of the residents walking down
to collect the mail from the post office from taking the
dog on a leash with her. Is this the sort of imposition the
government wants to make on country people?
Fortunately we fixed that to a certain degree. We have
had the boundaries of the proposed national park
pushed back from around Eldorado and it has now
become a historic reserve. That is probably acceptable
because it is historic around Eldorado from the mining
days, but again an ill-considered recommendation in the
report.
Another is the Broken-Boosey creek system and
proposals to have much of it declared a state park and
all the difficulties that would have imposed on
adjoining landowners in terms of everyday farm
management procedures and practices. Fortunately, we
have managed to get much of that now made a
streamside reserve and the state park proposals pulled
back a long way, but again an ill-considered
recommendation, one that many people have had to
fight hard against and put a lot of time into. Fortunately
we have had some success.
It is also said that the government of the day always
accepts Land Conservation Council and ECC
recommendations. By and large that has probably been
true, but in this case this report was too bad even for the
government to accept all the recommendations, and it
has not endorsed those examples that I have given
about Black Dog Creek, around Eldorado and so on.
Again, I am saying that we should not believe this
mantra we hear in the countryside that governments
always accept these sorts of reports and, moreover, we
should not accept the claim that is sometimes made that

That knowledge must be a tremendous letdown to the
hundreds of people around my part of the state who day
after day gave up their time to take groups of Liberal
members of Parliament to have a look at the proposed
areas. The tea and scones they provided and all the
palaver they got from so many Liberal MPs about how
they were going to represent their interests and that they
were listening were all for nought. How let down those
people must be!
I know Mr Best will say something about the Bendigo
rally, where some 3500 people were addressed by the
then Liberal shadow minister. The new Leader of the
Opposition came to Wodonga. The honourable member
for Benambra took him to Eldorado. I went too. We
stood outside the museum and he addressed the crowd.
Code language! That’s what he was using. I had heard
it all before. He was really saying to the people there,
‘We’re going to vote for this bill’, but he did not
actually say that in language they could understand. But
I knew that was it, so it came as no surprise to me at all
when the press release came out from the opposition a
few days ago.
Because we should not be debating this today I want to
read a letter into the record. I would not have done it if
the debate was on the next sitting week. It is a very
good letter. I will not read it all because it is very long,
but it appeared in the Border Mail of 2 October. Under
the heading ‘Liberals ones to watch in box-ironbark
debate’ it states:
The fate of this legislation lies solely in the hands of the
Liberal Party …
…
The Vic Nats have continued with their strong opposition to
locking away more land into parks which deny access to
sustainable users and have confirmed that they will not
support the legislation …
…
It’s now up to the Liberals.

The letter then goes on to debunk many of the claims
made in the Environment Conservation Council’s
report about threatened species and the like. It is very
well argued. It then goes on to say:
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At the public land access rally in Bendigo, at which over
3500 people marched to protest at the continued loss of access
for traditional activities on public land, Carlo Furletti, the
Liberal shadow minister for resources … stated
unequivocally that the Liberal Party would not support any
new parks or reserves unless management plans were in place
before the legislation.

So I take it that he is going to vote for Mr Hall’s
reasoned amendment! It continues:
On 26 April … Mr Furletti and the new spokesperson for
conservation and the environment, Mr Forwood, together
with the rest of the Liberal members of the upper house, stood
shoulder to shoulder with the National Party in the Victorian
Parliament to ‘condemn the government for its policies and
actions that have restricted recreational and commercial
activities on Victoria’s public land and waters.
The Liberal Party has the choice of either doing what’s right
and rejecting the legislation to prove to the people of regional
Victoria that they are true to their word.
Or they can choose to chase the city green vote …
The country electorates are watching the Liberal’s
performance on box-ironbark very closely.

I would say that indeed they are. That is a pretty good
letter because it really encapsulates the frustration that
is out there in country Victoria, and the fact that they
feel they have been let down and misled by these
actions.
Let me also refer to a couple of other organisations
which have done some very good work. The Bush
Users Group has done an extraordinarily good job of
rallying to the cause. As Mr Hall noted earlier, it is a
group that has just really emerged because of this
particular issue. It is a group that I understand now
speaks for more than 250 000 Victorians. I received a
letter from the Indigo region branch, which is up in
north-eastern Victoria. It states:
Our group acknowledges the necessity to conserve the
landscape and species inhabiting it — including Homo
sapiens; but unequivocally acknowledges that the means to do
so does not lie with the sectarian view of conservation that
mirrors religious-like fanaticism, promotes rural vilification,
exercises punitive regulations, sacrifices environmental
objectives and produces dysfunctional ecodynamics (fires,
feral animals, and invasive weeds et cetera).
Our view is that the responsible approach to conservation
holds the best protection for the present and the future. Such
an approach provides environmental stewardship that ensures
collaborative stakeholder equity values and incorporates local
knowledge, capabilities and the desire to respect one’s
environment.

You could not be much more reasonable than that.
I also refer to the Prospectors and Miners Association
of Victoria which has made very reasonable

543

representations and detailed submissions. I refer
particularly to the Yackandandah branch of that
organisation, the president of which is — I was going to
say quaintly named — Jeff Kennett, but not the Jeff
Kennett that is quite so well known around this place.
Again that branch made a very reasoned submission,
yet one that really put its finger on some of the
problems we have with management of national parks
at the moment. If I had more time I would quote from
it, but I shall not.
Let me just say a little about some of the areas,
particularly in my electorate. I know Mrs Powell will
deal more fully with Rushworth. It is a historic mining
town. Since mining dried up it has been sustained by
timber and agriculture. It lost its railway under the Cain
government back in the 1980s, but it has got its act
together. It has a good community, a live
community — it is just establishing a community bank,
for example. It has had a sawmill operated by the
Risstrom family for three or four generations. That
sawmill is clearly under grave threat.
Rushworth has an absolutely passionate man by the
name of Ted Jones who has been taking out, with the
approval of the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment, marked trees to which he has been value
adding by turning them into garden furniture using this
very good ironbark timber. To go with Ted, as
Mrs Powell and I and the honourable member for
Rodney from another place have done, and feel the
pride he has in the forest and the respect he has for it is
just an indication of how wrong we are in denying these
great people, who have cared for this area so well for so
long, the opportunity to continue into the future. I hope
that with this legislation going through he will at least
have some opportunity to be involved in ecological
thinning and may well be able to continue his business
thereby.
I wanted to deal with the firewood proposals that have
been bandied about, but I do not have time today. We
know how much angst was caused in the community by
the firewood discussion paper. Clearly it was originally
intended to control firewood collection on private land,
but there was such a to-do about it that the government
and the minister have pulled back from it and if we are
not careful we will see access to firewood in these areas
of public land denied as well. What will that do for the
lower socioeconomic groups in particular in the
electorate that I represent, many of whom rely on
firewood as their primary heating source?
I advise the house that it is 34 degrees in Mildura
today — in the middle of October — and that a total
fire ban has been declared. This is a precursor to what
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we will be facing this summer, and here we have a
government saying, ‘We are going to stop people
collecting firewood on public land and reducing the fire
fuel that is there’. We saw what happened in New
South Wales last summer and we are seeing what is
happening in the Blue Mountains already this summer,
yet we as a Parliament are about to make a decision to
add to the fire fuel build-up in the forests. One could
well ask: have we gone mad? I do not want to be here
after the next Ash Wednesday event, which will come
unless we do something, and have to explain to the
families of people lost in that sort of a holocaust that we
in this Parliament acquiesced in imposing restrictions
on firewood collection on public land.
I have already mentioned something about the
Broken-Boosey and the extraordinary fight that had to
be put up there to get some reasonable management
regimes put in place.
I turn finally to the north-east section of these proposed
parks. The existing Chiltern National Park, which was
established under the Kennett government, covers an
area of about 4000 hectares. That is an appropriate
declaration and no-one objects to it. The Minister for
Conservation and Environment at the time, Mr Birrell,
said to me — although he was quoted somewhat
differently this morning by Mr Forwood — ‘We are
having the Chiltern ironbark forest because that will be
our ironbark national park’. So much for the assurance
that I was given! Look where we have gone from there.
We have seen track closures in the existing Chiltern
National Park. I have a map here which was provided
by the minister after I raised the matter on the
adjournment debate because the locals were unable to
extract this information. That map shows the number of
tracks that have been closed and the number of tracks
that are scheduled for closure in the next 12 months. It
is absolutely alarming what that will do for fire control
in the Chiltern National Park. The volunteers in the
Country Fire Authority (CFA) brigades at Chiltern,
Barnawartha and Middle Indigo in my electorate are
expected to go in and fight fires in these areas and this
is the sort of thing they are seeing. This government is
about to increase the size of that national park fivefold,
yet it expects our volunteer firefighters to go in there
and fight fires when their access is being restricted,
reduced and truncated day by day. It is simply not on!
I turn to the issue of horseriding events, which is quite a
big feature of life in north-eastern Victoria. There are a
lot of keen equestrians in the area and a group of them
wrote to the local land manager seeking approval to
conduct a horse event next year. He wrote back to them
and said, ‘By then it will be a national park because the
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government has accepted the recommendations of the
ECC and there will be numerous other restrictions’, and
he set them all out. I will not go through them, but I will
read the salient point of his letter. The local land
manager said this:
It would be unlikely for approval to be granted for large
numbers of horses to use major access roads in the park such
as Old Coach Road, McGuinness Road and Toveys Road.

The secretary of the group, Dee O’Mara, made a very
pertinent point in a letter to Tony Long, the head Parks
Victoria ranger. She said:
The local ranger’s refusal to grant us the use of three major
roads is clever. Without these three, all other tracks requested
cannot be reached.

How do you like that? They are told, ‘You can’t use the
main roads, so therefore you can’t get to the tracks’.
The letter goes on to say:
The amount of traffic on these three major roads is
somewhere between nearly nil —

I can vouch for that —
and a few on Old Coach Road in the short stretch going to
Mount Pilot lookout.
The ECC report says tourism will benefit from a national
park. Well here tourism goes down the tube. Approximately
three people per horse attend endurance rides so these
numbers are lost to the area before it is even a national park.

There you have it! That is what the result of all this will
be, and it is just one minor example of the sort of things
Victoria will be getting.
The bill talks about land managers discretion. Has that
sent a shiver up the spines of many of my people? I can
tell you it has, because there is land manager discretion
before the thing is even a national park! You can
imagine what we are going to get afterwards. The
minister says, ‘We’re going to have a grievance process
and they will be able to work through these issues and
contest decisions that are not made appropriately’.
Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Mr Hall, I have read a
document that has just hit the deck in the last day or
two which purports to say how this is going to work. It
sets up a structure with all sorts of inquiries, hearings
and so on, and the process will take months. What
about beekeepers, just as one example, who want to
move their hives into a particular location to take the
benefit of the current blossoming? If they are refused
access and they want to take the issue through this
grievance process, by the time it gets through the
grievance process that lot of blossom will have long
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gone and they will have missed the opportunity to
capture that particular benefit. That is just another
indication of how all this structure is built up and how
we are told that everything will be lovely, but we know
from very, very painful experience that all the time the
noose is being drawn tighter and tighter around the
necks of people who have been gaining some benefit
and some living from public land.
I want to talk about rejigging the boundaries of the
proposed new Chiltern-Mount Pilot National Park, but I
will do that in the committee stage when Mr Hall
moves his amendments.
Finally, I simply want to say that I know the
government is absolutely furious that it was forced to
accept two of the amendments put forward in the other
house by the National Party, particularly the one about
fossicking. I just say to the government, if it had been a
bit more forthcoming in the first place we could have
worked our way through this. I am sorry and regretful
that it was 5 minutes to midnight when the government
finally gave way.
I want to support strongly the reasoned amendment
moved by the Honourable Peter Hall. We need
management plans in place before any of these parks
are declared; one only needs to look at the existing
parks to see how poorly they are being managed. As I
have told this house before, honourable members
should go to the Alpine National Park, go to West
Kiewa and have a look at what has happened with
blackberries up there. All the fishing spots are gone and
all the walking places are impossible to get to because
blackberries are running rampant. If members go to the
Barmah State Park they will find blackberries. There
had not been blackberries in the Barmah State Park in
my lifetime, but they are there now and nothing is
happening to them.
This government is running around spraying
peppercorn trees on roads, innocuous old peppercorn
trees, yet it allows weeds such as blackberries to take a
hold in the Barmah State Park. Look at St John’s wort
in the multipurpose park at Mount Pilot, it is running
riot. Is the department doing much about it? No.
Mr Jennings says the government has allocated another
$200 000 to it. How far is that going to go? Not very far
at all in terms of the task confronting us. I understand
that gorse, that dreadful weed you see as you go up the
Hume Freeway at Wallan, is now getting established
north of the Divide in some of our public land areas.
That is to say nothing about Paterson’s curse and foxes.
We hear a lot about threatened species when we come
to debate these things and we read about them in the
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Environment Conservation Council report. The greatest
threat to native species in this state is foxes —
vermin — and the habitat that is provided free of
charge to those foxes because we allow noxious
weeds — blackberries, brambles and the like — to take
hold in our national parks. Don’t give me all this
business about threatened species! If they survived
through the Rafferty’s rules that applied during the
mining era, they will survive now, provided we control
the introduced vermin such as foxes. That is the
problem. That is where we should be looking at it, not
saying we have to lock up this land to save threatened
species — we are putting them at risk if we just provide
habitat for foxes.
The house should reject this bill, and the government
should go back to the drawing board and then bring in
something that is workable.
Hon. J. M. McQUILTEN (Ballarat) — I support
this bill. It has been a long, tough, rough road to get to
this position. I call it a PPP. People will imagine I mean
public–private partnerships, but that is not what I am
talking about — it is parks and people and problems.
There have been lots and lots of problems.
I do not intend to talk about the parks. I think that has
been done by my colleagues in this and the other house
and later speakers will be talking about that. I must say
that I am very supportive of our obligation as a
generation to look after our environment for the next
generations in years to come. An area that is not in my
control — I do not control it — but an area in which I
could have an impact is people, the people in my
electorate who work in the industry cutting posts and
sleepers and firewood. I believe they need a voice,
particularly now.
On the one hand I totally agree with what the
Parliament is doing today, but on the other hand we are
in the process of hurting people. That is incredibly
important. Lots of these guys are 50, 55 and 60 years of
age and cannot or will not retrain. They deserve a voice.
My friend the honourable member for Ripon in the
other place and I have been trying to give them that
voice. It has not been easy, it has been a long, long
road — three years — and it has been rather intense for
probably the last six months.
When you talk about a national park in Melbourne it is
the right thing to do and it has this nice green feel about
it. When you live in Dunolly, Wedderburn, Inglewood
and these areas, it hurts people to do what we are
proposing do. In the last month or two and the last
couple of days some major improvements have been
made to the bill I believe we will vote on today.
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They go a long way to improving the outcomes for
people. In terms of legislation, this has been the hardest
journey that I have had to go through in this three years
because I can see both sides and they are quite different.
One is about livelihood and history; the other is about
where we ought be going in the future. It is a really
tough call.
I was recently accused — inadvertently I think because
my name was not mentioned — of listening too much
to the Bush Users Group. I am proud that I have been
accused of that because I have spent a lot of time with
Tracee and her crew and they taught me a lot. They
explained to me what they are going through and the
probable implications of what we as a Parliament
would do. So I am proud to have an ear to the Bush
Users Group — and the prospectors and miners.
My history is that my great-great-grandfather came to
Australia from Scotland in 1851 and became a miner.
As a young man my father was at Woods Point and on
Black Friday in 1939 was running the battery. He
survived, obviously — because I am here! I have a lot
of history with mining.
I have a vineyard next to a state forest where I have
been trying to eke out a living. I have had six years of
drought so I have a background of understanding the
pain that these people are going through. I have been
divided all the way through this issue on what we need
to do for the environment and what I have to do for the
people who live in my area. It has been a tough road.
I have a couple of thank-yous. I must thank the groups
that have been very supportive of and informative to me
and the honourable member for Ripon in the other
place and a few other people on the backbench. I thank
Rita, Tracee, Kersten, et cetera. The Victorian National
Parks Association have sent me lots of information but
have not been all that supportive — I think because of
my commitment to people. I congratulate the minister
and her staff. This has been a tough call.
I would like to finish on a people issue. I have been
standing out the front of this building. If you stand on
the top step and look at the faces of the people who are
bringing flowers to the steps of this Parliament, it is just
amazing: our steps are now a shrine to the kids of Bali.
I do not know how you mix the two things together, the
pain of Bali and the hard decisions that we are now
talking about on this bill. To me the connection is
human beings. We can never forget the importance of
human beings. The woodcutters who are 55 or 60 years
old are really important. They are human beings and we
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can never forget them — just as we can never forget the
kids of Bali.
I would like to suggest that all honourable members
walk out and look at the faces of the people who are
putting down flowers. I would like to suggest that we
dig a hole near the Shrine of Remembrance and in a
week’s time put in all those flowers as compost and
plant a tree to the memory of the kids of Bali.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — What can one
say after such a moving contribution in the Parliament?
This is an important bill in many respects. Importantly
it underscores the need for us to review the way that we
approach the management of our public land in
Victoria. One of the sad issues for me in recent times
has been the increasing evolvement of a view that it is
impossible to reconcile matters that affect country
people by the implementation of policy which is seen to
be good public policy from a city orientation.
Therefore the Parliament collectively needs to work
much harder to ensure that all constituencies feel that
they have a seat at the table in terms of public policy
outcomes. I believe that many of the processes which
have been used to bring us to the point of resolving this
legislation have been quite inadequate because of the
disillusionment which has been generated as a
consequence of the frustration people have felt about
the ignorance shown of their way of life.
In the past week we have seen the Parliament move a
very long way in achieving significant compromise to
deliver a legislative outcome which, by and large, the
Parliament can live with, and I expect the legislation
will pass the Parliament at the conclusion of this
extended debate. However, there is no question in my
mind that along the way the process used has
highlighted the fact that the processes of consultation
and dealing with issues of major public policy in land
use in this state are inadequate.
Good legislation does not equal good administration.
The parks proposed as a result of the bill will add to
that voluminous area of public land which many of us
from country Victoria now see to be inadequately
managed. There must be a change and a renewed
commitment to improve the management of our public
land because whatever prescriptions are legislated will
not change the competence with which our public land
is managed. Therefore it is beholden on the Parliament,
irrespective of the outcome of the forthcoming election,
whenever that may be held, to see a new way of dealing
with these issues.
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I have been alive to the pressures which have been
applied to many good people in voluntary capacities
with whom I have dealt in various roles over the past
several years — firstly, in my role as parliamentary
secretary for natural resources; subsequently, as the
shadow minister for natural resources; and, in more
recent times, in a role as shadow minister for rural
Victoria — people who are absolutely inevitably
affected by the decisions of this Parliament and feel
they have not had an adequate voice to communicate to
that great mass of the public living in metropolitan
Melbourne and whose policy view in this matter will
prevail.
However, the net result of what has been achieved by
an extraordinary labyrinth of negotiation over recent
days is the best it will ever be. It requires, absolutely, a
commitment from the government of the day, whatever
party that may be, to continue to invest the necessary
resources in management and apply a much more
diligent effort to ensuring there is a confidence in
regard to the impacts on country Victorians.
There are people with whom I have dealt over the past
several years who have made an enormous
contribution: the Prospectors and Miners Association of
Victoria, and particularly Rita Bentley, who has given
80 per cent of her waking hours in the past couple of
years to this issue; from Timber Communities
Australia, Tracee Spiby, Alistair Hull and Kersten
Gentle, who have made an enormous contribution to
the debate; the relatively recently formed Bush Users
Group in the form of the president Robin Taylor, again,
has been influential in trying to communicate with and
inform the Parliament about the impact of proposals
before it. Certainly members of the Victorian Minerals
and Energy Council, Chris Fraser and Doug Buerger,
made a significant contribution to ensuring there was a
proper policy outcome. Members of the Public Land
Council of Victoria, Tim Barker and Ian Hamilton,
were certainly informative on many issues. Many of my
colleagues in the parliamentary Liberal Party, without
naming them, made an enormous contribution to an
internal debate necessary to resolve the opposition’s
position.
These issues are not easy to settle; they are complex.
But at the end of the day the Parliament as a whole
needs to understand how its decisions ultimately affect
individuals. It is not just good public policy but also
whether there are consequences for individuals. The
Liberal Party exercised as much leverage as it possibly
could to ensure that the impacts which will result from
the imposition of these parks in some areas of central
Victoria were ameliorated to a significant degree. There
will also be those — and I have alluded to some of the
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people who have been involved in the debate — who
will not be satisfied with the outcomes that have been
achieved. I recognise that, but one of the things I have
learnt in 10 years in Parliament is that at the end of the
day compromise is a reality. There are differing views
about what the outcomes ought to be on many
legislative issues and the way the Parliament works
effectively is that we inevitably compromise in many
areas. I believe absolutely though that compromise in
public policy which disfranchises citizens, whether they
be in the city or the country, is inappropriate.
I would like to think that as a result of the debate we
have had this day and what has led to it there will be
from the current administration and its successors a
much greater understanding of the need to apply the
energy that is required to manage our large body of
public land.
I support the bill. I do so not reluctantly but with
reluctance about the reality that the lives of many
people who are affected by it will be changed forever.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) —
Unfortunately this is one of the saddest and most
disappointing days in my parliamentary career so far.
For the last 14 years I have had the privilege to serve
the people of North Western Province from my home
town of Bendigo. This chamber has really provided me
with the opportunity over those years to represent them,
to represent their views, their concerns and the issues
that are different and relevant to country Victoria
compared with the concerns and issues associated with
my metropolitan counterparts.
The saddest thing about today is what we saw occur
yesterday when the leader of our party was treated with
such enormous disdain in not having conveyed to him
the arrangements associated with the passage of this
bill — that we were going to debate in the same week a
bill that is not of significant importance so far as the
future of the state is concerned. Not only were we going
to debate it but it was going to be rushed through to
such an extent that it was five past eleven before the
government printer could get a clean bill to be
presented to this house for debate.
That is one of the worst events that I have seen occur in
this house because it really showed that what has been a
custom in this place, where seven days notice is given
so that not only can the members of this house
scrutinise the bill that has come from the other place but
also the people within our electorates have the
opportunity to scrutinise that legislation, has not been
followed.
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I went back to one of the first debates of major
significance to me as a representative of North Western
Province and the people who are on the land. That
occurred during the 1990 debate when we were
discussing the introduction of the National Parks
(Further Amendment) Bill to see extensions to the
Hattah-Kulkyne, Wyperfeld and Murray-Sunset
national parks.
On 23 May 1990 the then Minister for Housing and
Construction, the Honourable Barry Pullen, moved the
second reading of the National Parks (Further
Amendment) Bill. The Honourable Mark Birrell, then
the Leader of the Opposition, moved, as recorded at
page 1423 of Hansard:
That the debate be now adjourned.

Mr Pullen said:
I suggest that the debate be adjourned until the next day of
meeting.

to which Mr Ken Wright, a former colleague of mine,
and Mr Barry Bishop’s parliamentary predecessor,
stood up and on behalf of the National Party said:
I understood that the debate would take place next week.
Providing the debate is adjourned until then the National
Party will agree to the adjournment.

Guess what happened! One week later we came back
and debated the bill, as we should have done.
To the people of the government and to the people
running the opposition my comment is this: the
precedent was set back in 1990. Why have we
capitulated? Why are we using this house as a rubber
stamp for legislation from the lower house instead of as
a house of review?
For three years I have heard the Labor Party criticise
the Liberal Party, including the National Party when it
was a member of the coalition, for simply
rubber-stamping legislation; yet today what we see is
the Labor Party instituting exactly the same practices.
Unfortunately for me, I now see this house as
absolutely almost irrelevant, because what is occurring
is simply governments of the day shoving up legislation
that is going through without appropriate scrutiny —
not only scrutiny by members of Parliament but
scrutiny by the public.
I was not elected by a party; I was actually elected by
people within the North Western Province. I am here to
represent them and their views. It was refreshing to hear
the honesty of Mr McQuilten and Mr Philip Davis, but
the problem is that within their own parties they have
obviously not been able to carry the day because, as we
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know, there are insufficient members representing
country Victoria and the views of country Victorians.
Once again, what we will see is city-based views that
have led to legislation being imposed on us who live in
country Victoria. That is disappointing, particularly
when members of the Labor Party and members of the
Liberal Party have wandered right around country
Victoria giving people the false impression that they
were going to support them when the legislation came
before the house.
As I said, it is particularly disappointing for me,
because I have believed in this house and the way in
which it operates. I have had the privilege of 14 years
representation. I am retiring at the next election, but
now I am disappointed that I am retiring because
clearly, unless people are prepared to stand on their
principles this house will become totally irrelevant and
it may as well be abolished because it is simply for the
government of the day, when the opposition is
compliant, a rubber stamp. That is a major concern. The
people of country Victoria can rightly — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — If the house had been
abolished there would not have been one amendment.
Hon. R. A. BEST — Who moved the amendments?
You are taking credit for the amendments when they
were moved by Mr Hall.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Oh, yes? What planet are you
living on?
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. D. G. Hadden) — Order! Through the Chair.
Hon. R. A. BEST — Obviously not the same one as
you, Mr Forwood, because clearly I cannot believe the
comments you have made in your statements today in
support of the Greens party, but that is for your own
conscience. You have been out through country
Victoria. This is not a personal attack because you will
have to review or analyse the position you have taken,
and that is fine; we all live by our actions and the
consequences of our actions.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Yes, we do.
Hon. R. A. BEST — That is exactly right. I
represent the people who elected me, and clearly they
will be impacted on, and impacted on adversely. I was
particularly interested in Mr McQuilten’s comment that
‘The people in country Victoria need a voice.’ I urge
my Liberal Party and Labor Party colleagues to not
forget country Victoria. People in country Victoria will
be hurt.
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In 1990 we went through the process of discussing the
Mallee national parks and the impact on and
consequences for the people who lived in the Mallee of
the enactment of that legislation. What we are faced
with 12 years down the track is the beginning of exactly
the same process. Today I rang a very good friend of
mine and Mr Hallam’s, Brian O’Sullivan, to chat to
him about what has occurred during the last six to eight
years since the whole of Pine Plains has become a
national park. The reality is that a lot of road signs have
been put up and some roads have been improved but
when you look at what has been done as far as access is
concerned you will see that it has gradually been wound
back. Now what we have is a ring road and very limited
access. They have closed more roads than they have
opened or provided access to.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — There is Paterson’s curse
everywhere.
Hon. R. A. BEST — And there is Paterson’s curse
everywhere. In fact, if you look across the fence from
Mr O’Sullivan’s home block, which is freehold land,
into the adjoining public land you can see where the
vermin and the weeds have all started to get out of
control.
Mr McQuilten also referred to the fact that country
Victorian people will be hurt. I could not agree with
him more, because what we are faced with is a whole
range of people being taken out of their jobs. That is
identified and acknowledged within the Environment
Conservation Council’s final report. At page 70 the
ECC says:
… no more than 30 full-time equivalent jobs —

will be lost, and that is only in relation to the timber
industry.
It is of concern to me and other honourable members
who represent country Victoria that the influence our
voices have on the government policy of the day is
diminishing. It is of concern that a lot of lip-service is
paid to country Victorians and that it ends up being just
lip-service. It is no wonder people become cynical
about members of Parliament. That is tremendously
disappointing for us all, because I believe in this
profession and in the reality that we come to this place
wanting to do a good job.
When you think of Bendigo today and look back to
how it was basically denuded during the gold rush years
you realise that many of the areas that are being
addressed in this legislation have regenerated
themselves. We have been able to use the Whipstick
and a lot of other state parks in and around Bendigo for
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recreation and a whole range of uses, but now we will
see a change in use and many of those areas locked up.
That is particularly disappointing.
I should put on the record my conflict of interest. I love
going out and fossicking for gold. It is a peaceful and
enjoyable pastime that I enjoy. But restrictions will
apply and access will be reduced. While there has been
some concession by the government on the areas that
will be accessed there will still be a reduction in those
activities, and that will cost tourism jobs.
The other areas I will confine my remarks to are the
areas around Bendigo and the Loddon and Mount
Alexander shires. Members of the National Party
represent most of northern Victoria and the other areas
that are affected will be spoken about by other
honourable members who are aware of the issues in
those areas, but firewood collection, eucalyptus oil
harvesting, prospecting and public land management
are issues that I am particularly concerned about.
I am particularly concerned that the vast area of public
land that is being created in the Bendigo area will be
locked up and will generate an enormous amount of
fuel. Even though we are in drought conditions now
and have had four or five years of less-than-average
rainfall the bark still falls off the trees in the forest and
an enormous amount of fuel still builds up. Forests are
different from grasslands and what is being built up
around Bendigo will potentially be fuel for fires at a
level that could put an enormous number of residents
and their properties at risk.
It needs to be understood that the future management
plans Mr Hall has said need to be put in place must be
urgently and quickly addressed. Clearly Bendigo, with
its very dry climate north of the divide, is unlike cooler
areas such as those in the Blue Mountains, and there
will be the potential for so much fuel to be built up in
and around Bendigo that I am quite honestly scared.
The department, the Country Fire Authority (CFA) and
other agencies that are associated with fire control and
identifying appropriate burn-offs and fuel build-up
restrictions will need to be very vigilant. I am not
against the creation of national parks. Do not for one
moment let anybody suggest that I am against the
creation of national parks.
I believe national parks should have appropriate
management plans. They should be multi-use and not
locked up. People from the Shire of Loddon, which is a
small shire adjoining Bendigo, wrote to me late last
year. They set out a number of concerns that they had.
They spoke about the activities that went on within
their municipality. There were issues such as
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eucalyptus oil harvesting, beekeeping, camping,
prospecting, firewood production and public land
management. Because of the restrictions on time I am
not going to address all the issues. However, within the
four pages of the letter the Shire of Loddon sets out its
concerns with the final report of the ECC. It represents
its community and identifies the jobs that are going to
be lost, but it also warns of one other issue. I will quote
from page 3 of the letter, which refers to public land
management:
There is a strong perception within our community that public
land managers are strongly biased in favour of conservation
issues and there is significant concern that where public land
managers are given discretion with respect to decisions about
land use that discretionary power will in time (and rather
quickly) be significantly abused to achieve certain
environmental objectives at the expense of the industries
which currently benefit from access to the box-ironbark
forest.

As I said, in the letter the shire identifies a number of
adverse impacts that are going to occur within its
municipality, not only for individual operators such as
collectors of firewood or eucalyptus distilleries, but also
the adverse impact on future tourism where many
people fossick for gold.
The other issue I want to talk about is the plan for
firewood collection, because in Bendigo we have a
substantial industry that is associated with firewood
collection. It includes not only the people who go out
and collect the firewood; it is also the small business
sector associated with that industry. It is the people who
sell, service and even sharpen chainsaws. It is the
people who provide a whole range of other products —
trailers and the like. The implementation of these
recommendations in the legislation is going to affect
them adversely. Another thing that will affect us in
Bendigo, as distinct from other areas of country
Victoria, is referred to in an article in the Bendigo
Advertiser on Friday, 27 September 2002, which states:
Commercial woodcutters will be unable to tender for any
firewood close to Bendigo under new state government
Department of Natural Resources and Environment
regulations.
The DNRE has allocated hundreds of cubic metres of
box-ironbark wood to go to tender for cutting, but the area
surrounding Bendigo is not included for commercial
purposes.
Graeme Abbott, a commercial woodcutter of 25 years,
believes the tendering allocations will ensure a cold winter in
Bendigo next year.
‘Basically, it means there are no commercial licences
allocated to cut firewood in this area’, Mr Abbott said.
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There are a lot of areas around country Victoria which
do not have the opportunity of choice of fuel source.
People in those areas actually rely on firewood for their
heating and cooking. One of the things that is going to
occur is that those choices will not only be limited, but
people will be forced towards purchasing bottled gas,
which is becoming a very expensive commodity. We
do not have the choice, as many other people in the
metropolitan area do, of our source of supply, whether
it is natural gas or electricity. The restrictions on
woodcutting and thinning are going to be felt in the
Bendigo area.
One of the other problems for me is the representations
that I have made on behalf of Jeff Hartland, who I
spoke to this morning. He and his family have run a
distillery in the Huntly area for over 100 years.
Mr Furletti referred to him in his contribution.
Mr Hartland told me that one of Bendigo’s oldest
cottage industries and tourist attractions may close if
the recommendations on the use and status of ironbark
forests are accepted by the state government.
Jeff Hartland, his father and grandfather have operated
a eucalyptus distillery on the edge of the Whipstick
State Park at Huntly North since the 1800s. I spoke to
Mr Hartland because I am aware that he has been in
negotiations with the department over compensation or
being removed from the industry, or in the
establishment of private land acres of eucalyptus trees.
The concern that Mr Hartland conveyed to me this
morning was that if this bill is passed his potential
negotiations for compensation with the government and
the leverage that he has been able to use so far will be
removed.
Two to three months ago Ken King, who is the head of
the forests service in the Department of Natural
Resources and Environment, came up and had a talk to
Mr Hartland, but nothing eventuated. Then a couple of
weeks ago Martin Wood also met with members of the
eucalyptus harvesting group. About 15 members were
at that meeting and held discussions, but there is still no
indication of the way in which the government is going
to go in resolving this issue. The unfortunate message
that I had to convey to Mr Hartland this morning was
that when the land was acquired during the creation of
the Mallee national parks no compensation was paid at
all. In fact the compensation that has been provided to
the woodcutters is enormously inadequate and does not
represent the true value of the wood that they take.
Unfortunately, what we have is a family who are very
frustrated, very disappointed and concerned that a
business that has been operating for over
100 years — —
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Hon. P. R. Hall — Madam Acting President, I draw
your attention to the state of the house.
Quorum formed.

Hon. R. A. BEST — Mr Hartland is very
disappointed and frustrated that whilst many members
of Parliament, including local members such as the
honourable member for Bendigo East in another place,
had been out to have a look, the negotiating skill and
leverage that he had is being removed with the passage
of this bill today. He would have taken a range of
options. He was prepared to take either access to
1000 acres of private land or financial compensation
which is representative of his annual income over the
years.
Other issues I wish to refer to relate to the Bush Users
Group and the work they have done in making people
right across country Victoria aware of the adverse
impact of this legislation. We had a rally in Bendigo
attended by 3500. Each of the major parties was
represented and many honourable members from
surrounding areas also attended. It is interesting to
recall the words that were spoken and the assurances
that were given at that time, and the principles upon
which those were based, and to see the position in
which each of those members of Parliament who
attended that rally sees themselves in voting for this
legislation.
The president of the Bush Users Group, Robin Taylor,
a resident of Castlemaine and a former president of the
Shire of Mount Alexander, said they were enormously
encouraged by the attendance of over 3500 people, but
were particularly happy with the breadth of
representation. We have a very salient message to all
honourable members who represent country Victoria,
particularly those whose livelihoods will be affected
and impacted on by the implementation of this
legislation. We need to be very vigilant about the
position we take in relation to it because, quite rightly,
the way we vote will be seen by those people as
indicating the level of trust they can have in particular
parties.
I will conclude my remarks with a couple of issues: it
has been 12 years since the Mallee national parks were
established and at the time we questioned the
government on the way in which the management plans
for the parks would be implemented. We particularly
implored the government to provide sufficient funds for
those management plans and practices that were
required to ensure that the government was a good
neighbour, that issues concerning feral animals, weeds,
fuel build-up and simply the Good Neighbour program
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were observed by whatever government was in power.
Clearly there is a major concern with fire. We have
today in northern Victoria a day of total fire ban. On
18 October north and north-central Victoria are facing a
day of total fire ban. There is an enormous build-up of
fuel on the floors of our forests and with the northerly
wind blowing as it is, there is enormous concern about
fire risk and fire danger among many of the people
living in those north-west Victorian communities.
I will finish by apologising to the many people in my
electorate who have contacted me and made
representations to me on this bill. As I said at the
beginning of my contribution, unfortunately because
we were not aware that this debate was going to be
rushed through this house, my folder on the
box-ironbark national park is at home. It is a file about
8 to 10 inches thick and it contains letters from various
constituents representing a range of pursuits and current
practices within our public lands throughout the
Bendigo area. I apologise to those people for not being
in a position to acknowledge their approaches to me,
the concerns they raised and the issues they wanted
addressed in this legislation.
Unfortunately it is one of the saddest and most
disappointing days in my parliamentary career. I am
concerned that this house is becoming irrelevant; that it
is being used in a way that simply provides a rubber
stamp to the legislation coming from the other place
and is not allowing a level of scrutiny and review
consistent with the previous practices of this house. I
support the reasoned amendment and oppose the bill.
Hon. E. C. CARBINES (Geelong) — As a member
of the Bracks government, I am proud to speak in
support of the National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other
Parks) Bill because it seeks to protect very significant
areas of Victoria’s natural heritage — the box-ironbark
forests and the woodlands.
In putting this bill before the house we want to ensure
these areas are protected, not just for the current
generation but for generations to come. It is very
important that we do that because in the 200 years since
European settlement in our state, what was once
3 million hectares of box-ironbark has now been
depleted to the point that only 17 per cent of that
original 3 million hectares remains. That is a very
disturbing figure. On top of that, almost 300 plant
species and 50 animal species are now classified as
extinct, threatened or nearly threatened due to the
reduction in their natural habitat.
I am very disappointed with the time constraint that has
been placed on me today because I had prepared a
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significant contribution for this debate which will now
be severely reduced.
This legislation obviously has provoked much debate
across all communities in Victoria. Even in my own
electorate of Geelong Province I have received many
representations from my constituents concerning this
legislation. I have to say from the outset that the vast
majority of the mail, emails and representations that I
have received have been urging me to support the
legislation when it came to the upper house. As a
member of the government I was very keen to reply to
those people that it was the government’s legislation
and of course I would be supporting it.
I also met a couple of years ago with the Geelong
Prospecting Club whose members had concerns over
the Environment Conservation Council’s
recommendations to the government. I trust that the
amended bill before the house today addresses some of
those concerns that they raised with me two years ago.
I place on the record my thanks to all my constituents
who took the time to contact me in relation to the
box-ironbark forests and woodlands, no matter what
their views are. I am continually impressed by the
number of people in my electorate who are keen to
engage in debate and want to make sure that their views
are heard.
We have an obligation to protect our environment for
future generations. The passage of this bill will further
establish the Bracks government’s environmental
credentials, building on the groundbreaking legislation
that was passed to establish the world’s first
representative system of marine national parks and
sanctuaries. We look forward very much to their
establishment next month.
The National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks)
Bill provides for the creation and expansion of five
national parks, five state parks and a new category of
park — the national heritage park. These new parks
will fill a major gap in Victoria’s world-class network
of conservation areas and will greatly assist in the
protection and eventual recovery of over 350 threatened
and near-threatened species.
I congratulate Minister Garbutt for her demonstrated
commitment to the protection of Victoria’s
environment. The Bracks government has stood firm on
the need to protect our environment, including our
box-ironbark forests and woodlands. As one of my
constituents wrote to me:
These parks are our legacy to future generations.
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The stark reality is that in two centuries of European
settlement we have lost 83 per cent of Victoria’s
box-ironbark forests and woodlands. This has had a
brutal impact on the native animal and plant species.
The plain fact is that we cannot afford not to act now.
We are facing the very real possibility over the next few
decades of losing the remaining 17 per cent we have
left. It is inescapable, no matter what the National Party
says.
Indeed, the National Party is to be condemned for its
opposition to this bill, just as it disappointingly opposed
our legislation to establish marine national parks and
sanctuaries. The National Party will be judged harshly
by history for being incapable of recognising the
importance of the need to protect our environment and
its blatant refusal to work with the government to
address the needs of the communities and workers who
will be affected.
To conclude, this bill is a vital piece of legislation. It
will protect a significant proportion of Victoria’s
natural heritage. Future generations will thank the
Bracks government for its foresight. I wish the bill a
speedy passage.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I
know time is short for my contribution, so I will be
brief. Everyone is aware of the enormous amount of
effort that has gone in behind the scenes with this bill.
There has been an enormous amount of work done by
the Liberal Party and by the National Party. It was very
important that we could work behind the scenes and
come up with something that we could all more or less
live with. I think we have done that.
We could not have done it without the enormous help
of all the interest groups, but a little later I will
especially mention those who live near and use the
box-ironbark forests regularly and who understand
them very well.
The basic principle of the original bill was to just lock
up the box-ironbark forests completely. That was not
acceptable. It is a concern of mine that there is a trend
to lock up more and more public land. Mr Philip Davis
alluded to that quite strongly in his contribution.
Without strong pressure from the Liberal Party and the
National Party, prospectors and fossickers would have
been completely locked out of the new box-ironbark
forest by law. At least they can now argue their case in
the development stage of the management plans. There
is absolutely no reason why prospectors and fossickers
should not continue to look for the elusive gold. I
believe the old wombat probably does more damage
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and leaves more of a mark than the prospectors who
clean up after, given their code of conduct.
Prospecting and fossicking are of enormous economic
benefit to the surrounding towns. There have been
some big finds like the Hand of Faith, but it is the little
finds that keep people coming back. I know yesterday
Rita Bentley gave the honourable member for
Benambra in the other place a nugget, which he
produced and tabled. The honourable member for
Hawthorn pretended to abscond with it and the
honourable member for Mordialloc stopped that little
bit of play.
It was a bit of fun, but it demonstrated the goodwill we
all have towards the people that live up there and an
understanding of what is up there and what the people
up there have to offer. It is exciting when you find a
nugget. I think you can relate it to catching a fish when
you go fishing — it is the same sort of thing. It is good
for the soul and very good for the local economy.
One of the central issues in this bill is the question of
ecological thinnings and whether those thinnings would
be allowed to be removed from the forest. It was with
some amusement that I saw in yesterday’s Hansard
where the minister twisted and turned, trying
desperately to announce that thinnings will be removed
and will be available for use. I notice the
second-reading speech uses the word ‘some’, and that is
of some concern to me because that may give future
managers an out about removing those thinnings. The
minister hated having to do that because Labor has a
philosophical problem with utilising anything to do
with natural resources on public land. The fact that it
refused to utilise kangaroos that had been legitimately
culled is a prime example of that.
In the case of thinnings in a box forest or an ironbark
forest it is most important to understand that that timber
is very high density — it is very heavy and it burns very
hot. If the government leaves that fallen, culled timber
on the ground the bushfires that come — and most
certainly they will come — will destroy the living
forest whereas otherwise the fire might skip through
and the forest survive. There is less and less controlled
burning these days, which is also of concern to me. It is
most important that the culled thinnings are all taken
out of the forest to save the living trees that are left.
I want to mention the eucalyptus industry, a pet interest
of mine. I have been to a couple of the distilleries up
there and purchased some of the oil at the farm gate.
My wife Wendy uses eucalyptus oil — she puts a dash
in all the washing and the sheets come out beautifully
after they have been hung in the sun. Eucalyptus oil is a
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great product, and we have a challenge for that industry
now with 10 years left to run. I understand already there
has been very good work done — Bosisto’s has been
working with Melbourne University on developing
Blue Mallee. They have selectively chosen Blue Mallee
with a high yield and are gathering seeds, and
eventually there will be broad acres of Blue Mallee
sown on private land. With the selection of the best
species, I understand they will get the yield of oil up to
5 to 6 per cent, up from about 2.5 per cent, which it is
now.
I spoke to Mr Peter Abbott from Bosisto’s about this.
Peter is very excited about this prospect. Victorian
production is now about 30 tonnes, and I think
Bosisto’s hopes that eventually it could get up to
200 tonnes. But the project needs help. Here is an ideal
research and development project for the government to
pick up, and I will speak to the Honourable Philip
Davis about how the Liberals may help in that area.
This autumn in Parliament I urged all interest groups —
like the Bush Users Group (BUG) — to keep going and
keep lobbying, and they did that. I would like to
personally thank the groups such as Timber
Communities Australia, BUG, the prospectors, the
miners, the eucalyptus growers and many others who
come from up that way and have had very valuable
input into this process. Without that input, as I said
before, we could not have got to where we have got
today. Their ideas and input were a great help in
working through this difficult but important process.
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — The
National Party opposes this bill and has moved a
reasoned amendment. Firstly, I would like to join with
my National Party colleagues in condemning the
government for bringing this bill in late last night. With
strong disappointment I note that the Liberal Party
supported the motion to allow it to come in. The
Honourable Peter Hall correctly announced that this bill
could have been debated in Benalla in the next couple
of weeks. We would have been able to debate it and
give our communities and ourselves enough time to go
through the information we have and put a number of
things on the record that we have not been able to
because of the time constraints at the moment.
As the Honourable Peter Hall said, there was agreement
between the three parties that we sit this week on
Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday. There was no
agreement that we sit Friday. The agreement which was
given to us and which we accepted in good faith was
certainly not honoured. As the Honourable Ronald Best
said when talking about his electorate, he was elected to
this place to represent the people of north-eastern
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Victoria — a country electorate. He said he was very
proud to represent the people of country Victoria.
Because this bill was brought in so late and because we
live so far from here, we cannot just go home to our
offices and pick up all the information and files that we
need to do this bill the justice it deserves. It is a very
important bill.
My electorate officer has spent literally hours going
through my files on the box-ironbark issue and faxing
information through, wasting time she should have
been spending with my constituents. That was a waste
of her time, and it was certainly a waste of my time
having to go through all the information in the small
hours of this morning to make sure I give this piece of
legislation the attention it deserves.
The National Party has put in years of work into this
legislation, and it is a huge issue in many country
communities. As the Honourable Peter Hall, other
National Party members and I have said, it is not fair to
those who wanted us to raise issues on their behalf that
their points of view are not put forward to this
Parliament.
It is a disgrace to introduce a bill that is as important to
country Victoria as this last night and expect it to be
debated today. This morning the government wasted
time reading four second-reading speeches after
agreement by the three parties that this would be the
only bill debated today. The real reason for that waste
of time this morning was that the second-reading
speech for this legislation was not even ready. The
government brought in a bill early and was not even
ready to debate it.
The debate on this issue has been in the public arena,
particularly in country Victoria, for about seven years.
The Environment Conservation Council (ECC) report
stated that there were 3500 written submissions
received throughout the life of this investigation. That
shows the level of interest in the community about the
management, protection and the use of our forests and
public land.
This is a very complex issue, and a number of
honourable members have spoken emotionally about
their thoughts in coming to their decisions on how they
will vote on this bill. The ECC has made
recommendations for about 427 000 hectares of public
land which supports box-ironbark vegetation. The
recommendations propose various land categories, such
as national park, state park, heritage park, regional park,
conservation reserve and state forest, and set out the
permitted activity allowed in each category. The bill
will establish various categories of park and land use.
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This is why it has been so confusing for our
communities, because people who live near these parks
need to know what will be the land-use category of the
park that they either farm next to, live next to or live
around.
Hon. P. R. Hall — Acting President, I draw your
attention to the state of the house.
Quorum formed.

Hon. E. J. POWELL — The National Party has a
strong position on this bill. The National Party
members who spoke before me have put those positions
eloquently. We do not support the current box-ironbark
proposals as recommended by the ECC. We are totally
opposed to further areas of public land not being
available for the public, with blanket prohibitions on
recreational and commercial activity. We strongly
believe that management plans, developed after
consultation and widespread public input, should
determine the appropriate purpose and use of public
land, which is why the Honourable Peter Hall moved a
reasoned amendment.
The National Party also believes, as a number of
honourable members have said, that use in itself is a
good management tool and that sustainable use of
natural resources occurring on public land can be made
better by use and proper management. We also do not
believe that the Bracks government has the
commitment to provide the resources to manage these
parks effectively, or any Crown land. We already see
tracts of Crown land that are inundated with weeds and
feral animals, and our farmers are always complaining
about the inroads on to their land that adjoins Crown
land and what happens when the feral animals and the
noxious weeds spread on to their farmland.
Since the investigation started the National Party has
actively listened to and worked with its community. We
have attended public meetings and briefings by the
ECC and other interested organisations, including
environment groups, and we have met a number of
interested groups such as Timber Communities
Australia. There has been a lot of discussion today
about that organisation and about the wonderful work
of the Victorian state manager, Kirsten Gentle, and of
course Tracee Spiby. Other groups we have spoken to
include the Bush Users Group, or BUGs as we know it,
and I acknowledge the work the president Robin
Taylor, Rita Bentleigh and Tracee Spiby have put into
giving us briefings and making sure we are aware of the
issues.
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I pay tribute to those people for their hard work in
making sure we understood all the issues. They did not
just work with the National Party but also with the
Liberal and Labor parties to make sure the members of
this Parliament, before they made a decision,
understood the issues and how they will affect people
who live and work in those forests.
We have also had meetings with the Broken-Boosey
land-holders group, apiarists, prospectors and miners,
the timber interests and Risstrom’s sawmills in
Rushworth. I congratulate those organisations for the
work they have done over the years and the hours of
volunteer time they put in to make sure that we
understood the issues. If we have had any questions
they gave us the answers.
I also congratulate the Honourable Peter Hall, the
National Party spokesperson on resources and
environment. Peter has worked long and hard over the
years to make sure he listened to all those groups and
put the issues before this Parliament, and more
importantly before the Victorian community. He has
spoken out on many occasions, put out press releases,
made himself available for public meetings and so
forth, just to make sure that people knew the National
Party was listening. We have a great interest in this
inquiry.
In August 2000 I attended a meeting convened by the
Honourable Bill Baxter in Nathalia because of concerns
over the establishment of a state park on the
Broken-Boosey–Nine Mile Creek system. Mr Baxter
thought only about 40 people would turn up and put
40 chairs out, but we were all surprised when about
200 people turned up and there was standing room
only. The project manager for the box-ironbark forests
and woodlands investigation, Mr Simon Ransome, was
also there to give an outline of the proposal, to answer
any questions and to listen to some of the concerns of
the local people.
It was a very productive meeting. A number of issues
were raised, such as the precluding of shooting for
vermin control purposes. The ECC stated that only
controlled shoots would be allowed. I asked
Mr Ransome what would happen if the land-holders
saw a fox running off with a small lamb on their
property. He said you would be able to ask the park
manager for permission if you wanted to shoot outside
those controlled shoots. That is not commonsense. It is
ridiculous to think if somebody sees a fox coming on to
their land that they will try to find the park ranger or the
park manager and ask for permission to shoot this
animal, whether it be a fox, a wild dog or a wild cat.
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We heard that a number of grazing licences were going
to be cancelled. There is a concern there, as the
Honourable Ron Best said, about the build-up of fuel
that will endanger homes and stock. It is not even
summer and already the dry conditions are bringing on
fire restrictions. There is a great concern in country
areas about the effect of this fossil fuel building up in
our forests.
I have already mentioned the government’s poor record
in weed control. The people who live in that area have
talked to the Environment Conservation Council about
the reason they wanted this parcel of land as a state
park. They said it was because the land-holders had
maintained it in good condition themselves, and as well
as looking after their own land they looked after Crown
land and made sure that weeds and feral pests and
animals were controlled. They said that if access is
denied land-holders will not control the weeds or feral
animals and asked how the government will then
manage without their support.
We were told that hunting, fishing and camping may
still not be allowed, but I understand that there have
been some concessions made in that regard. There was
concern that the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment did not speak to the locals before it made
some of the decisions. A number of issues were raised
at the meeting about which I wrote to the Minister for
Environment and Conservation to make sure she
understood the concerns of that community, because it
is a very strong community. There is a land-holders
group there that has been working to make sure that
that land is managed appropriately. The land-holders
said they would like to continue to manage the
Broken-Boosey Creek, and that if they needed it they
would be happy to accept training by the department to
allow them to continue to manage the area as they have
done successfully for many years. But they said that
current activities must be allowed to continue. I urged
the minister to take all of the issues into consideration
before adopting the final report, and I understand that a
number of those concerns have since been addressed.
I also advised the minister of a box-ironbark strategy
meeting that was held in Rushworth in July 2001 which
160 people attended. The community gave
overwhelming support to maintaining the current access
to the Rushworth forest. The mayor of Campaspe shire
reported that the forest was economically essential for
the people of Rushworth, with many depending on the
forest for employment, especially those employed at
Risstrom’s timber mill. The town was also dependent
on the timber mill being able to stay there.
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Concerns were raised about the accuracy of the report,
especially in regard to the economics, the forest yield
figures, the identification of endangered species and the
fauna data, the inaccurate figures on the loss of
employment, the figures used on the advantage of
tourism to the area, and the locking up of more than
40 per cent of the forest around Rushworth. We
received many letters on this issue, but I will read one
in particular because it gets to the crux of the issue. It is
a letter to the Premier from Ann Flower, who lives in
Rushworth. It says:
It is with utter amazement and great concern that I have
viewed the recent decisions made by the Labor government
concerning the control of the forests in our area. the locking
up of 121 000 hectares of box and iron-bark forests and
closing of these areas will eventually be their graveyard, from
tree overcrowding, infestation by feral animals and increase
of weeds by visitors. The native fauna and flora that is now
cared about will be destroyed by people who have no idea
how fragile they really are when exposed to an uneducated
tourist. Trees are vandalised and young ones broken and
marred for life, native flora removed, and animals frightened
or even killed. Those who use the forests at the present time
know what they are doing and therefore work with nature.
Coming from a family of foresters and conservationists of
five generations, I am aghast at the lack of knowledge held by
those who are making decisions for the management and
control of our forests and who are now making decisions for
the future care and use of them.

The Honourable Bill Baxter and I visited Rushworth
box-ironbark forest in October 2001, as well as the
Heathcote and Graytown area. The party comprised the
Honourable Bill Baxter and the honourable member for
Rodney and me, along with Tracee Spiby, Wes
Risstrom and Ted Jones, who value adds timber and
makes garden furniture, and also Mr Bill Stevens. That
visit started at 8.30 a.m. and finished at 3.30 p.m. We
visited the forest and learned quite a bit about the
timber industry in that area.
The Risstrom family have been timber cutters for three
generations and have managed the forest for all that
time. They care about the forest and they know it
intimately. They care about the future because they
want that future to be there for their family. However, I
have been told that the Risstrom timber mill will
probably now not survive. The ECC said during its time
that the timber mill would have enough resources to
continue, and I understand that a package is currently
being negotiated. This will have a huge impact on the
Rushworth area and the township as the timber mill
employs about 12 people. This small town will be
severely affected by the decisions made by this report.
The collection of firewood was discussed in the
investigation, and it was recommended that there be
established plantations. The government put out a
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Firewood Strategy Discussion Paper, which suggested
a number of options. One of the options canvassed was
that there may be a need to obtain a permit to collect
wood on private land, and the National Party has
alerted the community to this suggestion. One of the
facts about firewood is that Melbourne is responsible
for 50 per cent of the total firewood consumption. Only
10 per cent of firewood consumed each year is
collected from Victorian state forests and a high
proportion of this comes from interstate.
The National Party is very disappointed at the Liberal
Party’s non-support of country Victoria. It made
promises publicly about this legislation, and the
Honourable Bill Baxter read some of them out. There
was a letter in the Shepparton News that I would like to
read out concerning some of the comments that
National Party representatives made to some of the
people they visited during their time in country
Victoria. It was from Tracee Spiby from the Bush Users
Group, and it said:
It’s now up to the Liberals.
At the public land access rally in Bendigo at which over
3500 people marched to protest at the continued loss of access
for traditional activities on public land, Carlo Furletti, the
Liberal shadow minister for resources, stated that ‘the concept
that forests should be locked up and the key thrown away has
reached its use-by date and land management must be
brought up to the 21st century’.
He also stated unequivocally that the Liberal Party would not
support any new parks or reserves unless management plans
were in place before legislation.
On April 26, Mr Furletti and the new spokesperson for
conservation and the environment, Mr Forwood, together
with the rest of the Liberal members of the upper house, stood
shoulder to shoulder with the National Party in the Victorian
Parliament to ‘condemn the government for its policies and
actions that have restricted recreational and commercial
activities on Victoria’s public land and waters’.

The Liberal Party has the choice of doing what is right
and rejecting the legislation to prove to the people of
regional Victoria that they are true to their word. I
expect the Liberal Party to support the National Party’s
reasoned amendment. I ask the Liberal Party to honour
its promise to the people it met in country Victoria and
vote for the National Party’s reasoned amendment.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I have much
pleasure in speaking on the National Parks
(Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill. Together with my
colleague the Honourable Peter Katsambanis, I
represent the seat of the Monash Province, which is an
inner urban seat, one of those that Mr Best was so
dismissive of in his contribution today. I will,
nevertheless, go on to prove that we are in support of
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good parks management and are very aware of the
concerns held in country Victoria.

achieved any concessions — no concessions at all.
They should be mindful of that.

I object to some of the comments made about city
members not understanding what was happening in the
Victorian countryside. I am, as are many of the
constituents of Monash Province, a member of the
Victorian National Parks Association (VNPA) and am
proud to be an inaugural member of the Parks Victoria
board. I have some understanding of the issues involved
and am very cognisant of some of the concerns that my
constituents have for the environment: saving the
environment, caring for the environment and looking
into future protection of parks within Victoria.

Much has been said today about the divide between the
city and the country — between the greens and the
browns, the issues in the city and issues in the
country — and how there is this great divide. I dispute
the great divide. I do not think it is as wide as people
expect it to be, but there are some issues.

At the outset I would like to thank a number of people.
This legislation, as many speakers today have said,
represents a project that has been in the pipeline for a
considerable time, and a number of people have
contributed to it in a very major way. Of those I would
like to commend all the people involved with the
Environment Conservation Council (ECC), especially
Dr John Lovering for his chairmanship of it, and the
VNPA for the way it has assisted my colleagues and
me. Jason Doyle and Michael Fendly helped a lot of my
colleagues in the work they did.
I also take the opportunity to convey my sincere thanks
to the people of country Victoria. I am a city member
and knew very little about their concerns, and I must
now specifically thank Robin Taylor and Tracee Spiby
from the Bush Users Group (BUG). They were very
good with the information they gave me, and very
generous with the time they spent to give me an
understanding of some of the issues they are involved
with — as indeed was Rita Bentley from the
Prospectors and Miners Association of Victoria. I had
no idea of some of the issues involved, and thank her
for the very professional way she presented the
information to all of us.
The Timber Communities of Australia, with Kirsten
Gentle, was extremely generous of her time. When I
went to the Broken-Boosey land-holders group Kathie
Beattie was extremely helpful and gave up considerable
time to show me what the real issues were in the
community in which they live, as indeed with the whole
of the Eldorado community group. They were very
generous with their time and showed me what the
issues were. I saw at first hand some of the concerns
they have.
I remind National Party members that they can sit here
and speak about the Liberal Party and so on; but if it
had not been for the Liberal Party they would not have

I will now look at some of the main aspects of the bill
and show honourable members what I have learnt
through the development of my own understanding of
the issues in the box-ironbark debate. First, I believe
there are many people in my electorate who do not
quite understand that box-ironbark is not one species
but two. They might not understand that box-ironbark
is not a tree out there growing. We must keep that in
mind and get out there with facts.
I turn to some of the people that the legislation impacts
on, such as the mining people, and how city and
country people view them. People in the city think the
mining industry is going to be out there bulldozing, that
there will be slag heaps, moonscapes — total
destruction! I visited Reef Mining at Tarnagulla and
saw its revegetation program. With my own eyes I saw
how successful it was and how in fact in many areas it
left the bush better than it was before. The collection of
seeds, the replanting, the revegetation and the care that
company has put into revegetation were most
impressive. Indeed, I would like to encourage my
constituents to go out and see it at first hand.
The same is true with fossicking. City people think it
means doze and scrape and that it is not at all
acceptable. They see fossicking as the destruction of the
bush, a bad and nasty thing. However, having had a
look at it at first hand and got a better understanding of
it, I see there is a lifestyle factor. People go into the
bush for their enjoyment. They have a very pleasant
and healthy time there, many of them inner city
dwellers who have a great love and respect for the bush
and look after it and protect it more so than anyone with
a surface view of the matter would realise.
Eucalypt distillers are another group, and we have
heard much about them today, and a lot of tribute has
been paid to them and to industry. It would be fair to
say that city dwellers do not think too much about then.
They enjoy the product and, as the Mr Stoney has
suggested, use it and take it for granted — as I most
certainly did. However, the industry, albeit small, is
very vital, and one that as city people we should never
take for granted. I was pleased to see the concessions
made to the eucalypt distillers in the bill.
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Beekeeping was another group. In the city there is no
conception of the process, no understanding at all. I was
interested to hear that Parks Victoria feel the bees drink
too much! I thought that was far fetched, but Parks
Victoria felt that was a problem and believed bees are
feral animals that have been introduced and should not
be in the parks. On the contrary I have learnt that it is
vital that when the blossoms are on, the beekeepers
need to get their hives to the blossoms as soon as
possible. Beekeepers need the bush to be cared for
properly so they can continue with their harvests and
the production of honey, which most of my city
constituents probably enjoy. It is another instance of a
lack of understanding of the differences between city
needs and country reality.
We should also consider usage of the bush for dog
walking, horses, motorbikes, four-wheel drives and a
number of other activities, many undertaken by city
people in country areas. There seem to be two types of
user: the birdwatchers and other people who are very
cognisant of how the bush should be maintained,
wanting to keep it very pure; and there are the
four-wheel drive people, the horseriders and the
motorbikers. There is a lot of criticism by city people
that, for example, people walking their dogs should
take their rubbish out with them just as we have to do
when we walk our dogs in the city.
However, my advice, and what I found first hand, was
different — the equestrian people whom I went to visit
are very caring of the bush. They use the bush, love the
bush and want to make certain that it is there for the
future for everybody to enjoy. They do not want to see
it locked up, with them being excluded. I found it was
contrary to the view many city people have.
Timber cutting was more complex. As many people
and honourable members before me have suggested, it
is an area that is very difficult to resolve. In the city we
enjoy the products, such as the natural timbers, and we
like to know what has happened with the timber
products. As many honourable members have said
today, in the city we use firewood, but it has to come
from somewhere — it has to be harvested.
I found, which was interesting, that many rural
communities depend on woodcutters for their
livelihood, and a very salutary lesson for me was that
you do not only turn on the gas tap, you have to turn on
an expensive gas bottle. Many people in rural
communities are impoverished and must use firewood
for their heating. We take it for granted in the city that
at the flick of a switch we can get so much. It does not
happen like that. It is the economy of the rural
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communities that city people have tended to take for
granted.
Many people said that the Environment Conservation
Council report referred to people going for ecotourism
into the box-ironbark forests and how exciting that
would be. Personally, I do not find these parks nearly as
appealing as the Grampians and some of the other parks
because they are dry and arid. They have a special
appeal, but so far as future tourism and ecotourism is
concerned, I agree with country people that it is very
limited.
A letter from Timber Communities Australia dated
26 September states:
By removing and restricting the activities of key stakeholders
such as prospectors, the government in fact is removing the
very tourists that generate income for many rural
communities.

I concur with those comments. City people believe
clear-felling, destroying the forests and the removal of
habitats of endangered species is unacceptable, and
they are very concerned about the 350 threatened
species. My understanding of what was happening in
the country with the timber cutters was quite different,
and there are concerns about how Parks Victoria
manage forests. I have written to the chairman of Parks
Victoria voicing my concerns about how the
mismanagement of the parks and the fuel build-up is a
threat to rural Victoria. I learnt a lot more about it.
I turn to the landowners of the Boosey and Broken
creeks area. The city vision is that it is rape, slash and
burn, and that country people do not care about their
environment. My experience was totally different. I
found that they were very concerned about land care,
weed control, feral animals, fire control and erosion. I
was very impressed.
In conclusion, the divide is obvious, and it is incumbent
on all of us in this chamber to break it down, not build
it up. In debates such as today’s it is important that we
move together and break down some of those barriers.
We all want a better environment, whichever way we
look at it, and we are all Victorians. It is important that
we work together to achieve these outcomes, and in this
place we should set the example.
I found it very interesting to read what Timber
Communities Australia had to say on its web site about
this week. Kirsten Gentle said:
The week was like a roller-coaster ride with all the ups and
downs, but there is no doubt that we secured some major
victories for box and ironbark commercial and recreational
stakeholders with the support of all Victorian politicians.
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Victories include:
phase-out period for eucalyptus distillers extended from
2008 to 2012;
increased access to national parks for prospecting;
increased accountability for the management and
funding of national parks; and
commitment to research and trial ecological thinnings in
parks and reserves.

This has been a great learning curve for me, and I
would like to take back to my community and
constituents some of the issues concerning rural
Victorians. Protection for the future involves
responsible use of parks today. We must ensure that our
contemporary and new environmental strategies do not
burden future generations with a new package of
environmental problems. In addition, we must balance
the needs of country communities.
The concessions the Liberal Party has achieved with
this bill will ensure that those things will happen.
House divided on omission (members in favour vote no):

Ayes, 32
Ashman, Mr
Atkinson, Mr
Boardman, Mr (Teller)
Brideson, Mr
Broad, Ms
Carbines, Mrs
Coote, Mrs
Cover, Mr
Darveniza, Ms
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Forwood, Mr
Furletti, Mr
Gould, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Katsambanis, Mr

Lucas, Mr
Luckins, Ms
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms (Teller)
Nguyen, Mr
Olexander, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Romanes, Ms
Ross, Dr
Smith, Mr R. F.
Smith, Ms
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms

Noes, 6
Baxter, Mr
Best, Mr (Teller)
Bishop, Mr

Hall, Mr
Hallam, Mr (Teller)
Powell, Mrs

Darveniza, Ms
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Forwood, Mr
Furletti, Mr
Gould, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Katsambanis, Mr

Romanes, Ms
Ross, Dr
Smith, Mr R. F.
Smith, Ms
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms

Noes, 6
Baxter, Mr (Teller)
Best, Mr
Bishop, Mr

Hall, Mr
Hallam, Mr
Powell, Mrs (Teller)

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
Clauses 1 to 4 agreed to.
Clause 5

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I move:
1.

Clause 5, line 34, after this line insert —
‘(2) In section 25B of the National Parks Act 1975,
after sub-section (1) insert —
“(1A) In relation to any part of a park described in
Part 30, 41, 42 or 43 of Schedule Two or in
Part 13, 15, 26, 30 or 38 of Schedule Two B
or Part 8 of Schedule Four, the Governor in
Council may, by notice published in the
Government Gazette, authorise the taking of
forest produce for the purposes of ecological
thinning, subject to the conditions set out in
the notice.”.
(3) In section 25B(4) of the National Parks Act
1975 —
(a) after “agreement under sub-section (1)” insert
“or a notice under sub-section (1A)”;
(b) in paragraph (b), after “the agreement” insert
“or the notice (as the case so requires)”.
(4) In section 25B(5) of the National Parks Act 1975,
after “the agreement entered into under
sub-section (1)” insert “or the notice made under
sub-section (1A) (as the case so requires)”.’.

Amendment negatived.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 32
Ashman, Mr
Atkinson, Mr
Boardman, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Broad, Ms
Carbines, Mrs (Teller)
Coote, Mrs (Teller)
Cover, Mr
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Lucas, Mr
Luckins, Ms
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Nguyen, Mr
Olexander, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

I will explain to the house exactly what amendment 1
does. The key words to this particular amendment are
‘ecological thinning’. There has been a fair bit of
comment about ecological thinning in the debate that
has taken place throughout the course of the day, and I
am pleased to say that there have been some very
positive comments about the use of ecological thinning
as an appropriate management tool for the management
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of the new parks and reserves that are created by this
bill.
The technicalities of this amendment are that it looks at
section 25B of the National Parks Act of 1975 to which
the heading is ‘Extraction of forest produce from
parks’. This amendment actually allows under
agreement by the secretary the extraction of forest
produce for the purposes of ecological thinning within
the following parks: Chiltern-Mount Pilot National
Park, Greater Bendigo National Park,
Heathcote-Graytown National Park, St Arnaud Range
National Park, Kamarooka State Park, Kooyoora State
Park, Paddys Ranges State Park, Warby Range State
Park, Reef Hills State Park and the Castlemaine
Diggings National Heritage Park.
We know that in its report the Environment
Conservation Council (ECC) made some very strong
recommendations about the appropriate use of
ecological thinnings. It is true that the minister’s
second-reading speech earlier today contained some
additional words and commitments on the part of the
government in respect of ecological thinnings. While I
welcome that, I would prefer the security of having
acknowledgment of the use of ecological thinnings as
an appropriate management tool within the legislation
itself. This would give the chamber and the people of
Victoria some security that the government was obliged
to consider the use of ecological thinnings. It would
give a far greater guarantee than the comment we heard
in the second-reading speech today. Given that every
member who has spoken has spoken favourably about
ecological thinnings and the ECC recommended this as
an appropriate management tool for these national
parks, I urge all members to support this amendment.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The government’s intentions with regard
to the matter of ecological thinnings are as follows: an
ecological management strategy will be prepared and
implemented to return the national and state parks to a
condition resembling the pre-European forests. This
will be science based and include an ecological
thinning program designed to reduce competition so
that retained trees can grow larger more quickly and
provide enhanced habitat. The government is clearly
committed to ecological thinning in parks. The use of
thinning in parks is to be ecologically driven in
accordance with the government’s decision on the
ECC’s recommendation and the new provision to be
included in the National Parks Act requiring the
secretary to have regard to maintaining and improving
the ecological function of parks.
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The government considers that the best outcome is
achieved if ecological thinning is done in the context of
park management rather than through a legislative
licensing or permitting system. In the government’s
view it does not need to be included in the legislation.
The availability of thinned material for firewood will be
determined in the context of the ecological and fire
protection requirements of the park. If wood has to be
removed, that could be used for other purposes
including firewood.
It is also important to spell out the government’s
broader commitment to thinnings. There will also be
silvicultural thinning programs in state forests to boost
productivity of forests for timber production. As a
result of these programs there will be employment for,
it is estimated, up to 10 persons with priority being
given to displaced timber cutters. The government has
allocated an additional $600 000 in the first instance for
the creation of these jobs.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — The
Liberal Party does not support the National Party’s
amendment on this issue. The Liberal Party has worked
hard on this matter for quite some time now and
believes significant concessions have been gained from
the government. While these concessions do not fully
meet the desires of many of the people who have
traditionally worked in the forests, they have gone some
way to satisfying those concerns. I am very pleased
with the statement that was included in the
second-reading speech this morning; a commitment
was given to me that those words would be included
and I am grateful for that effort. As I say, the Liberal
Party does not believe this amendment should be
supported.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I would just like
to say in response that we are almost talking as one in
respect to this issue. There is a verbal acknowledgment
from the minister that the government supports
ecological thinnings. Therefore we see no reason why
the matter cannot be included in the legislation in the
form of this amendment. It would at least provide
acknowledgment that the Parliament of Victoria
thoroughly recognises that ecological thinning is an
appropriate management tool and should be used
frequently as such a tool in managing our parks.
As has already been said by the Honourable Bill
Forwood, the concessions made by the government fall
short of the expectations of the people involved in
industries associated with this. Once again, the National
Party says the government is just reluctant to put this in
the legislation in the form we propose. We are
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disappointed with that but we will persist with this
amendment.
Committee divided on amendment:

Ayes, 6
Baxter, Mr (Teller)
Best, Mr
Bishop, Mr

Hall, Mr
Hallam, Mr (Teller)
Powell, Mrs

Noes, 32
Atkinson, Mr
Boardman, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Broad, Ms
Carbines, Mrs
Coote, Mrs
Cover, Mr
Darveniza, Ms (Teller)
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Forwood, Mr
Furletti, Mr
Gould, Ms
Hadden, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Katsambanis, Mr

Lucas, Mr
Luckins, Ms
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Nguyen, Mr
Olexander, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Romanes, Ms
Ross, Dr
Smith, Mr R. F.
Smith, Ms
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr (Teller)
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms

Amendment negatived; clauses 5 to 7 agreed to.
Clause 8

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Clause 8 is about
searching for minerals and is one of the clauses that was
amended in the other house yesterday. Consequently it
is one that honourable members have not had much
time to consider and understand absolutely perfectly.
I seek clarification from the minister on the effect of
those amendments passed in the lower house. As I
understand it, in respect of the Chiltern-Mount Pilot
National Park, Heathcote-Graytown National Park and
St Arnaud Range National Park they will enable the
secretary to consider fossicking — or searching for
minerals, as it says in the bill — and allow that to
continue as an allowable activity in those parks subject
to the provisions of section 32D of the National Parks
Act, where it says that the secretary has to proclaim by
way of notice in the Government Gazette that
fossicking is an allowable activity within those parks.
I understand it is subject to the development of
management plans, but as an interim measure I am
interested to know after the bill is proclaimed by what
mechanism the minister will uphold her announced
agreement to allow for a continuation of fossicking or
prospecting as a legitimate and lawful activity within
those new park areas?
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Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — In response to the Honourable Peter Hall
I can advise that when the parks are created the current
levels of access for prospecting will initially be gazetted
under section 32D of the National Parks Act. These
areas will continue to be available until prospecting and
protection zones are formally defined through the
management planning process, which will involve
community and stakeholder groups.
I am also advised that any variation to the gazettals that
may be needed after the management planning process
is completed will similarly be dealt with through a
gazettal process. Those are the mechanisms that will be
utilised.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I seek an
assurance that the gazettal of such a notice will occur
on the same day as the parks are proclaimed.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I am advised that I can give that
undertaking.
Clause agreed to; clauses 9 and 10 agreed to.
Clause 11

Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — I seek an
assurance on behalf of the eucalyptus oil harvesting
families currently harvesting eucalyptus oil that
negotiations will continue and that just because the bill
has passed through the house these people and the
businesses they operate will not be disadvantaged in
seeking an outcome for their businesses.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — In response to the Honourable Ron Best,
I can give an assurance that, further to the discussions
that have already been held with the licensees, further
discussions will be held and that the options which have
been outlined are available.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 12

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I move:
Clause 12, page 27, lines 29 to 33 and page 28, lines 1 to 6,
omit all words and expressions on these lines and insert —
‘All those pieces and parcels of land comprising
14 500 hectares, more or less, in the Parishes of
Barnawatha South, Beechworth, Chiltern, Chiltern
West, El Dorado, Everton, Woorragee, Woorragee
North, County of Bogong, being, in the case of the plan
lodged in the Central Plan Office and numbered
N.P. 42/4, the land in the Parishes of Chiltern, Chiltern
West, Barnawatha South and Woorragee North
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delineated and coloured pink and yellow, and in the case
of the plan lodged in the Central Plan Office and
numbered N.P. 42A, the land in the Parish of El Dorado
delineated and coloured green and the land in the
Parishes of Beechworth, Everton, Worragee and
Worragee North delineated coloured pink, green or
yellow.”.’.

The amendment has been drawn up by my learned
colleague the Honourable Bill Baxter, who has an
extensive knowledge of the local area. It seeks to
change the boundaries in the Chiltern-Mount Pilot
National Park. I am grateful to my colleague Mr Baxter,
who took me on a holiday tour around this area. Like
others, I have met with the people of Eldorado and
looked at the areas in question. The concerns expressed
by Mr Baxter and others on behalf of those people were
real and legitimate.
I invite the committee to consider the views of my
colleague the Honourable Bill Baxter in describing the
exact implications of the amendment.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I thank
my colleague for his invitation. This amendment
provides a win–win outcome for the Parliament, the
Environment Conservation Council and the people of
north-eastern Victoria because it creates a large
extension to the existing Chiltern park by extending it
into the Mount Pilot area. Appendix 10 of the ECC
report talks about 10 000 hectares as the benchmark for
the size of a national park. The current Chiltern park is
about 4000 hectares; the proposal in the bill takes it to
about 22 000 hectares; and my amendment takes it to
about 14 500 hectares, so it is over the threshold that
the ECC has included at appendix 10.
The amendment retains the Barambogie State Forest as
largely state forest and therefore subject to its usual
uses — in particular, firewood collection. I want to
draw attention to the importance of firewood collection
in this area and quote briefly from a letter signed by
10 or 12 residents of Eldorado, which among other
things, states:
It is utterly despicable that our firewood-dependent
community be immediately denied access to affordable home
heating and cooking in the absence of reticulated gas, and we
reiterate the urgency for domestic firewood collection zones
restricted to residents in the area who do not have access to
reticulated gas.

There is no way reticulated gas is ever going to get to
places like Eldorado. A good deal of research has been
done by the department about firewood collection, and
it finds that a considerable 61 per cent of households in
the box-ironbark region currently consume firewood for
domestic purposes; and 51 per cent of all households
use firewood as the main heating source. Furthermore,
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14 per cent of all households in the survey considered
themselves to have no viable alternative but to continue
using firewood for home heating. The Parliament
should not lock off these lower socioeconomic groups
from their principal source of heating. The amendment
retains the Barambogie State Forest largely as it is.
It also addresses an issue which will cause considerable
difficulty if the totality of the bill goes through, and that
is creating the national park north of Eldorado, because
included in that area are a number of substantial parcels
of freehold land which will find themselves totally
surrounded by national park with all the attendant
management restrictions and access difficulties that will
entail. To give an example, I quote from a letter dated
2 December 2001 written by Parks Victoria,
Beechworth, in answer to a question about this. Among
other things it states:
Conditions for use of areas —

that is, freehold areas —
within the park would be governed by existing park
regulations, which include banning cats and dogs and the use
of firearms.

I am not too sure how these people are to get to their
freehold properties through the national park if these
sorts of regulations apply. The amendment would
obviate that problem because it would retain that area
as a multi-use park rather than put it into the national
park. I do not think we should be causing a drop in the
value of these people’s properties, to say nothing about
the impact on their lifestyles and how they exist by
imposing a national park when there is an alternative.
The amendment would also obviate the need to make
provision for the continuation of fossicking in Reedy
Creek — an important recreational and tourist activity
in the Eldorado area which brings in a lot of income. It
has been addressed to an extent by the amendments
made in another place, but this amendment would take
that Reedy Creek area entirely out of the national park
and leave it as a multi-use park, and we would not have
this problem of restricting fossicking that would
otherwise apply.
We will particularly have the circumstance of fire
control worries and track closures. I alluded in my
contribution to the second-reading debate to the number
of tracks that have been closed. I have had many
representations, including one only two nights ago,
from local Country Fire Authority fire captains who are
very concerned about accessing national parks in times
of fire. The amendment reduces the size of the national
park to a degree and therefore alleviates the fire
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problems to some extent. If we are not careful we will
find volunteer firefighters refusing to go and fight fires
in national parks. Inevitably we will have another
Linton, and there is a great deal of nervousness out
there. Mr Hall’s amendment goes some way towards
alleviating that problem.
Finally, in supporting the amendment I thank Mr Alan
Friar, Mrs Jeanette Dowd and Mrs Win Morgan, who
have assisted me in compiling the boundaries in the
proposal. These boundaries are taken from the map that
is in the Parliamentary Library. The amendment does
not adjust the map or the colours on the map, it simply
rejigs the classification accorded to each particular
designation on national park 42A. I am not causing any
additional expense or confusion. It uses existing maps. I
commend the amendment to the committee.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — In response to National Party members,
the government does not support the amendment. This
amendment would reduce the proposed
Chiltern-Mount Pilot National Park by one-third. Given
the very important conservation values contained
within the area the government does not support the
amendment.
I will deal briefly with the issues raised. In the first
instance the matter of firewood has been raised. I
indicate that in this area five-year firewood plans have
been released to identify areas outside the park where
firewood can be obtained. More generally in respect to
firewood supplies in north-east Victoria, the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment will
also undertake new firewood thinning in the north-east
at a cost of some $67 000 to supply additional firewood
to partly meet domestic needs. The government has
also announced some $400 000 for the development of
wood lots through north-east Victoria for firewood
plantations as part of the broader strategy to ensure a
sustainable future firewood supply. A north-east
community firewood strategy will also be developed to
explore private land forest options for ongoing supplies.
The matter of access was also raised. I indicate that the
bill provides for access through parks to landowners
whose properties abut the park. This applies to the
proposed Chiltern-Mount Pilot National Park.
Thirdly, the matter of fire protection was raised. I
indicate in response that all public land in Victoria is
managed under the same policy and planning
framework for fire management regardless of whether
the area is state forest, national park or Crown land
reserve. I am advised that the issue of fire protection
has been resolved with the Eldorado Country Fire
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Authority representatives. There is a fire protection
strategy for the region which includes considerable
community input. In addition I am advised that the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment and
Parks Victoria met with Eldorado CFA representatives
on 7 October and again on 15 October to finalise their
input into the north-east fire protection plan and to
address any outstanding issues.
I indicate to the house that the Eldorado brigade
captain, Mr Jim Buchan, and two other members
reached agreement on a number of key issues,
including maintenance of fire trails, scheduled burning
in the park and burning off around the town of
Eldorado.
Those are the matters on which responses were sought.
I am pleased to put those matters on the record.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Like
the National Party, there was considerable desire in the
Liberal Party to amend these particular boundaries and
a map was drawn up which I took to the government.
We had detailed discussions about that issue and
pressed hard for reasons why a similar area — not
identical to Mr Baxter’s — should not be excluded
from the park. As part of those discussions we indicated
also — I think we were the first people to do it formally
with the government — our significant concern about
the fire threat around Eldorado. I believe the meeting
with Jim Buchan, 20 members of the Eldorado CFA,
Peter Farrell and others on 7 October was directly at the
instigation of the Liberal Party.
But we were satisfied with the responses we got from
the government in relation to these matters. I am
pleased that particularly the fire issue has been taken
further and resolved satisfactorily with the CFA at
Eldorado. The Liberal Party does not believe this
amendment should be supported.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I have
noted the remarks of the minister and I thank her for
them. I will return to one of them in a moment.
I say to the Leader of the Opposition that I am glad the
opposition had a look at this proposal and I take on
board its general support for it. It reinforces my view
that this could have been a win–win situation for
everyone. Therefore, I am disappointed that the
opposition does not support the amendment.
I certainly know that there has been a bit of
toing-and-froing on fire control because it was reported
to me by a member of the Eldorado rural fire brigade in
very recent times. He said to me, ‘You must be putting
a bomb under them down there because they have been
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the most cooperative they have ever been’. It is good if
we are getting an acknowledgment from the department
and the government that there is grave concern out
there in the CFA.
What we must make sure of, though, is that those
commitments that were agreed to at the meeting a
couple of days ago between three or four Eldorado
people and the department are in fact honoured on an
ongoing basis, because we have seen commitments
given before that have been hard to make stick down
the track.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Especially in national parks.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Especially in national
parks, Mr Hallam, that is true.
I have just one further question to the minister
regarding the matter of access. Am I to take it from her
remarks, then, that the advice from Parks Victoria,
Beechworth, which I quoted from, was incorrect?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — In response can I reiterate the advice that
I have provided to the house. I do not have access to the
advice from Beechworth, so I am not able to comment
on that. But I can advise that the advice that I have
given to the house today is absolutely accurate.
Committee divided on omission (members in favour vote
no):

Ayes, 32
Atkinson, Mr
Boardman, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Broad, Ms
Carbines, Mrs
Coote, Mrs
Cover, Mr
Darveniza, Ms
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Forwood, Mr
Furletti, Mr
Gould, Ms
Hadden, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Katsambanis, Mr

Lucas, Mr (Teller)
Luckins, Ms
McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Nguyen, Mr
Olexander, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Romanes, Ms
Ross, Dr
Smith, Mr R. F.
Smith, Ms
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Theophanous, Mr (Teller)
Thomson, Ms

Noes, 6
Baxter, Mr (Teller)
Best, Mr (Teller)
Bishop, Mr

Hall, Mr
Hallam, Mr
Powell, Mrs

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 13 to 27 agreed to; schedule
agreed to.
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Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.

Third reading
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I move:
That this bill be now read a third time.

In doing so I thank honourable members for their
contributions to the debate, and also thank those many
individuals and organisations that have also contributed
to this outcome.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Education
Services) — I move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Wednesday,
30 October 2002, at 10.00 a.m. at the Benalla town hall.

Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 5.55 p.m. until Wednesday, 30 October.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Tuesday, 8 October 2002
Transport: Melbourne Airport rail link consultancies
2706.

THE HON. G. B. ASHMAN — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Transport):
(a)

How many consultancies have been conducted on a potential Melbourne Airport Rail (or Transit)
link, giving a breakdown of all the reports completed since 1990 including their title, cost, author and
date.

(b)

What resources have been put into the Airport Rail Link since September 1999 including a
chronological list of funds, staffing levels, and any other resources put into the project.

(c)

What performance measures and other result indicators have been put on this project.

(d)

Have these targets been met; if not, why; if so, what have been the rewards.

ANSWER:
1. Over the years there have been a number of studies which have referred to a potential Melbourne Airport rail
(or transit) link. Studies performed during the period from September 2000 when the Rail Projects Group was
constituted within the Department of Infrastructure are included in the table below together with details of such
other relevant studies as have been identified within my Department.
AIRPORT TRANSIT LINK – CONTRACTORS
FIELD
Project management support
Legal advice
Traffic Impacts
Preliminary Landscape Impact
Assessment
Train Simulation
Biological/Flora & Fauna
Noise Issues
Witness Statement to Panel - Chris
Tehan
Witness Statement to Panel Andrea Murphy
Witness Statement to Panel - Rod
Wayth

COST

FIRM

$9,800 Technican Pty Ltd
$490,922 Clayton Utz
$39,688 Andrew O’Brien & Associates

START DATE
September-98
May-99
May-99

$60,247 ASPECT Melbourne

May-99

$18,350 Booz - Allen & Hamilton
Ecology Australia
$2,080 Graeme E. Harding & Associates

May-99
May-99
May-99

$7,151 Ove Arup & Partners

May-99

$2,500 Probus

May-99

$7,750 Sinclair Knight Merz

May-99

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
566

COUNCIL

FIELD
Assessment of Social Impacts

COST
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$9,996 Woodward - Clyde

Planning Issues
Track Engineering
Panel hearing preparations

$38,123 George Ward Consulting
$13,930 Rail Asset Management
$1,620 Cockburn Consulting Services

Valuation Fees

$2,800 Department of Natural Resources
& Environment
$56,773 OfforSharp & Associates
$3,300 Maunsell McIntyre

Public exhibition preparation
Witness Statement to Panel - Denis
Johnston
Traffic Impact Assessment

$165,308 Andrew O’Brien & Associates

START DATE
May-99
June-99
June-99
August-99
September-99
March-00
April-00
May-00

Landscape & Visual Assessment

$93,961 ASPECT Melbourne

May-00

Noise Issues
Telephone interview survey
Air Quality

$40,000 Marshall Day Acoustics
$46,664 Newton Wayman Chong
$5,400 Consulting Environmental
Engineers
$11,775 Robert Charles
$76,000 Technican Pty Ltd
$40,216 George Ward Consulting

May-00
June-00
June-00

Project management support
Project management support
Statutory & Strategic Planning
Issues
Project management support
Noise & Vibration Impact
Assessment
Risk Analysis & Control Measures

$118,800 Gordonbrae Pty Ltd
$74,959 Marshall Day Acoustics
$12,430 Sinclair Knight Merz

August-00
September-00
January-01
January-01
January-01
January-01

Social Impact Assessment
Heritage Assessment

$55,411 URS Australia
$5,033 Allom Lovell & Associates

January-01
February-01

Archaeological Survey
Rail Simulation Economic
Assessment Rail Service Options

$7,410 Biosis Research
$17,237 Booz-Allen & Hamilton

February-01
February-01

Air Quality Study

$29,315 Consulting Environmental
Engineers
$19,382 Ecology Australia

February-01

$32,335 Essential Economics
$17,424 Technican Pty Ltd

February-01
February-01

Biological/Flora & Fauna Study
Local Economic Effects
Construction Requirements & Cost
Estimates
Project management
Drainage Management
Independent Review of Traffic
Impact Assessment
Commercial advice

$227,153 Countryside Consulting
$9,127 Bob Evans Consulting
$20,255 GTA Consulting
$119,970 Dargle Consulting

February-01

March-01
April-01
April-01
May-01
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Legal advice
Legal advice
Financial advice
Terminal Station concept plan
Road options
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COST
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$4,477 Phillips Fox
$61,290 Allens Arthur Robinson
$267,654 KPMG Corporate Finance
$3,520 Ove Arup & Partners
$24,684 VicRoads

START DATE
May-01
June-01
June-01
August-01
August-01

2. “Reports” are assumed to be reports issued generally or tabled at a Panel hearing. The table below provides the
requested details of such reports delivered from September 2000 when the Rail Projects Group was constituted
within the Department of Infrastructure.
Some other reports are held within my Department which relate to the potential Melbourne Airport Rail (or
transit ) Link. A search of records has been conducted and the requested details of such reports as have been
identified are also provided in the table below.
AIRPORT TRANSIT LINK - REPORTS
TITLE
Rail Simulation
Preliminary Biological Studies

COST

AUTHOR

$7,200 Booz-Allen & Hamilton
$6,585 Ecology Australia

DATE
September-97
February-98

Terminal Station Study
Preliminary Archaeological Surveys Broadmeadows Spur, Albion Spur,
Essendon Airport Options

$18,500 Ove Arup & Partners
$4,500 du Cros & Associates

February-98
June-98

Preliminary Assessment of Noise &
Vibration Impacts - Three Route
Options
Attwood Section - Archaeological
Investigations

$23,813 Graeme E. Harding &
Associates

July-98

Melbourne Airport Rail Link (Main
Report)

$1,078 Probus
n/a DOI

August-98
November-98

Technical Supplement
Impacts of Additional Trains on Level
Crossing Operations - Broadmeadows
Option

n/a DOI
$13,690 Andrew O’Brien &
Associates

Alternative Alignments - Attwood Area

n/a DOI - in house

April-99

Investigation of Opportunities for New
Suburban Train Services

n/a DOI - in house

April-99

Broadmeadows Corridor - Train Noise
at Potentially Affected Residences in
the Attwood Area
Level Crossing Noise Study

November-98
April-99

$21,733 Graeme E. Harding &
Associates

April-99

$8,015 Sinclair Knight Merz

June-99
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TITLE

COST
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AUTHOR

DATE

Heritage Assessment

$32,482 Allom Lovell & Associates

January-01

Traffic Impact Assessment

$90,266 Andrew O’Brien &
Associates
$89,414 ASPECT Melbourne

January-01

Archaeological Survey
Rail Simulation Economic Assessment
Rail Service Options

$3,850 Biosis Research
$30,050 Booz-Allen & Hamilton

January-01
January-01

Air Quality Study

January-01

Biological/Flora & Fauna Study

$24,306 Consulting Environmental
Engineers
$27,395 Ecology Australia

Local Economic Effects
Statutory & Strategic Planning Issues

$22,000 Essential Economics
$27,998 George Ward Consulting

January-01
January-01

Landscape & Visual Assessment

January-01

Independent Review of Traffic Impact
Assessment
Noise & Vibration Impact Assessment

$53,200 Marshall Day Acoustics

January-01

Grade Separation Assessment

$12,502 Rail Asset Management

January-01

Construction Requirements & Cost
Estimates
Risk Analysis & Control Measures

$15,976 Technican Pty Ltd

January-01

$57,117 Sinclair Knight Merz

January-01

Social Impact Assessment
Park and Ride Commuter Station
Consolidated Report - Vol 1
Summary Report
Transport Modes
Mode Options - Bus Options Review
Patronage Study

$9,372 GTA Consulting

January-01

$160,844 URS Australia
n/a DOI - in house

January-01

January-01
January-01

n/a DOI - in house
n/a DOI - in house
$57,400 Booz-Allen & Hamilton
$14,999 Booz-Allen & Hamilton

January-01
January-01
March-01
June-01

$409,574 Booz-Allen & Hamilton

November-01

3. Since September 1999 the investigations into an airport rail link (including other transport modes) have been
conducted initially from within the Strategic Planning Division and since September 2000 by the Rail Projects
Group of the Department of Infrastructure.
“Resources” as outlined in the question have been contributed as follows:
(a) Funding:
Contribution of $20m has been allocated to Rail Projects Group to assist with investigations and land
acquisition.
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(b) Staffing levels:
Prior to the formation of the Melbourne Airport Transit Link team the investigative and design work was
performed by members of the Strategic Planning Division as part of their general duties, which included a
range of other unrelated activities. It is not practicable to identify how much time particular staff members
in the Strategic Planning Division devoted to work on the Melbourne Airport Transit Link.
(c) Any other resources put into the project:
Specific functions such as commercial, project management and secretarial tasks have been performed by
non-staff members working under contract.
The contracts are detailed below:
Technican Pty Ltd - engineering & estimating
Dargle Consulting Pty Ltd - commercial
Countryside Consulting Pty Ltd - project management
Gordonbrae Pty Ltd - engineering & contract management
Dixon Appointments - secretarial
4. Performance Measures:
Performance measures for the project were linked to meeting program time targets for:
(i) Resolution of planning and environmental matters including the panel date of 5th October 2002.
(ii) Business case completion May to December 2001.
5. Performance targets were met.
6. No additional rewards were received.

Transport: rural and regional Victoria — level crossing upgrades
2789.

THE HON. G. B. ASHMAN — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Transport): What are the top priority projects for level crossing upgrades in
rural and regional Victoria.

ANSWER:
The information requested is publicly available on the Department of Infrastructure’s web site www.doi.vic.gov.au.

Transport: rail projects group
2806.

THE HON. G. B. ASHMAN — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Transport): How much was spent on renovations for the Rail Projects Group
since its establishment.

ANSWER:
The renovations of the two areas occupied by Rail Projects Group (RPG) (and another group of the Department of
Infrastructure which shares a floor) have cost $1,976,080 to 28 February, 2002.
Expenditure for 2000/01 was $1,830,000 and expenditure for 2001/02 is $144,080.
The 2001/02 expenditure is made up of:
– Residual invoices for $78,358 being received and paid in 2001/02; and
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– Additional minor works in late 2002, to the value of $65,722 that were required to accommodate a restructure of
another Division within the department that shares a floor with RPG.

Police and emergency services: Victoria Police — fine revenue
2817.

THE HON. G. B. ASHMAN — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the Honourable the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services): In each year since 1985:
(a)

How much revenue per year has been collected by Victoria Police for speeding fines.

(b)

How much revenue per year has been collected by Victoria Police in parking infringement fines.

(c)

How much revenue per year has been collected by Victoria Police for unlicensed driving offences.

(d)

How much revenue per year has been collected by Victoria Police for drink driving offences.

(e)

How much revenue per year has been collected by Victoria Police for unregistered vehicle driving
offences.

(f)

How much revenue has been collected per year for unroadworthy vehicle driving offences.

(g)

How many infringement notices have been issued each year since 1996 for speeding offences on the
Albert Park racetrack (ie Lakeside Drive, Albert Park Drive, Aughtie Drive and Ross Gregory
Drive).

(h)

How much revenue per year since 1996 has been collected for speeding offences on the Albert Park
racetrack.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Preparing an answer to the question of revenue in relation to the above infringements collected by Victoria Police
would require a substantial and unreasonable diversion of Victoria Police time and resources. Revenue collection
by non-police agencies is a matter which does not sit within my Portfolio responsibilities.

Sport: Better Pools program
2818.

THE HON. I. J. COVER — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation: Which
communities and/or local governments have current applications for Better Pools and Minor Facilities
grants for 2002-2003.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The following Local Government Authorities have submitted applications under the Minor Facilities program:
Alpine Shire Council
Ararat Rural City Council
Ballarat City Council
Banyule City Council
Bass Coast Shire Council
Baw Baw Shire Council
Bayside City Council
Boroondara City Council
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Borough of Queenscliffe
Brimbank City Council
Buloke Shire Council
Campaspe Shire Council
Cardinia Shire Council
Casey City Council
Central Goldfields Shire Council
Colac-Otway Shire Council
Corangamite Shire Council
Darebin City Council
Delatite Shire Council
Docklands Authority
East Gippsland Shire Council
Frankston City Council
Gannawarra Shire Council
Glen Eira City Council
Glenelg Shire Council
Golden Plains Shire Council
Greater Bendigo City Council
Greater Dandenong City Council
Greater Geelong City Council
Greater Shepparton City Council
Hepburn Shire Council
Hindmarsh Shire Council
Hobsons Bay City Council
Horsham Rural City Council
Hume City Council
Indigo Shire Council
Kingston City Council
Knox City Council
Latrobe City Council
Loddon Shire Council
Macedon Ranges Shire Council
Maribyrnong City Council
Maroondah City Council
Melbourne City Council
Melton Shire Council
Mildura Rural City Council
Mitchell Shire Council
Moira Shire Council
Moonee Valley City Council
Moorabool Shire Council
Moreland City Council
Mornington Peninsula Shire
Mount Alexander Shire Council
Moyne Shire Council
Murrindindi Shire Council
Nillumbik Shire Council
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Northern Grampians Shire Council
Port Phillip City Council
Pyrenees Shire Council
South Gippsland Shire Council
Southern Grampians Shire Council
Stonnington City Council
Strathbogie Shire Council
Surf Coast Shire Council
Swan Hill Rural City Council
Towong Shire Council
Wangaratta Rural City Council
Warrnambool City Council
Wellington Shire Council
West Wimmera Shire Council
Whitehorse City Council
Whittlesea City Council
Wodonga Rural City Council
Wyndham City Council
Yarra City Council
Yarra Ranges Shire Council
Yarriambiack Shire Council
The following Local Government Authorities have submitted applications under the Better Pools Program.
Alpine Shire Council
Ararat Rural City Council
Ballarat City Council
Banyule City Council
Baw Baw Shire Council
Brimbank City Council
Buloke Shire Council
Campaspe Shire Council
Cardinia Shire Council
Central Goldfields Shire Council
Corangamite Shire Council
Delatite Shire Council
East Gippsland Shire Council
Frankston City Council
Gannawarra Shire Council
Glenelg Shire Council
Greater Dandenong City Council
Greater Shepparton City Council
Hepburn Shire Council
Hindmarsh Shire Council
Horsham Rural City Council
Indigo Shire Council
Macedon Ranges Shire Council
Maribyrnong City Council
Maroondah City Council
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Melbourne City Council
Mildura Rural City Council
Mitchell Shire Council
Moira Shire Council
Moonee Valley City Council
Moorabool Shire Council
Mount Alexander Shire Council
Moyne Shire Council
Murrindindi Shire Council
Northern Grampians Shire Council
Pyrenees Shire Council
South Gippsland Shire Council
Southern Grampians Shire Council
Stonnington City Council
Swan Hill Rural City Council
Towong Shire Council
West Wimmera Shire Council
Wodonga Rural City Council
Wyndham City Council
Yarra Ranges Shire Council
Yarriambiack Shire Council

Multicultural Affairs: community groups — consultations and forums
2996.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Multicultural Affairs): What is the total cost of each consultation and forum
within community groups held since January 2000 organised by the Victorian Office of Multicultural
Affairs and the Victorian Multicultural Commission, respectively.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Within their respective work programs, the Victorian Office of Multicultural Affairs and the Victorian
Multicultural Commission have undertaken numerous consultations and hosted a range of forums since January
2000. Such consultations and forums have been undertaken within their respective allocated budgets.
The request for individual costings of each forum and consultation would unreasonably divert resources from the
respective agencies.

Multicultural Affairs: interpreting and translating services
2997.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Multicultural Affairs): What amount was spent across each department on
interpreting and translating services in 2000-2001, expected to be spent in 2001-02 and targeted
expenditure in 2002-03.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
574

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 8 October 2002

Based on consultation across several Victorian Government Departments and language service providers,
expenditure on interpreting services by Government in 2000-01 is estimated at approximately $12 million.

Multicultural Affairs: purchase of supplies and service
2998.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Multicultural Affairs): What is the — (i) total cost of all purchase of supplies
and services for the Victorian Office of Multicultural Affairs and Victorian Multicultural Commission,
respectively, for 2000-2001; (ii) expected outcome cost for 2001-02; and (iii) targeted outcome cost for
2002-03.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The total cost of purchases of supplies and services for the Victorian Office of Multicultural Affairs (VOMA) for
financial year 2000-01 was $117,718. Expected outcome for VOMA in FY 2001-02 is $221,334 and the projected
outcome for 2002-03 is expected to be a similar amount.
The total cost of purchases of supplies and services for the Victorian Multicultural Commission (VMC) for
financial year 2000-01 was $232,804. Expected outcome for VMC in FY 2001-02 is $240,487 and the projected
outcome for 2002-03 is expected to be a similar amount.

Multicultural Affairs: employee-related expenses
2999.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Multicultural Affairs): What are the — (i) total amount of employee related
expenses for all full time, part time and casual staff in the Victorian Office of Multicultural Affairs and the
Victorian Multicultural Commission, respectively, for 2000-2001; (ii) expected costs for 2001-02; and (iii)
projected cost for 2002-03.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The total amount of employee related expenses for the Victorian Office of Multicultural Affairs (VOMA) for
financial year 2000-01 was $634,043. Expected outcome for VOMA in FY 2001-02 is $1,122,880 and the
projected outcome cost for 2002-03 is $916,400.
The total amount of employee related expenses for the Victorian Multicultural Commission (VMC) for financial
year 2000-01 was $455,291. Expected outcome for VMC in FY 2001-02 is $410,726 and the projected outcome
cost for 2002-03 is $426,000.

Multicultural Affairs: Ethnic Community Council funding
3000.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Multicultural Affairs): What amount of funding is provided to the Ethnic
Community Council of Victoria for 2001-02 and 2002-03 and what special requirements, if any, have been
placed on the Council in respect of that funding.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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The Ethnic Communities Council of Victoria (ECCV) receives $140,000 per annum under a triennial government
funding arrangement, under which the ECCV is required to submit annually an agreed work plan, an audited
financial statement and a report on activities undertaken with the grant monies.
This does not preclude funding being provided for additional activities not covered by the funding arrangement.

Multicultural Affairs: Office of Multicultural Affairs staff
3001.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Multicultural Affairs):
(a)

How many full time equivalent staff, part time staff and casual staff were employed in the Victorian
Office of Multicultural Affairs as at 18 April 2002.

(b)

How many full time equivalent staff, part time staff and casual staff were employed in the Victorian
Multicultural Commission as at 18 April 2002.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As at 18 April 2002:
(a) the Victorian Office of Multicultural Affairs had a total of 17 staff of which eleven are permanent and six are
temporary staff.
(b) the Victorian Multicultural Commission had a total of five full-time staff and no temporary staff.

Health: nursing homes capital works
3003.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In relation to capital and other works required for State owned
nursing homes and hostels to meet Commonwealth accreditation standards for the 2003 and 2008
benchmarks:
(a)

Which facilities require upgrades.

(b)

What is the expected cost of the works required.

(c)

What is the nature of the work required.

(d)

What are the expected start and completion times for each upgrade.

ANSWER:
All facilities are required to comply with the specific requirements of the Commonwealth’s Certification
Instrument. Facilities are required to score a minimum of 19 out of 25 for fire safety, and an overall total of 60 out
of 100 on the Commonwealth’s 2001 Certification Instrument.
The Department of Human Services has appointed a project director and assessors to assess the minor works
needed to enable facilities to meet the Commonwealth’s 2003 Certification requirements. Some works are
underway and cost estimates and details for the remainder are currently being finalised. Work will be required
across a number of facilities, however none of the works are major in nature and they will all be completed on time.
The current budget for the 2003 Certification requirements is $4.7 million. An allocation of $700,000 was provided
in the 2001/2002 State Budget, and $4 million was provided in the 2002/2003 State Budget. This budget will
adequately cover all works required.
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By 2008 all residential aged care services will be required to meet new privacy and space requirements set by the
Commonwealth Government, including:
– a maximum of four residents in any room;
– a maximum of six residents per toilet; and
– a maximum of seven residents per shower.
On coming into office the Labor Government reviewed the residential aged care policies adopted by the previous
government and increased investment by committing funds of $47.5 million in the 2000/2001 State Budget, $25
million in 2001/02 and another $40 million in 2002/03. These funds are being used to conduct a major capital
works program to redevelop nursing homes to meet 2008 Commonwealth certification requirements and to address
the backlog of nursing homes with poor fabric.
The Government’s increased expenditure on public sector residential aged care facilities has demonstrated its
commitment to improve standards in the sector and achieve certification requirements for all facilities by 2008.
Facilities that require redevelopment to meet the 2008 Commonwealth Certification requirements will be
prioritised, with completion prior to the certification deadline.

Health: home and community care program
3004.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In relation to the 2002-03 Aged Care budget, will the Minister
provide a detailed explanation of the apparent underspending in the Home and Community Care program
in 2002-03 and 2001-02 years.

ANSWER:
– The 2000-2001 Commonwealth-State matched HACC Program budget has been financially acquitted with the
Commonwealth and there has not been any underspending. There was an underspend of $1.2 million on
State-only funding which was carried forward and spent in 2001-02.
– The apparent underspending in the 2002-03 Budget Papers is primarily a result of different accounting treatment
of certain corporate expenses in Budget Paper No. 3, in particular differences in the way the capital asset charge
and depreciation were allocated.
– To reconcile these differing accounting treatments, separate adjustments are required to the figures in both the
2001-02 and 2002-03 Budget Papers. This means that the target figures for HACC for 2000-01 (as shown in
Budget Estimates, 2001-02) are not directly comparable with the reported actuals for that year. Similarly, the
target figures for HACC for 2001-02 are not directly comparable with the expected outcome figures (as shown
in Budget Estimates, 2002-03).
– In the 2001-02 Budget Paper No. 3 the 2000-01 Target figures should be adjusted by an amount of
$43.2 million. Therefore, the adjusted 2000-01 Target should be $273.5 million. This can then be directly
compared with the 2000-01 Actual of $273.7 million in the 2002-03 Budget Paper No. 3.
– In the 2002-03 Budget Paper No 3 the 2001-02 Target figures should be adjusted by an amount of $32.8 million.
Therefore, the adjusted 2001-02 Target figure is $304.3 million. This can then be directly compared with the
2001-02 Expected Outcome of $311.8 million.
– These adjusted figures are consistent with the program performance and do not represent any real underspending
in the HACC program.

Health: home and community care program
3005.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In relation to the Government’s claimed increase in expenditure of
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$29 million over four years and under the Home and Community Care program with $6.9 million
budgeted for 2002-03, how will the $6.9 million be provided given that the Budget target for 2001-02 was
$337.1 million and the target for 2002-03 is $329.2 million.
ANSWER:
– The additional $6.9 million will be used to match an offer of growth in HACC funding from the Commonwealth
that was projected at the time of the State Budget to amount to $11.2 million.
– The specific purposes to which these funds will be applied will be settled as part of the preparation of the HACC
Annual Plan which will be submitted to the Commonwealth after the formal offer of funding is received.
– The apparent reduction between the 2001-02 Target and the 2002-03 Target is primarily a result of different
accounting treatment between years of certain corporate expenses in Budget Paper No. 3, in particular
differences in the way the capital asset charge and depreciation were allocated.
– To reconcile these differing accounting treatments, adjustments are required to the 2001-02 Target that was first
published in the 2001-02 Budget Paper No 3 and is republished in the 2002-03 Budget Paper No. 3.
– In the 2002-03 Budget Paper No 3 the 2001-02 Target figures should be adjusted by an amount of $32.8 million.
Therefore, the adjusted 2001-02 Target figure is $304.3 million. This can then be directly compared with the
2002-03 Target of $329.2 million, and shows a year-on-year increase of $24.9 million.
– The $24.9 million year-on-year increase is made up of $6.9 million announced in the State budget together with
additional funding from the Commonwealth and DVA, funding for wage increases and funds carried forward
from 2001-02.

Arts: State Library of Victoria
3006.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Arts): How many professional librarians are employed at the State Library of
Victoria.

ANSWER:
The total number of professional librarians currently employed at the State Library of Victoria is ninety-nine.

Arts: State Library of Victoria
3007.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Arts): What is the State Library of Victoria’s recruiting policy for the next
three years.

ANSWER:
The Libraries Act 1988 provides that the Library Board of Victoria is responsible for the employment of staff in the
State Library of Victoria.
Information about the State Library of Victoria’s recruitment policy should be directed to the Chief Executive
Officer and State Librarian who is responsible for the management of the day to day affairs of the Board.

Arts: State Library of Victoria
3008.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Arts): When will the Government relocate the State Library of Victoria’s
collection storage facilities.
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ANSWER:
The vacant site next to the State Archive Centre in North Melbourne has been retained for the purpose of
expanding storage facilities for the State’s heritage collections.

Arts: State Library of Victoria
3009.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Arts): Will the Government move the State Library of Victoria’s collection to
the North Melbourne Public Records Office.

ANSWER:
The vacant site next to the State Archive Centre in North Melbourne has been retained for the purpose of
expanding storage facilities for the State’s heritage collections.

Ports: freight and logistic strategy
3012.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In relation to the
intergovernmental committee to develop an integrated Victorian Freight and Logistic Strategy:
(a)

Who are the members of the committee.

(b)

How often has the Committee met to date.

(c)

What are the Committee’s terms of reference.

(d)

What is the time line for this review.

ANSWER:
Governance of the Victorian Freight and Logistics Strategy originally comprised an interdepartmental committee
with the chair and secretariat residing within the Department of Infrastructure (DOI). This structure was amended
in accordance with the DOI Corporate Plan for 2001–2004, which initiated key Outcome Areas within the
department. The strategy became part of the ‘Seamless Freight and Logistics’ outcome and governance was
subsequently changed to an Outcome Group, comprising interdepartmental representatives. The strategic terms of
reference were maintained throughout the transition.
(a) Outcome Group members comprise:
– Executive Director, Ports & Marine (DOI) (Chair)
– Executive Director, Office of Director of Public Transport (DOI)
– Executive Director, Strategic Planning (DOI)
– Executive Director, Office of Local Government (DOI)
– General Manager Service Industries, Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development
(DIIRD)
– Chief Executive Officer, VicRoads
– Chief Executive Officer, Melbourne Port Corporation
(b) The committee and outcome group has met on 11 occasions since November 2000. Meetings are held
consistently every 6 to 8 weeks.
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(c) The Freight and Logistics Outcome Group, with the support of Ports and Marine Division of the Department of
Infrastructure, will be a key vehicle for focusing on the achievement of the Government’s high level outcome
of a seamless transport system for Victoria.
The Terms of Reference include:
– Within the context of the Government’s broad policy agenda, the Freight and Logistics Outcome Group will
contribute to cross-portfolio management of freight and logistics issues by:
– Acquiring knowledge of the Transport Distribution and Logistics task as it affects Victoria through research
and consultation with industry, and then provision of this information back to the industry.
– Providing a high level forum for industry consultation, issue identification and cross-portfolio coordination.
– Developing and maintaining the Victorian Freight and Logistics Strategy with the aim of advancing the
Victorian freight and logistics industries and developing links to other strategies, which impact on freight
and logistics.
– Prioritising and referring actions identified in the Victorian Freight and Logistics Strategy to the relevant
Government and industry bodies and monitoring progress with implementation.
– Establishing robust links with relevant existing industry consultative bodies and committees to ensure a
coordination of effort and a common focus on high priority issues.
(d) The Freight and Logistics Strategy is expected to be completed in the first half of 2003.

Community services: juvenile justice — Baird report
3013.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Community Services): In relation to the statement made by the former
Minister for Community Services on 15 September 2000, after the submission of the Baird Report into
Juvenile Justice that further independent reviews of Malmsbury Juvenile Justice Centre were being ordered
to monitor and report on the progress of the implementation strategy of the Baird Report, have these
reports been undertaken, and what are the outcomes.

ANSWER:
The Department of Human Services has been unable to identify any further reviews raised by the Honourable
Member’s question. However, Mr Graeme Baird did return to Malmsbury to monitor and report on the progress of
the implementation of recommendations that arose from the September 2000 Malmsbury Independent Review. In
his report of May 2001, Review of Implementation of Recommendations from Malmsbury Independent Review,
Mr Baird provided the following details of implementation of the recommendations from the review. The
management at Malmsbury had:
– Appointed a full time person for 12 months to assist with the implementation of the review’s recommendations
– Seconded a senior manager to undertake a detailed analysis of all assaults
– Seconded a middle level manager to act as training coordinator for the centre
– Provided additional funding for an orientation program for all new staff
– Appointed three additional CAWF 2 positions
– Appointed one additional staff person per night (12 hour shift)
– Required that a senior manager remain on duty at the centre until 8:00pm
Mr Baird also noted that Malmsbury had :
– Developed and documented management plans for two clients as examples for general use with difficult to
manage clients.
– Developed a satisfactory leave monitoring and recording system
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– Developed a computerised recording and monitoring system to track assaults and developed a plan to train staff
on how to avoid and/or better manage assaults
– Finalised a survey of clients to determine their views about TAFE
– Developed a computerised system to record hours of attendance to ensure that all clients attend for 25 hours per
week
– Provided additional night staff between 8:00pm and 8:00am each day
– Rostered a senior manager on duty until 8:00pm each day
– Established a comprehensive staff consultation process

Workcover: rehabilitation and compensation working group
3018.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Workcover): In relation to the Rehabilitation and Compensation working
group:
(a)

Who are the employer and union representatives on this working group.

(b)

When was this group established.

(c)

How many times has this group met since its establishment.

(d)

Does the Minister or his representative attend these meetings.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
a) John Smith, Victorian Employers’ Chamber of Commerce & Industry
Tracey Browne, Australian Industry Group
Helen Jones, CSR Ltd (a self-insurer)
Claire Mitchell, Liquor Hospitality & Miscellaneous Union
Geoff Lewin, Community & Public Sector Union
Jaala Pulford, National Union of Workers
In addition, Jarrod Moran of the Victorian Trades Hall Council attends the meetings as an observer.
b) 6 December 2000.
c) Eight times since its inception.
d) The Minister does not attend the meetings of the Working Group. However, on one occasion, a representative
from the Minister’s office accepted an invitation to attend as an observer.

Workcover: health and safety working group
3019.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Workcover): In relation to the Health and Safety working group:
(a)

Who are the employer and union representatives on this working group.

(b)

When was this group established.

(c)

How many times has this group met since its establishment.

(d)

Does the Minister or his representative attend these meetings.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
a) John Smith, Victorian Employers’ Chamber of Commerce & Industry
Dino Ramondetta, Master Builders’ Association
John Dawson, Victorian Farmers’ Federation
Tracey Browne, Australian Industry Group
Cathy Butcher, Victorian Trades Hall Council
Gayle Burmeister, National Union of Workers
Pat Preston, Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union
Sarah Ross, Australian Manufacturing Workers’ Union
b) 23 November 2001
c) Four times since its inception.
d) No.

Workcover: major hazards advisory group
3020.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Workcover): In relation to the Major Hazards Advisory Group:
(a)

Who are the employer and union representatives on this Advisory Group.

(b)

When was this group established.

(c)

How many times has this group met since its establishment.

(d)

Does the Minister or his representative attend these meetings.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
a) John Power, Plastics and Chemicals Industry Association
Tracy Browne, Australian Industry Group
Ewen Macpherson, Australian Institute of Petroleum
Yossi Berger, Australian Workers’ Union
Deb Vallance, Australian Manufacturing Workers’ Union
Mark Swarbrick, National Union of Workers
b) The Advisory Committee was established late in 2000 and first met on 10 November 2000.
c) The Advisory Committee has met eight times since its inception.
d) The Minister or his representative does not attend the meetings of the Advisory Committee.

Workcover: working party — common-law damages
3021.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Workcover): In relation to the Working Party on restoration of access to
common-law damages for seriously injured workers:
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Who were the employer and union representatives on this working party.

(b)

When was this party established and when did it cease sitting.

(c)

How many times did this party meet during its existence.

(d)

Did the Minister or his representative attend these meetings.

Tuesday, 8 October 2002

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The “Report of the Working Party on Restoration of Access to Common Law Damages for Seriously Injured
Workers” which is available publicly, provides details of the membership, frequency of meetings and period of
establishment of the working party. The Minister did not attend the meetings, but his Department, Treasury and
Finance, did.
The report is available at the Department of Treasury and Finance’s web site at http://www.dtf.vic.gov.au.

Health: Austin and Repatriation Medical Centre
3022.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In relation to the Austin and Repatriation Medical Centre Nurse
Recruitment Hotline:
(a)

How many calls have been received since the Hotline was established.

(b)

How many nurses have been recruited as a result of the Hotline.

ANSWER:
The Austin & Repatriation Medical Centre ran a local nurse recruitment campaign from February to May 2002.
The campaign incorporated advertising in local newspapers, billboards & bumper stickers, and promoted the
nursing employment opportunities at the Austin & Repatriation Medical Centre. The Hotline was a major
component of the campaign, and was the primary call to action for nurses responding to the advertisements.
The campaign generated 245 calls, of which 133 had seen the local press advertisements. The advertising campaign
and Hotline has assisted the organisation in recruiting staff to both permanent and nurse bank positions, as well as
increasing awareness and recruitment to the July refresher and re-entry program.
During the period of the campaign the Austin & Repatriation Medical Centre recruited the following nursing staff
83 joined Division 1 Bank
61 joined Division 2 Bank
95 Division 1 nurses joined wards/departments
10 Division 2 nurses joined wards/departments.

Industrial Relations: Premier’s awards for partnership at work
3023.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations): In relation to the Premier’s Awards for Partnership at
Work:
(a)

How many nominations have been received in each of following award categories — (i) workplace
with 100 plus employees; (ii) workplace with less than 100 employees; and (iii) Premier’s
Foundation Award for an organisation.
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(b)

What is the budgeted total cost for the Awards.

(c)

What is the total cost to date of the Awards.

583

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
a) In relation to the Premier’s Awards for Partnership at Work:
(i) There have been 20 nominations from workplaces with more than 100 employees.
(ii) There have been ten nominations from workplaces with less than 100 employees.
(iii) All short-listed nominees (11 organisations in total in both categories) are eligible for the Foundation
Award.
b) The budgeted total cost for the Awards is $230,000.
c) As of 11 June 2002, the total cost of the Awards, inclusive of GST, was $157,000.

State and Regional Development: Regional Infrastructure Development Fund
3024.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for State and Regional Development): In relation to the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund:
(a)

How will the $10 million announced for Regional Tourism Infrastructure in the Building
Tomorrow’s Business Today statement be administered.

(b)

What are the guidelines for applying for funding under this scheme.

(c)

Who will be eligible to apply.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
a) The commitment to provide up to a further $10 million from the Regional Infrastructure Development Fund
(RIDF) for tourism projects will be administered in the same manner as other programs sourced from the Fund.
b) The RIDF Guidelines will apply. These are available at www.business.vic.gov.au.
c) Refer to the answer given in b).

State and Regional Development: regional economic development program
3025.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for State and Regional Development): What was the amount of the grant
allocated to Pasta Master (Bendigo) under the Regional Economic Development Program announced in
the media on 12 April 2002.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The exact details of the assistance provided are confidential and cannot be divulged because of their commercial
nature.
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Industrial Relations: Building Industry Consultative Council
3026.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations): Further to the answer to Question No. 2717, given in
this House on 7 May 2002, what was the total amount of funding allocated to the Building Industry
Consultative Council in 2000-2001 and 2001-02 from the Industrial Relations Victoria budget.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
As answered in the response to Question No. 2717, the Building Industry Consultative Committee has not had any
funding allocated to it in either 2000-01 or 2001-02. Costs associated with the BICC were charged against
Industrial Relations Victoria’s operating budget in 2000-01 and 2001-02 respectively.

Education Services: government teacher scholarship scheme
3028.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: In
relation to the Government Teacher Scholarship Scheme:
(a)

How many scholarships were awarded under this program for teachers beginning work in 2002.

(b)

What was the breakdown of the allocation of scholarships by school type
(primary/secondary/prep-year 12), region, and subject area.

(c)

What limitations have been placed on school eligibility for the Scheme.

(d)

What changes have been made to the Scheme for 2002 graduates commencing work as teachers in
2003.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) 167 scholarship holders were appointed and commenced employment in January 2002.
(b) The allocation of scholarships by school type was as follows:
Primary
Secondary
Prep-Year 12

65
98
4

The allocation of scholarships by region was as follows:
Barwon South Western
Central Highlands Wimmera
Loddon Campaspe Mallee
Goulburn North Eastern
Gippsland
Eastern Metropolitan
Western Metropolitan
Southern Metropolitan
Northern Metropolitan

7
18
12
19
12
27
24
31
17
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The allocation of scholarships by subject area was as follows:
Humanities
53
(including Arts, Technology, English, Languages other than English, and Studies of
Society and Environment)
Health and Physical Education
13
Mathematics / Science
35
Generalist
66
(c) To participate in the scheme, principals of schools need to nominate an ongoing vacancy/s, funded within the
school global budget, which will commence on 1 January of the following school year. While preference for
scholarship vacancies is given to hard to staff subject areas or geographic locations, principals can also enter
other vacancies to participate in the scholarship scheme.
(d) Significant work was undertaken by the Department of Education and Training to enable the 2002 scholarship
scheme to commence on 9 March 2002 and to maximise the number of scholarships that will be awarded by
December 2002.
Improvements to the scheme include:
– Extension of the scheme to include qualified teachers not currently employed as a teacher in a Government
school who are completing their final year of study in an approved postgraduate program in special
education
– improved promotion of the availability of scholarships at all universities and in regional and principal group
forums with a focus on hard-to-staff subject areas and geographic locations
– enhancement of key aspects of the administration of the scheme, such as the application process
– monitoring and evaluation of progress to inform the future development of the Scheme.

Education Services: teacher work force planning
3029.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: In
relation to teacher work force planning:
(a)

How many Victorian Government schools have an appropriate teacher work force plan implemented.

(b)

Does the Department of Education and Training have a long-term teacher supply plan; if so, what are
the details.

(c)

What changes to the work force plan has the Department of Education and Training undertaken
following the report by the Auditor-General into Teacher Workforce Planning, November 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) The Auditor-General’s report into Teacher Workforce Planning, November 2001, reported that almost 80 per
cent of large Victorian Government schools and over 50 per cent of small schools have prepared teacher work
force plans.
(b) Yes. The Department of Education and Training is addressing the issue of teacher supply by initiating a range
of actions designed to attract and retain teachers in Victorian schools. Actions include:
– A review of teacher recruitment strategies to include a focus on the increased teacher demand for 2003:
– the Teaching Scholarship Scheme supporting high quality students to become qualified and teach
– the Teacher Graduate Recruitment Program supporting principals to employ teacher graduates
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– support material for career reference centres and university campus careers advisors
– a Teacher Recruitment internet site
– support for currently employed teachers to re-train in hard-to-staff curriculum areas
– Many regional strategies supporting local recruitment processes.
– The Victorian Government Schools Agreement.
Establishment of the Victorian Institute of Teaching as an independent statutory body responsible for
professional advocacy, professional learning and professional standards.
(c) The Department of Education and Training has taken steps to improve the effectiveness of links between
stakeholders involved in teacher work force planning, particularly the increased contribution of the
non-government schools sector in determining teacher work force trends and developing corrective strategies.
The Auditor-General’s report has also provided a framework for the Department to increase its focus on
collecting data on segments of teacher labour markets, and on providing ongoing training and support to
improve work force planning as part of local school management responsibilities and in particular subject
areas.

Education Services: teacher recruitment
3030.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: In
relation to the Department of Education’s Teacher Recruitment Difficulties Census, February 2002:
(a)

How many Victorian Government Schools have reported difficulties in recruiting staff in 2002.

(b)

What is the breakdown of these schools by school type (primary/secondary/prep-year 12) and by
region.

(c)

What subject areas were identified as the most difficult to fill in secondary schools.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) 25% (412) of Victorian Government schools reported difficulties in recruiting staff at the commencement of
the 2002 school year which is almost 13% fewer than in 2001 (473).
(b) The breakdown of these schools by school type was as follows:
Primary
Secondary
Prep-Year 12
Special

221
23
135
33

The breakdown of these schools by region was as follows:
Barwon South Western
Central Highlands Wimmera
Loddon Campaspe Mallee
Goulburn North Eastern
Gippsland
Eastern Metropolitan

23
26
46
49
39
55
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45
66
63

(c) The following subject areas were identified as the most difficult to fill in secondary schools:
Mathematics, English, Physical Education, Indonesian, General Science, Food Technology/Hospitality/Home
Economics, Technology Studies, Information Technology, Wood Technology/Carpentry, Physics.

Education Services: teacher recruitment
3031.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: In
relation to the Teacher Graduate Recruitment Program:
(a)

How many vacancies for this program have schools provided in 2002.

(b)

What is the breakdown of these vacancies by school type (primary/secondary/prep-year 12) and by
region.

(c)

What is the breakdown of these vacancies by subject area.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) 251 graduates were appointed to Teacher Graduate Recruitment program vacancies and commenced
employment in 2002. The 2002 program has recently been extended and a further 55 vacancies were advertised
under the program in May and June. Appointments have yet to be made. Additional vacancies are likely to be
advertised in August 2002.
(b) The breakdown by school type was as follows:
May vacancies
Primary
31
Secondary
18
Prep-Year 12
0

June vacancies
2
4
0

The breakdown by region was as follows:
May vacancies
Barwon South Western
6
Central Highlands Wimmera
8
Loddon Campaspe Mallee
1
Goulburn North Eastern
0
Gippsland
2
Eastern Metropolitan
13
Western Metropolitan
7
Southern Metropolitan
6
Northern Metropolitan
6

June vacancies
0
0
1
0
0
4
1
0
0

(c) The breakdown by subject area was as follows:
May vacancies
June vacancies
Humanities
8
1
(including Arts, Technology, English, Languages other than
English, and Studies of Society and Environment)
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Mathematics / Science
Health and Physical Education
Special Education
Generalist

8
3
1
29
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2
1
0
2

Education Services: teachers — contracts
3032.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: In
relation to the teacher work force in Victorian Government Schools, what percentage of teachers are
employed on contracts — (i) of twelve months or less; (ii) between thirteen and twenty-four months; (iii)
between twenty-five and thirty-six months; (iv) between thirty-seven and forty-eight months; and (v) on an
ongoing basis.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The percentage of teachers who were employed on a fixed-term basis for the specified periods as at end of March
2002 was as follows:
Twelve months or less
Between thirteen and twenty-four months
Between twenty-five and thirty-six months
Between thirty-seven and forty-eight months
More than forty-eight months

11.1%
1.6%
0.8%
0.2%
1.6%

The balance of teaching service staff (84.6%) were employed on an ongoing basis as at end of March 2002.

Education Services: Victorian Institute of Teaching
3033.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: In
relation to the Victorian Institute of Teaching:
(a)

What selection process has been implemented for the appointment of members to the interim
governing council of the Institute.

(b)

When will the governing council be initiated.

(c)

What are the terms of reference for the interim governing council of the Institute.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) In appointing members to the First Council of the Victorian Institute of Teaching nominations were sought
from 20 key educational constituencies and from this short list of 50 nominees membership of the First Council
was selected to reflect the constituent representation of the subsequent council and taking into account the
balance of representation including gender, metropolitan/country, experience and expertise.
(b) The membership of the First Council was announced at the launch of the First Council on 11 June 2002.
(c) The term of reference for the First Council of the Victorian Institute of Teaching are set down in Section 90 of
the Act.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 8 October 2002

COUNCIL

589

Education Services: schools — capital works
3034.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: In
relation to capital works in Victorian Government Schools:
(a)

Which schools are currently on the master planning list.

(b)

Which schools have completed a master plan and are waiting for funding in order to begin building.

ANSWER:
This question should be more appropriately referred to the Minister for Education and Training as it does not fall
within my portfolio responsibilities.

Education Services: physical resource management system
3035.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: In
relation to the Physical Resource Management System (PRMS) program in Victorian Government
Schools:
(a)

How many schools were identified by the 2001 PRMS audit as requiring maintenance classified as
Priority 0 and/or Priority 1.

(b)

How many of these schools have now received their PRMS funding for the Priority 0 and Priority 1
maintenance requirements identified in the audit.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) All 1624 schools are provided funds in their global budget to address maintenance needs as identified in the
PRMS audit. Where those funds are insufficient to complete the category of works being funded a
supplementary payment (a PRMS allocation) is provided.
(b) Details on the number of schools with identified maintenance (0/1 priorities) and associated funding are as
follows:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

Number of Schools with identified PRMS Priority 0 works: 1,440.
Number of schools that have received supplementary PRMS funding for priority 0 works: 999
Number of Schools with identified PRMS Priority 1 works: 1,599.
Not all schools will require supplementary funding for category 1 items.
The Department is examining options for providing supplementary funding for the most urgent Category 1
items.

Education Services: schools — internet services
3036.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: In
relation to internet services for Victorian Government schools:
(a)

How many companies put in a bid for the recent tender to supply Victorian schools with internet
services.

(b)

Why was this tender withdrawn.

(c)

What tender and internal working documents exist in relation to the change in policy by the
Government on internet service provision to schools.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) Five tenders were received before the tender closing date and time.
(b) Following a decision by the lowest priced tenderer to withdraw its tender, none of the remaining tenders
provided a satisfactorily price offer.
(c) There has been no change in policy by the Government on Internet service provision to schools. Under the
previous arrangements the Department entered into a preferred supplier arrangement with Telstra that provided
no guaranteed purchases by schools. Schools were able to choose any provider of Internet services that
provided their services on the VicOne network. The tenders for a replacement preferred supplier service did not
offer an affordable option for all schools so the Department began direct discussions with all VicOne
connected Internet Service Providers to obtain a range of offers to schools. Pricing available to schools now
ranges from rates similar to Telstra’s previous pricing to rates similar to Telstra’s new pricing, depending on
the size of the school, functionality of the service and provider selected.

Education Services: Department of Education and Training staff
3037.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: In
relation to staffing profiles in the Department of Education and Training: How many staff were employed
in all areas of the Central and Regional offices in 1999, 2000, and 2001, respectively.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
This information appears in the Department’s Annual Reports.

Treasurer: regional development program funding
3038.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In relation to the 2002-03, Budget Paper No. 3, Regional economic
development non-infrastructure projects funded (page 166) and Rural Leadership and community events
organised and supported (page 167) as programs delivered, does the figure given under ‘actuals’ for the
previous year and/or the ‘expected outcomes’ for the current year equate to projects approved or projects
where payment has been made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The performance measure “Regional economic development non-infrastructure projects funded” relates to a new
program for 2002-03 and as such, there is no relevant data for previous years. The expected number of projects to
be funded in 2002-03 is 20.
The performance measure “Rural leadership and community events organised and supported”, for the Rural
Leadership Community and Events Program, had an initial target in 2001-02 of 25 events. Due to the unexpected
demand for this program, the number of events expected to receive funding was revised upwards to 120. In
2000-01, 22 events were approved to receive funding. The target for 2002-03 is 120 events.

State and Regional Development: regional development program funding
3040.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for State and Regional Development): Why is the output measure ‘Client
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satisfaction rating by rural businesses and small and medium enterprises’ on page 165 of 2002-03 Budget
Paper No. 3, listed as “to be confirmed”.
ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The introduction of this measure is still under consideration and no decision has been made regarding its
implementation for 2002-2003.

State and Regional Development: regional development programs
3041.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for State and Regional Development): In relation to a new measure of ‘Regional
economic development non-infrastructure projects’, which has been incorporated under Regional Strategic
Leadership for 2002-03 on page 166 of 2002-03 Budget Paper No. 3:
(a)

What sort of projects are being funded under the regional economic development non-infrastructure
projects.

(b)

Is this a new program initiative.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
a) The types of projects being funded under the regional economic development non-infrastructure projects
measure are regional economic profiles, infrastructure assessment projects, regional marketing strategies and
industry sector opportunities studies.
b) This is not a new program initiative.

State and Regional Development: rural community development networks
3042.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for State and Regional Development): What measures have been devised to
monitor the effectiveness of the Rural Community Development Networks established in the 2001-02
Budget referred to on page 167 of 2002-03 Budget Paper No. 3.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Page 167 of Budget Paper No. 3 of 2002-03 refers to the establishment of the Rural Community Development
Network. This is a network of Rural Community Development Officers located around the State. Establishment of
the network was completed in September 2000, as indicated in the budget papers. The effectiveness of the network
is monitored as part of the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development’s normal business
planning and individual performance planning processes.

State and Regional Development: regional development programs
3043.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for State and Regional Development): What were the 12 programs delivered to
groups of local councils and regional development bodies as referred to on page 166 of 2002-03 Budget
Paper No. 3.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The information referred to on page 166 of the 2002-2003 Budget Paper No 3 refers to a target of 12 for 2001-2002
and for 2002-2003. It does not refer to an actual number of programs delivered.

Industrial Relations: education and communication strategies
3044.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations): What are the education and communication strategies
referred to on page 173 of 2002-03 Budget Paper No. 3.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The education and communication strategies involve a range of workshops, seminars and other forums to inform
Victorian employers and employees of their industrial relations rights and responsibilities.
Communication strategies include the provision of hard copy and electronic information on workplace issues, fact
sheets and comprehensive employment guides. These employment guides will provide a complete overview of the
employment relationship and practical information and advice for employers and employees. The Industrial
Relations Victoria web site will be upgraded to allow for more interactive information to be presented on
workplace issues, focussing on small and micro businesses, employees and service providers. It will also feature
interactive long service leave and child employment information and advice.
The education strategies include seminars and workshops throughout Victoria on employment issues, seminars for
educational institutions, forums for employees, training for service providers on workplace issues and targeted
industrial relations assistance for small and micro-businesses.

Industrial Relations: Workplace Relations Act
3045.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations): Who within Industrial Relations Victoria liaises with the
Commonwealth Government regarding legislative amendments affecting the Workplace Relations Act.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Minister for Industrial Relations liaises with the federal Minister for Employment and Workplace Relations on
legislative amendments to the Workplace Relations Act. Senior officers of Industrial Relations Victoria liaise on
these matters with officers of the federal Department of Employment and Workplace Relations.

Industrial Relations: staff
3046.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations): With regard to Industrial Relations Victoria:
(a)

What was the payout figure to Mr Geoff Fary, former Executive Director, when he left.

(b)

What were the headhunter costs for obtaining the services of the new Executive Director, Mr Paul
Lorraine.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
a) Mr Fary received normal salary and recreation leave payments until his last day of employment.
b) The total cost was $27,000 plus GST.

Industrial Relations: budget output measure
3047.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations): Why is the output measure ‘Advice of public sector
employment conditions and partnership arrangements provided within agreed timeframes’ still included as
a measure for 2002-03, referred to on page 172 of 2002-03 Budget Paper No. 3 when Industrial Relations
Victoria no longer has responsibility for public sector employment.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Industrial Relations Victoria maintains a significant role in the area of public sector employment. This role includes
the following:
– Provide advice to the Minister for Industrial Relations and Government on the development and implementation
of public sector industrial relations policies consistent with Government’s overall objectives;
– Co-ordinate, monitor and assist departmental and agency compliance with these policies;
– Advise, educate and inform departments and agencies of relevant Government policies and progressive and
innovative work organisation and industrial relations practices based on a partnership approach;
– Advise and assist departments and agencies to negotiate progressive enterprise agreements consistent with
Government policy; and
– Co-ordinate or lead public sector or public service wide negotiations and court and tribunal appearances.
In discharging this role, Industrial Relations Victoria will continue to work with departments, agencies and public
sector unions, as well as with the newly formed Office of Workforce Development in the Department of Premier
and Cabinet. The role of that Office is to address the significant depletion in skills and capability in the public
service and the need for coordination and planning to meet the challenges facing public service managers through
providing co-ordination, leadership and direction on people management within the Victorian Public Service, and
driving improved work force planning, training and management performance across the service as a whole, and
within Departments.
The 2002-03 output measure ‘Advice of public sector employment conditions and partnership arrangements
provided within agreed timeframes’ referred to on page 172 of 2002-03 Budget Paper No. 3 is therefore still
appropriate.

Industrial Relations: budget — industrial relations case
3048.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations): How is a ‘major industrial relations case’ referred to on
page 173 of 2002-03 Budget Paper No. 3 defined.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
A “major industrial relations case” is any case the Minister or Government considers to be of major significance in
terms of its potential impact on Victorian employees and employers. Examples include, but are not limited to, the
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National Wage Case and the subsequent case involving variations to state minimum wage orders, the reasonable
hours test case and the unpaid parental leave test case conducted in the AIRC.

Industrial Relations: regional high performance networks
3049.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations): With regard to the Regional High Performance
Networks:
(a)

What was the total cost of establishing these networks.

(b)

Will they continue to be managed under the Industrial Relations portfolio given the transfer of public
sector employment responsibilities to the Department of Premier and Cabinet.

(c)

Who is invited to attend the workshops.

(d)

How many people attended each of the workshops held to date.

(e)

What will be the next phase of the Networks after the completion of the workshops.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
a) $45,000 was spent on the entire program in 2001-2002.
b) Yes.
c) Representatives from the public sector and local government authorities.
d) Attendances have ranged from 12 to 31.
e) The next phase of the Networks is currently being reviewed.

Environment and Conservation: private investigator
3056.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): Is a private investigator named Lynette
Zuehlsdorff currently engaged by the Department or any agency of the Victorian Government; if so — (i)
what are the terms of her engagement; (ii) what has she been paid; and (iii) what is she investigating.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Ms Zuehlsdorff was not engaged by the Department. EMA Legal was engaged by the Department of Natural
Resources and Environment to provide legal advice in relation to the unauthorised disclosure of information from
Land Victoria to external persons. Advice was also sought on file management and electronic document
management systems in Land Victoria. To ensure that the advice was based on relevant information, it was
necessary for a more thorough review process to be undertaken. I am advised that EMA Legal engaged Lyn
Zuehlsdorff Pty Ltd to undertake this work.

Environment and Conservation: hazardous waste landfill
3057.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): How many tonnes of material have been
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accepted at both the Lyndhurst hazardous waste landfill and the Tullamarine hazardous waste landfill in
1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002 to date, respectively.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Based on the data supplied by EPA Victoria’s waste transport certificate system,
the total quantities of prescribed industrial waste accepted at Lyndhurst landfill for the requested periods were:
1999
2000
2001
2002 (until the end of April)

92,176 tonnes
243,669 tonnes
173,013 tonnes
25,669 tonnes

the total quantities of prescribed industrial waste accepted at Tullamarine landfill for the requested periods were:
1999
2000
2001
2002 (until the end of April)

81,361 tonnes
122,382 tonnes
129,339 tonnes
31,808 tonnes

Environment and Conservation: foxes — control
3058.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In relation to the Government’s
increased fox control measures, for how long will the Government consult with stakeholders.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Community consultation is a high government priority. The 3 year fox control initiative is an integral part of the
Fox Management Strategy developed under Victorian Pest Management - A Framework for Action. The
Framework has been developed following extensive community consultation.
As part of the 3 year fox control initiative it is proposed in the second and third years that where foxes are an agreed
catchment concern, Fox Action Plans will be developed by Catchment Management Authorities, in consultation
with the Department of Natural Resources and Environment. There will be community and other stakeholder
consultation in the development of these Plans.

Environment and Conservation: foxes — control
3059.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In relation to the Government’s
$3 million for fox control measures, how much will be spent on consultation with stakeholders and on fox
control measures, respectively.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The 3 year fox control initiative is an integral part of the Fox Management Strategy developed under Victorian Pest
Management - A Framework for Action. The Framework has been developed following extensive community
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consultation. Funding under this initiative is in addition to the $1 million allocated annually by government for fox
control activities on public land and to support control activities on private land.
There have been concerns about past fox bounty programs in terms of how effective they have been in reducing fox
impacts, how efficient they have been in encouraging long term fox control, and the potential health issues for
people handling these pest animals.
The Government is aware of these issues and is responding to increasing community concern regarding foxes by
delivering a $3 million boost over the next 3 years for Victoria’s control of foxes on public and private land. The
funding will enable a comprehensive targeting of fox populations when they have most impact to farmers as well as
maximising biodiversity values.
Community consultation is a high government priority, however no specific amount can be attributed to
consultation alone.
As part of the 3 year fox control initiative it is proposed in the second and third years that where foxes are an agreed
catchment concern, Fox Action Plans will be developed by Catchment Management Authorities, in consultation
with the Department of Natural Resources and Environment. There will be community and other stakeholder
consultation in the development of these Plans and the cost of this consultation forms part of the cost for
developing these Plans.
The focus in the first year will be on a 3 month bounty trial across Victoria in July, August and September to
reduce the impact that foxes have during lambing. As well as providing significant protection to the wool industry,
the bounty will also help to reduce the serious impacts that foxes are having on our native wildlife. A cap of
$500,000 has been set for the fox bounty trial in the first year.

Environment and Conservation: foxes — control
3060.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In relation to the Government’s
increased fox control measures, will the program set target reductions in fox numbers; if so, what is the
target.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
A cap of $500,000 has been set for the fox bounty trial in the first year. A bounty of $10 per fox is to be paid which
means that up to 50,000 foxes are targeted for removal.

Education Services: East Doncaster Secondary College
3061.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: In relation
to the proposed master plan submitted by the East Doncaster Secondary College in September 1990:
(a)

Is there a priority list for master planning; if so, where is East Doncaster Secondary College on that
list.

(b)

How, and by whom, are priorities for master planning in schools decided.

(c)

Is the Government aware of the length of time taken to endorse master plans in schools, and does it
have a strategy for reducing that time.

(d)

Is the Government aware of the growth patterns in several schools in the Doncaster area, and does it
have a plan for managing that growth.
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(e)

Does the Government plan to respond to growth proactively when it sees clear patterns emerging, or
retrospectively after that growth has occurred.

(f)

Is the Government concerned about the impact on growing secondary schools of the provision of
additional classroom space for primary schools as a result of reducing class sizes in the early years.

(g)

Does the Government have a strategy for working with schools who wish to implement building
programs funded outside the normal grants to schools, to ensure that all monies are spent efficiently.

ANSWER:
I am unable to answer this question as it does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities and should be more
appropriately referred to the Minister for Education and Training.

Treasurer: Boroondara — land tax
3062.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Boroondara in each of the years ending 30 June 1994 to 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Kew — land tax
3063.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Kew in each of the years ending 30 June 1991 to 30 June 1993 and 21 June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that: At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the
state and in several different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary
and not necessarily represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Hawthorn — land tax
3064.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Hawthorn in each of the years ending 30 June 1991 to 30 June 1993 and 21 June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that: At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the
state and in several different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary
and not necessarily represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
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Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Camberwell — land tax
3065.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Camberwell in each of the years ending 30 June 1991 to 30 June 1993 and 21 June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that: At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the
state and in several different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary
and not necessarily represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Boroondara — land tax
3066.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of land tax projected to be collected on properties in
the City of Boroondara in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that: At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the
state and in several different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary
and not necessarily represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Boroondara — stamp duty
3067.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Boroondara in each of the years ending 30 June 1994 to 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that: In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State
Revenue Office to stamp documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the
financial institutions, solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Kew — stamp duty
3068.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Kew in each of the years ending 30 June 1991 to 30 June 1993 and 21 June 1994.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that: In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State
Revenue Office to stamp documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the
financial institutions, solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Hawthorn — stamp duty
3069.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Hawthorn in each of the years ending 30 June 1991 to 30 June 1993 and 21 June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Camberwell — stamp duty
3070.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Camberwell in each of the years ending 30 June 1991 to 30 June 1993 and 21 June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Boroondara — stamp duty
3071.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of stamp duty projected to be collected on properties
in the City of Boroondara in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Boroondara — payroll tax
3072.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Boroondara in each of the years ending 30 June 1994 to 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Kew — payroll tax
3073.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Kew in each of the years ending 30 June 1991 to 30 June 1993 and 21 June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Hawthorn — payroll tax
3074.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Hawthorn in each of the years ending 30 June 1991 to 30 June 1993 and 21 June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Camberwell — payroll tax
3075.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Camberwell in each of the years ending 30 June 1991 to 30 June 1993 and 21 June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Boroondara — payroll tax
3076.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of payroll tax projected to be collected from
businesses in the City of Boroondara in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Small Business: listening to small business program
3077.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business: In relation to
the Government’s ‘Listening to Small Business Program’:
(a)

When will the number of future forums be determined

(b)

When will the location of future forums be determined.

(c)

Who will conduct the future forums.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
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(a) The Listening to Small Business program is ongoing and the number of future forums is determined according
to an assessment of the needs availability and location of small businesses.
(b) The location of future forums will be determined according to an assessment of the needs of local small
businesses and where past forums have been held.
(c) The Listening to Small Business program is conducted by me as Minister for Small Business.

Small Business: listening to small business program
3078.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business: In relation to
the Government’s ‘Listening to Small Business Program’:
(a)

What was the outcome of the 60 forums held across the state.

(b)

What was the cost of the 60 forums held across the state.

(c)

What is the location of the 60 forums held across the state.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) The Listening to Small Business program enables me as the Minister for Small Business to hear personally
from small business operators on the challenges confronting them and issues of concern to them. It also
presents an opportunity for me to communicate relevant Government policy and programs to small businesses.
(b) It is not possible to specify a cost for the forums. Programs are generally organised in conjunction with local
councils and form part of the normal activities of the Department in assisting small business growth and in
policy development.
(c) The programs have been held in major regional centres, rural towns and throughout metropolitan Melbourne.

Small Business: youth
3079.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business: What
specific strategies has the Government established to encourage the involvement of young people in small
business.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
This year the Government’s support for young people in business has included two major youth entrepreneurship
programs – Shell LiveWIRE and Young Achievement Australia (YAA).
Shell LiveWIRE is sponsored by Shell Australia and supported by Rotary Clubs and the CPA. The program assists
young people between the ages of 18-28 years to start their own businesses.
The YAA program is aimed at secondary and tertiary students, indigenous groups and youths not in full-time study
or employment. It provides hands-on experience in business operation, with participants operating a real-life
company.
The Government has also sponsored the creation of a new youth category (young Regional Retailer) in the
Australian Retailers Association Victoria (ARAV) Young Retailers Awards, and is sponsoring the E-Commerce
category of the 2002 RMIT Business Plan competition.
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Additionally, a number of youth in business activities have been funded under the StreetLife Program.
Multimedia Victoria provides funding for the ICT Excellence Fellowships program, which aims to increase the
entrepreneurial and ICT skills of Year 11 secondary students to provide them with access to appropriate role
models and opportunities to practise their ICT skills in a commercial environment.
The Victorian Government also supports the Melbourne University Entrepreneurs Challenge, which is run by the
University of Melbourne and aims to assist young people to develop their ideas into commercially realisable
ventures.

Small Business: youth
3080.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business: What is the
cost of the Government’s strategies to encourage the involvement of young people in small business.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The cost of delivering government strategies to encourage young people in small business over a number of
programs, across the Department and not all necessarily within my portfolios, totals $159,480.

Small Business: Vic Export web site
3081.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business:
(a)

How is the Government promoting the web site ‘Vic Export’ to potential small business operators.

(b)

What is the cost of this promotion.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) Promotion of the Vic Export web site was part of an integrated small business awareness campaign to promote
a range of business services to the Victorian public. This campaign was conducted via radio, metropolitan and
regional newspapers, including ethnic press, and brochures during the last half of 2001.
(b) The total cost of the campaign was $131,000, of which approximately one third was attributable to the
promotion of Vic Export.

Health: Berwick Community Hospital
3082.

THE HON. M. T. LUCKINS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): How many emergency beds will be provided at the proposed
Berwick Community Hospital, and will the emergency department be staffed by hospital employed
clinicians or local general medical practitioners.

ANSWER:
The Berwick Community Hospital will be a 229 bed hospital that includes acute, sub-acute, mental health and
emergency services.
The Emergency Department will comprise an equivalent 28 cubicles, 2 emergency resuscitation bays, 2 treatment
rooms, clinical and administrative support facilities and will be further supported by a Primary Care Clinic
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incorporating 4 consulting rooms. Collocated with the Emergency Department is a 4 bed High Dependency Unit
designed to a Level 1 Intensive Care Unit.
The Emergency Department will be staffed by hospital employed clinicians.

Community Services: companion card
3083.

THE HON. M. T. LUCKINS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Community Services): Is there a companion card currently being developed
by the Department of Human Services; if so — (i) when will it be available; (ii) to whom will it be
available; and (iii) what will it provide.

ANSWER:
Implementation is being planned by Disability Services Division, Department of Human Services and a
commencement date will be announced once details are finalised.
The Companion Card scheme would assist people who have a profound or severe disability and require the support
of an accompanying carer to access leisure and recreational opportunities.
Approved cardholders would be entitled to be charged for one admission only when it is necessary to be assisted by
a carer in order to access a venue or event that is participating in the Companion Card scheme.

Health: Austin and Repatriation Medical Centre
3084.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In relation to the billboard campaign undertaken by the Austin and
Repatriation Medical Centre for nurse recruitment:
(a)

How many billboards were paid for.

(b)

What was the total cost of the billboard advertising.

(c)

What other advertising was undertaken.

ANSWER:
Advertising & Promotional Activities:
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

Full page and quarter page advertisements in local papers.
Classified advertising in the local papers for areas of specific need
Development and distribution of posters
Billboard advertising around the local area, including on campus
Roving trailer billboard around the local area
Development and distribution of bumper stickers
Promotional competition to encourage staff to place bumper stickers on their cars.
Banner displayed on Austin Campus overpass.
Career lectures on nursing to local schools.
Newspaper and journal articles in The Age, ANJ and Heidelberg Leader.

Cost
Billboards and banners Total $23,657:
Total spent on advertising and promotional activities: $75,428
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Results of Nurse Recruitment Campaign: Mar 2002 – May 2002 indicated that the number of nurses employed
throughout the campaign (from March 4 until May 24 totalled 275.

Education Services: Australian Industrial Relations Commission
3088.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services:
(a)

How many representations has the Department of Education and Training (or as its former title,
Department of Employment, Education and Training) made to the Australian Industrial Relations
Commission — (i) between October and December 1999; (ii) in 2000; (iii) in 2001; and (iv) up to 31
May 2002.

(b)

Upon what matters were these representations made.

ANSWER:
This question should be more appropriately referred to the Minister for Education and Training as it does not fall
within my portfolio responsibilities.

Small Business: counselling for exporters
3095.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business:
(a)

What counselling services are available to first time exporters.

(b)

How are they promoted.

(c)

How are the counselling services accessed.

(d)

What is the total cost of providing the counselling service.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) Apart from the services provided through the successful Vic export web site, the Department supports the
Small Business Counselling Service (SBCS), whose members are available to assist in all aspects of business
start up and management, including export.
Services are also provided via Enterprise Improvement Programs and group marketing programs.
(b) The services are promoted as a component of the Government’s support to potential and existing small
business operators in Victoria.
(c) The services can be accessed through the telephone call centre (Victorian Business Line), the Internet or over
the counter (Victorian Business Centres).
(d) It is not possible to define a meaningful component of total departmental expenditure attributable to the
provision of these specific services.

Small Business: information and advice
3096.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business: In relation to
the supply of information and advice to small and medium size businesses:
(a)

What advice is available to small and medium size businesses regarding purchasing by Government
departments and agencies and how is this advice accessed.
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What information is available to small and medium size businesses and how is this information
accessed.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) This question falls outside my portfolio responsibilities. The member should direct her question to the Minister
for Finance.
(b) The Victorian Government provides a broad range of information to business starters or owner/managers
associated with all aspects of starting and operating a business in Victoria. This information is available via a
range of publications, over the Internet via the Victorian Business Channel, over the phone via the Victorian
Business Line call centre or over the counter from the network of Victorian Business Centres situated
throughout Victoria.

Treasurer: winning government business forum
3097.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In relation to the “Winning Government Business” forum:
(a)

How many businesses participated in the forum.

(b)

What was the total cost of the forum.

(c)

How was the forum advertised.

(d)

What strategies did the Government give to small business to help access Government contracts.

(e)

How many small businesses won Government contracts as a result of attending the forum.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As the question on the Winning Government business seminar is not within my portfolio responsibility, it should,
more appropriately, be directed to the Minister for Finance.

Local Government: publications
3100.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): In respect of each department, agency and authority
within the Minister’s administration:
(a)

What publications are produced.

(b)

How many copies of each publication are produced.

(c)

What is the unit cost of each publication, including production and distribution.

(d)

What income, if any, is derived from each publication.

(e)

What is the purpose of each publication.

(f)

Are the publications solely printed in Victoria; if not, why.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that the time and resources required to provide you with a detailed response to this question would
unreasonably divert the resources of the Department.
Should you wish to ask a more specific question on this matter, I will endeavour to provide you with a response.

Local Government: statutory authorities
3101.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): In respect of each statutory authority within the
Minister’s administration:
(a)

What provision has been made for elected representatives or trade union nominated representatives
on each board.

(b)

What is the basis of their representation and when was it established.

(c)

Who are the current trade union representatives and who held the positions previously.

(d)

What fees or remuneration is paid to the representatives.

ANSWER:
The only Statutory Authority within the administration of the Minister for Local Government is the Victoria Grants
Commission. Membership of this Commission has not changed since December 1997. There are no elected
representatives or trade union nominated representatives on the Victoria Grants Commission.

Local Government: reviews and taskforces
3102.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government):
(a)

Has the Minister or his Department established or initiated reviews or taskforces since 18 September
1999; if so, how many.

(b)

What are the terms of reference for each review or taskforce.

(c)

What is the membership of each review committee or taskforce.

ANSWER:
Given the general nature of this question, I am advised that the time and resources required to provide you with a
detailed response would unreasonably divert the resources of the Department.
Should you wish to ask a more specific question on this matter, I will endeavour to provide you with a response.

Local Government: non-government organisations — funding
3104.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): In respect of each department, agency and authority
within the Minister’s administration for 1999-2000, 2000-2001 and 2001-02:
(a)

What funding was made to non-government organisations.

(b)

What were the names of the organisations.
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(c)

What was the amount and purpose of the funding.

(d)

Did the organisations make any contribution to particular projects; if so, what was the project and the
amount contributed by that organisation.

ANSWER:
I am advised that the time and resources required to provide you with a detailed response to this would
unreasonably divert the resources of the Department.
Should you wish to ask a more specific question on this matter, I will endeavour to provide you with a response.

Local Government: ministry — staff training
3106.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What was the cost and nature of all training and
self-development programs in which officers have participated in the Minister’s department since
September 1999, including the — (i) particulars; (ii) provider; (iii) cost; (iv) participants; and (v) venue.

ANSWER:
The cost and nature of all training and self-development programs in which officers have participated since
September 1999 are attached. Names of individuals are not provided as this is considered to be an unreasonable
disclosure of personal affairs.
Department of Infrastructure
(on Corporate Training & Development programs)
1 September 1999 - 15 May 2002
Total number of programs :
536
Total number of participants :
3468
Total cost :
$958,904.35
45% of all corporate training & development programs were conducted at DOI’s training
facilities in Nauru House, Level 13 - 80 Collins Street, Melbourne.

Department of Infrastructure Attendances
(on Corporate Training & Development programs)
1 September 1999 - 15 May 2002
PROGRAM

PROVIDER

Cost
$

No. of
Participants

VENUE

Business Consultancies
Business Planning Workshop

All-iN Productions Pty Ltd

1,810.00

10

Business Planning Workshop

Nita Cherry Pty Ltd

1,700.00

10

DOI - SW Regional Office

Business Planning Workshop

The Nous Group

5,618.18

24

DOI - Nauru House

Business Planning Workshop

Hepburn Springs

Julian Lippi Pty Ltd

5,475.00

64

DOI - Nauru House

Wizard Computer Training

3,998.00

30

Transport House, 589 Collins St

DOI Mentoring Program

RMIT University

8,000.00

10

DOI - Nauru House

MBTI Facilitation Session

The Nous Group

2,293.50

10

DOI - Nauru House

Ministerial Correspondence

All-iN Productions Pty Ltd

4,000.00

36

DOI - Nauru House

CDSE/Lotus Notes

Performance Management

Julian Lippi Pty Ltd

5,700.00

37

NW Metropolitan Region

Team Building Workshop

Julian Lippi Pty Ltd

4,800.00

23

DOI - Nauru House

Drake

2,297.00

37

DOI - Nauru House

Teamroom Training

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 8 October 2002

COUNCIL

609

Department of Infrastructure Attendances
(on Corporate Training & Development programs)
1 September 1999 - 15 May 2002
PROGRAM

PROVIDER

Cost
$

No. of
Participants

VENUE

Telephone Techniques/Customer Service

All-iN Productions Pty Ltd

3,270.00

35

VTTD, Blackwood St Nth Melb

Time Management

All-iN Productions Pty Ltd

1,656.00

10

DOI - Eastern Regional Office

Word Customised

Wizard Computer Training

3,827.27

31

DOI - Nauru House

$54,444.95

367

Australian Institute of Management

5,796.00

7

Mt Eliza Business School

1,414.00

1

Kunyung Road, Mt Eliza

First Impressions Marketing

1,700.00

6

DOI-Nauru House

Coaching

Coyne Didsbury

2,560.00

3

DOI-Nauru House

Coaching

Julian Lippi

4,312.50

5

DOI-Nauru House

Coaching

The Nous Group

3,057.25

2

DOI-Nauru House

Sub-total :

Management / Leadership Development
Advanced Negotiation Skills
Advanced Influencing & Negotiation Skills
Advanced Refresher Presentation Skills

Contract Management
Cranlana Program
Creating Valuable Outcomes in the Public
Sector
Deliberate Creative Thinking

181 Fitzroy St, St Kilda

APESMA

15,355.00

17

Office of Public Employment (OPE)

1,950.00

1

Macarthur St, Melbourne

Lvl 4 -163 Eastern Rd, Melb

Melbourne Business School

15,329.72

20

200 Leicester St, Carlton

Mindwerx International

2,309.09

12

230 Rae St, North Fitzroy

Melbourne Business School

1,180.00

3

200 Leicester St, Carlton

Gain The Edge

IPAA & The Nous Group

71,520.00

27

VUT, Flinders & Elizabeth St

Graduate Certificate in Business
Administration

Mt Eliza Business School

97,424.46

16

Kunyung Road, Mt Eliza

Monash University

6,148.90

2

Monash Uni, 30 Collins St, Melb

National University of Singapore

10,400.00

2

Singapore University
181 Fitzroy St, St Kilda

Focusing on Clients in the Public Sector

Graduate Certificate in Public Policy &
Management
Infrastructure Market Economy
Innovation & Creative Problem Solving

660.00

1

Mindwerx International

6,006.00

7

230 Rae St, North Fitzroy

Australian Institute of Management

7,500.00

3

181 Fitzroy St, St Kilda

Management Development Program

Australian Institute of Management

11,800.00

2

181 Fitzroy St, St Kilda

Managing Knowledge for Competitive
Advantage

Australian Institute of Management

2,388.00

4

181 Fitzroy St, St Kilda

Mt Eliza Business School

10,620.00

4

Kunyung Road, Mt Eliza

Gadria

8,345.00

10

APESMA

1,840.00

1

Lateral Thinking
Leading Edge Management

Managing Projects The New Management
Approach
Masterful Facilitation
Masters of Business Administration
Mediation
Negotiation & Influencing Skills for
Managers
Performance Management
Presentation Skills
Principles of Management
Project Management
Risk Management
Statistics & Analysis
Strategic Partnering - New Insights in public
sector Contracting
Strategic Women in Leadership

Australian Institute of Management

Toorak Road, Melbourne
Distance Learning

Mark McPherson Mediation

1,600.00

12

DOI-Nauru House

Mt Eliza Business School

34,440.00

12

Kunyung Road, Mt Eliza

Julian Lippi Pty Ltd

7,890.00

39

DOI-Nauru House

First Impressions Marketing

5,800.00

13

DOI-Nauru House

Australian Institute of Management

6,040.20

6

APESMA

13,776.50

16

Lvl 4 -163 Eastern Rd, Melb

APESMA

3,805.00

4

Lvl 4 -163 Eastern Rd, Melb

905.00

1

Lvl 7, 485 Latrobe St, Melbourne

2,400.00

4

200 Leicester St, Carlton

Australian Bureau of Statistics
Melbourne Business School

181 Fitzroy St, St Kilda

RMIT University

2,250.00

10

Think on Your Feet

Australian Institute of Management

3,260.00

4

181 Fitzroy St, St Kilda

Young Manager’s Program

Australian Institute of Management

19,219.20

16

181 Fitzroy St, St Kilda

$391,001.82

293

Sub-total :

DOI-Nauru House
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Department of Infrastructure Attendances
(on Corporate Training & Development programs)
1 September 1999 - 15 May 2002
PROGRAM

PROVIDER

Cost
$

No. of
Participants

VENUE

Staff Development
A Professional Approach
Cdata 96 Program

RMIT University

5,900.00

21

DOI-Nauru House

Australian Bureau of Statistics

1,500.00

4

Lvl 7, 485 Latrobe St, Melbourne

Certificate in Business Development

RMIT University

15,750.00

7

RMIT, Bourke St, Melbourne

Certificate in Document & Knowledge
Management

RMIT University

15,750.00

9

RMIT, Bourke St, Melbourne

Certificate in Leadership

RMIT University

17,500.00

15

RMIT, Bourke St, Melbourne

Certificate in Project Consulting

RMIT University

15,750.00

11

RMIT, Bourke St, Melbourne

Coaching

Coyne Didsbury

2,090.00

3

Coaching

Julian Lippi Pty Ltd

4,642.50

6

DOI-Nauru House

Coaching

Nita Cherry

900.00

3

DOI-Nauru House
DOI-Nauru House

DOI-Nauru House

Coaching

The Nous Group

3,057.25

2

Communication Skills

RMIT University

3,200.00

14

320.00

2

RMIT University

20,400.00

16

RMIT, Bourke St, Melbourne

All-iN Productions Pty Ltd

8,097.91

49

DOI-Nauru House

Gadria

8,040.00

10

Going Further

2,500.00

4

Desktop Publishing
Diploma of Government (Project
Management)
DOI Report Writing
Facilitation Skills
Going Further Workshop
Introduction to Project Management

Council of Adult Education

DOI-Nauru House
Flinders St, Melbourne

DOI-Nauru House
Hotel Sofitel, Melbourne

RMIT University

2,250.00

13

Leading and Managing People

Australian Institute of Management

4,995.00

3

181 Fitzroy St, St Kilda

Management Skills for Executive Assistants

Australian Institute of Management

181 Fitzroy St, St Kilda

Managing Stakeholder/Mediation
Mind Mapping
Ministerial Correspondence / Services to
Ministers
Negotiation Skills
Performance Management
Presentation Skills

DOI-Nauru House

682.60

1

Mark McPherson Mediation

6,000.00

41

DOI-Nauru House

Mindwerx International

5,130.00

19

230 Rae St, North Fitzroy

All-iN Productions Pty Ltd

5,404.00

40

DOI-Nauru House

RMIT University

3,400.00

20

DOI-Nauru House

Julian Lippi Pty Ltd

2,900.00

15

DOI-Nauru House

First Impressions Marketing

17,400.00

50

DOI-Nauru House

Procurement Program - Intro to Procurement
& Contracting

PACCER

641.00

1

Dept of Treasury & Finance

Procurement Program - Service Contract
Management

PACCER

1,304.64

2

Dept of Treasury & Finance

Procurement Program - Specificiation
Writing & Tender Prep

PACCER

6,123.64

9

Dept of Treasury & Finance
RMIT, Bourke St, Melbourne

Professional Receptionist Skills

325.00

1

Australian Institute of Management

6,369.94

10

Mindwerx International

4,600.00

11

230 Rae St, North Fitzroy

Statistics & Analysis

Australian Bureau of Statistics

8,567.19

18

Lvl 7, 485 Latrobe St, Melbourne

Turning Data into Information

Australian Bureau of Statistics

1,472.73

3

Lvl 7, 485 Latrobe St, Melbourne

Julian Lippi Pty Ltd

1,800.00

15

DOI-Nauru House

All-iN Productions Pty Ltd

8,202.91

69

DOI-Nauru House

$212,966.31

517

Project Management
Six Thinking Hats

Working in Teams
Writing Skills DOI Style

RMIT University

Sub-total :

181 Fitzroy St, St Kilda

Information Technology Skills
Access Advanced

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

7,367.19

13

Access Essentials

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

14,261.80

42

Collins St & Flinders St, Melb

Access Intermediate

Wizard Computer Training

1,935.00

4

474-482 Flinders St, Melbourne

Advanced Powerpoint

Wizard Computer Training

1,345.00

5

474-482 Flinders St, Melbourne

Collins St & Flinders St, Melb
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Department of Infrastructure Attendances
(on Corporate Training & Development programs)
1 September 1999 - 15 May 2002
PROGRAM
CDSE/ Lotus Notes
Publishing to Infraweb

PROVIDER

Cost
$

No. of
Participants

VENUE

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

36,414.08

425

DOI-Nauru House

Drake & Entercorp Solutions

27,850.00

231

DOI-Nauru House

Excel Advanced

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

8,935.99

31

Excel Essentials

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

10,560.65

45

Collins St & Flinders St, Melb

Excel Intermediate

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

12,662.70

54

Collins St & Flinders St, Melb

Info@DOI

Wizard Computer Training

3,302.73

30

DOI-Nauru House

Introduction to InfoSearch

Wizard Computer Training

6,366.37

91

DOI-Nauru House

Knowledge Management

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

22,640.18

220

DOI-Nauru House

Lotus Notes Power Users

Wizard Computer Training

1,004.00

16

DOI-Nauru House

Lotus Notes R5 Rollout

Wizard Computer Training

54,305.25

473

DOI-Nauru House

L-View Pro

Wizard Computer Training

3,530.44

46

DOI-Nauru House

MiBS - Action Officer

Wizard Computer Training

2,031.82

33

Powerpoint Advanced

Wizard Computer Training

1,271.82

6

Powerpoint Essentials

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

14,439.15

58

Wizard Computer Training

1,370.41

7

Powerpoint Intermediate
Project 98 Essentials

Collins St & Flinders St, Melb

DOI-Nauru House
474-482 Flinders St, Melbourne
Collins St & Flinders St, Melb
474-482 Flinders St, Melbourne

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

12,372.36

34

QuickPlace

Wizard Computer Training

4,272.72

40

Collins St & Flinders St, Melb
DOI-Nauru House

Sametime

Wizard Computer Training

17,087.46

146

DOI-Nauru House

Teamroom Training Facilitator & Project
Team

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

11,726.18

136

DOI-Nauru House

VISIO

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

1,866.00

14

DOI-Nauru House

Word Advanced

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

5,230.46

19

Collins St & Flinders St, Melb

Word Essentials

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

8,360.09

31

Collins St & Flinders St, Melb

Word Intermediate

Drake & Wizard Computer Training

7,981.42

41

Collins St & Flinders St, Melb

Sub-total :

$300,491.27

2291

Total :

$958,904.35

3468

Local Government: minister — overseas trips
3107.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government):
(a)

What overseas trips did the Minister make from September 1999 to date.

(b)

What was the purpose of each trip.

(c)

What countries were visited.

(d)

What was the time away from Victoria.

(e)

What was the total cost of the trip, including allowances.

(f)

Was the Minister’s spouse included in any trip.

(g)

What staff was taken on each trip and what was the cost of their travel, including allowances.

ANSWER:
In my capacity as Minister for Local Government, the answer is Nil.
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Local Government: councils — value of assets sold
3108.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What is the total monetary value of assets which have
been sold by each municipal council since September 1999.

ANSWER:
Attached please find information requested to the end of financial year 2000-2001. Returns for 2001-2002 have not
as yet been received.
The information has been provided from returns made by Councils to the Victoria Grants Commission.
VICTORIA GRANTS COMMISSION

Municipality

ALPINE(S)
ARARAT(RC)
BALLARAT(C)
BANYULE(C)
BASS COAST(S)
BAW BAW(S)
BAYSIDE(C)
BOROONDARA(C)
BRIMBANK(C)
BULOKE(S)
CAMPASPE(S)
CARDINIA(S)
CASEY(C)
CENTRAL GOLDFIELDS(S)
COLAC-OTWAY(S)
CORANGAMITE(S)
DAREBIN(C)
DELATITE(S)
EAST GIPPSLAND(S)
FRANKSTON(C)
GANNAWARRA(S)
GLEN EIRA(C)
GLENELG(S)
GOLDEN PLAINS(S)
GREATER BENDIGO(C)
GREATER DANDENONG(C)
GREATER GEELONG(C)
GREATER SHEPPARTON(C)
HEPBURN(S)
HINDMARSH(S)
HOBSON’S BAY(C)

Capital Asset Sales
1999/2000
($)
956,000
430,000
1,164,100
3,973,000
648,000
1,393,000
61,000
2,802,000
2,148,000
953,000
1,306,000
6,530,000
2,475,000
770,000
1,233,000
1,420,000
2,032,334
513,000
286,000
1,695,000
514,000
1,252,000
130,959
528,000
1,458,000
987,000
4,032,000
330,000
786,000
616,000
302,000

2000/2001
($)
798,000
391,000
3,331,400
1,162,000
329,000
459,000
6,000
2,376,000
618,000
858,000
1,044,000
2,174,000
0
837,000
932,500
1,078,000
933,996
480,236
44,000
969,000
404,000
10,072,000
867,521
534,110
693,000
1,085,000
4,305,000
0
429,000
488,897
1,197,000

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 8 October 2002

Municipality

HORSHAM(RC)
HUME(C)
INDIGO(S)
KINGSTON(C)
KNOX(C)
LATROBE(C)
LODDON(S)
MACEDON RANGES(S)
MANNINGHAM(C)
MARIBYRNONG(C)
MAROONDAH(C)
MELBOURNE(C)
MELTON(S)
MILDURA(RC)
MITCHELL(S)
MOIRA(S)
MONASH(C)
MOONEE VALLEY(C)
MOORABOOL(S)
MORELAND(C)
MORNINGTON PENINSULA(S)
MOUNT ALEXANDER(S)
MOYNE(S)
MURRINDINDI(S)
NILLUMBIK(S)
NORTHERN GRAMPIANS(S)
PORT PHILLIP(C)
PYRENEES(S)
QUEENSCLIFFE(B)
SOUTH GIPPSLAND(S)
SOUTHERN GRAMPIANS(S)
STONNINGTON(C)
STRATHBOGIE(S)
SURF COAST(S)
SWAN HILL(RC)
TOWONG(S)
WANGARATTA(RC)
WARRNAMBOOL(C)
WELLINGTON(S)
WEST WIMMERA(S)
WHITEHORSE(C)
WHITTLESEA(C)
WODONGA(RC)
WYNDHAM(C)
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Capital Asset Sales
1999/2000
($)
1,618,000
2,908,000
0
1,215,000
0
1,955,000
582,000
442,000
1,509,000
3,118,000
1,446,000
6,281,000
1,064,000
857,000
340,445
453,000
8,560,000
2,535,000
1,277,000
1,947,000
2,453,000
480,000
796,000
726,000
766,000
2,269,000
9,155,000
608,000
30,000
3,220,000
46,000
776,000
36,000
534,000
1,316,000
319,000
314,000
2,142,000
876,000
664,000
1,554,000
2,665,000
0
476,000

2000/2001
($)
328,000
1,524,000
148,000
1,263,000
1,037,000
1,367,000
521,847
302,800
5,579,000
1,711,000
1,412,000
52,420,000
1,669,000
691,000
217,000
66,000
6,084,000
845,000
1,569,000
2,357,000
1,005,000
395,000
791,000
553,000
823,000
395,000
150,000
458,000
0
592,000
484,000
2,121,000
40,000
455,000
627,000
468,000
357,000
1,840,000
411,000
369,000
686,000
630,605
0
5,779,000
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Capital Asset Sales
1999/2000
($)
341,840
605,000
425,000

YARRA (C)
YARRA RANGES(S)
YARRIAMBIACK(S)

2000/2001
($)
919,000
694,000
65,000

* Source of data is the Victoria Grants Commission annual return to councils

Police and Emergency Services: traffic fines
3109.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
(a)

How many traffic fines by each municipal council district were imposed by Victoria Police for
breaching the 50kmh speed limit since its introduction.

(b)

What is the total monetary value of fines imposed by Victoria Police by each municipal council
district for breaching the 50kmh speed limit since its introduction.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The Government introduced 50 km/h speed zones in order to reduce the road toll. In the 2001 calendar year
80 pedestrians were killed in Victoria, a 31% increase on the previous year. There is very substantial evidence from
numerous sources that decreasing vehicle speed results in decreased motor vehicle accidents. This general position
has been given local validity in a recent analysis by the Monash University Accident Research Centre of casualty
rates before and after the introduction of the 50 km/h zones. The analysis indicated a statistically reliable reduction
in casualty crashes in the order of 12-13% in 50 km/h zones as compared to 60 km/h zones.
Another way of thinking about the 50 kmh restriction is to consider the following figures relating to pedestrians
being hit by vehicles:
Speed of collision
50 kmh
60 kmh
70 kmh

Approx. % probability of pedestrian death
35%
65%
90%

For details on other components of the Governments Road Safety Strategy I would refer you to the various
published “Arrive Alive” documents.

Local Government: roads expenditure
3110.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What is the total expenditure on roads in each
municipality for 1999-2000, 2000-01 and 2001-02, respectively, for — (i) council funded roads; and (ii)
roads funded by the Government.

ANSWER:
I am advised that the Local Government Division of the Department of Infrastructure does not collate information
in the categories requested.
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Local Government: subdivision levy
3111.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What is the total land acquired or revenue raised by each
municipality as a product of the application of a 5 per cent subdivision levy for 1999-2000, 2000-01 and
2001-02, respectively.

ANSWER:
I am advised that this information is not held by the Local Government Division of the Department of
Infrastructure.

Local Government: freedom of information
3112.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): In relation to the Ministry, the department and its
agencies for 1999-2000, 2000-01 and in the year to date:
(a)

How many requests have been made under the Freedom of Information Act 1982.

(b)

How many requests are still in progress.

(c)

How many requests have had — (i) access granted in full; (ii) access granted in part only; and (iii)
access denied.

(d)

How many denied requests were subject to appeal and with what results.

(e)

What was the total cost of processing freedom of information requests.

(f)

What amounts were recovered through fees charged.

ANSWER:
The answers to (a), (c), (d) and (f) are found in the Freedom of Information Annual Report which can be located at
the Department of Justice website www.justice.vic.gov.au under About the Department - Freedom of Information Further Information - Freedom of Information.
There are no outstanding requests from the 1999-2000 period. At the date of this question there was one request
outstanding from the 2000-2001 period, being the subject of an appeal before VCAT. At the date of this question
there were 81 requests in progress from the 2001-2002 period.
The information, for the Minister for Local Government and the Department, for the 2001-2002 year:
– There were 323 requests lodged with the Department.
– The decisions were -

Access in full:
Access in part:
Access denied:

121
91
15

– Access decisions for the remaining requests did not fall into these categories.
– There are two avenues of appeal, firstly for Internal Review by the Department, then to the VCAT.
– There were 36 Internal Reviews conducted. The decision in 35 reviews was to affirm the original decision. For
one review a decision was made to grant access in full.
– There were 4 appeals to the VCAT.
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– Two appeals were withdrawn by consent and two remain to be heard.
“Agencies” for the Minister for Local Government include the Victorian Grants Commission and the Local
Government Best Value Commission. Neither organisation received a request under Freedom of Information
during the 2001-2002 period.
I am advised that the time and resources required to provide you with a detailed response to paragraph (e) of this
question would unreasonably divert the resources of the Department.
Fees and charges under the Freedom of Information Act collected during these periods total:
1999-2000
10662.00

2000-2001
11036.90

2001-2002
9849.20

Local Government: tenders and contracts
3114.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What is the total number of tenders and contracts entered
into by each municipality for 1999-2000, 2000-01 and 2001-02, respectively.

ANSWER:
I am advised that, other than what may be in Councils’ Annual Reports, the information requested is not collated by
the Local Government Division of the Department of Infrastructure.

Local Government: roads — special charges
3115.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What is the total council income derived per
municipality from special charges for road construction and maintenance for 1999-2000, 2000-01 and
2001-02, respectively.

ANSWER:
I am advised that, other than what is shown in Councils’ Annual Reports, the information requested is not collated
by the Local Government Division of the Department of Infrastructure.

Local Government: consultants
3116.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): In respect of the Minister’s department or any agency
within the Minister’s administration, what are the names of each consultant employed since September
1999, including the — (i) instructions and/or working plans that were given; (ii) cost of their services; (iii)
duration of their contract; (iv) additional payments made in excess of the contract price; and (v) purpose
for which they were employed.

ANSWER:
I am advised that the Department of Infrastructure lists consultancies each year in its Annual Report. In the Annual
Report for year 1999-2000 the information is located in Appendixes-Consultants on page 123, and for 2000-2001
Appendixes-Consultants on page 173.
I am further advised that the time and resources required to provide you with a detailed response to this question
would unreasonably divert the resources of the Department.
Should you wish to ask a more specific question on this matter, I will endeavour to provide you with a response.
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Local Government: staff and consultants
3117.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): Since 18 September 1999, has any department or agency
for which the Minister is responsible appointed any person as a permanent or temporary public servant or a
consultant, who was either a previous Labor Minister or who has previously worked as a ministerial
adviser for a Labor Government in Victoria or elsewhere; if so, who and when.

ANSWER:
In my capacity as Minister for Local Government, I am advised that since 18 September 1999 the Local
Government Division of the Department of Infrastructure has not employed any former Victorian Labor Minister
as either a permanent or temporary public servant, or as a consultant.
I am further advised that the Local Government Division has not employed as a permanent or temporary public
servant any person who previously worked as Victorian State Ministerial Advisor.
Given the general nature of the question it is considered that the time and resources required to provide more than
the above information would unreasonably divert the resources of the Department.
Should you wish to ask a more specific question on this matter I will endeavour to provide you with a response.

Local Government: council revenue
3118.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What is the total revenue collected and outstanding
revenue by each municipal council in 1998-99, 1999-2000, 2000-01 and 2001-02, respectively for — (i)
rates; (ii) fees and charges; (iii) Government grants; and (iv) parking fines.

ANSWER:
Attached please find information on rate revenue, collated from returns provided by councils to the Victoria Grants
Commission, for financial years 1998-99, 1999-2000 and 2000-01. Figures for the financial year 2001-2002 have
not yet been received.
In regard to these figures it should be noted that increases in rate revenue do not necessarily equate to rate rises.
I am advised that the Division of Local Government in the Department of Infrastructure is unable to provide
reliable figures on parking fines from the information it receives from councils.
I am further advised that the questions regarding fees and charges; and government grants are so wide in their
present form that the time and resources required to provide you with detailed responses would unreasonably divert
the resources of the Department. Should you wish to ask more specific questions on these matters, I will endeavour
to provide you with a response.
VICTORIA GRANTS COMMISSION

Municipality

Rate Revenue
1998/1999
Financial Year
($)

ALPINE(S)
ARARAT(RC)

4,990,000
4,492,000

1999/2000
Financial Year
($)
5,426,000
4,767,000

2000/2001
Financial Year
($)
6,048,000
5,226,000
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Municipality

Rate Revenue
1998/1999
Financial Year
($)

BALLARAT(C)
BANYULE(C)
BASS COAST(S)
BAW BAW(S)
BAYSIDE(C)
BOROONDARA(C)
BRIMBANK(C)
BULOKE(S)
CAMPASPE(S)
CARDINIA(S)
CASEY(C)
CENTRAL GOLDFIELDS(S)
COLAC-OTWAY(S)
CORANGAMITE(S)
DAREBIN(C)
DELATITE(S)
EAST GIPPSLAND(S)
FRANKSTON(C)
GANNAWARRA(S)
GLEN EIRA(C)
GLENELG(S)
GOLDEN PLAINS(S)
GREATER BENDIGO(C)
GREATER DANDENONG(C)
GREATER GEELONG(C)
GREATER SHEPPARTON(C)
HEPBURN(S)
HINDMARSH(S)
HOBSON’S BAY(C)
HORSHAM(RC)
HUME(C)
INDIGO(S)
KINGSTON(C)
KNOX(C)
LATROBE(C)
LODDON(S)
MACEDON RANGES(S)
MANNINGHAM(C)
MARIBYRNONG(C)
MAROONDAH(C)
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25,741,200
29,059,000
10,144,000
12,086,000
24,819,000
47,463,000
35,754,000
4,073,000
11,089,000
11,763,000
33,914,000
3,494,000
8,227,000
6,733,000
37,131,000
6,809,000
14,705,000
24,793,000
3,581,000
30,729,000
8,385,624
3,207,000
27,252,000
30,780,000
53,115,000
18,457,000
3,966,000
2,341,000
27,283,000
5,833,000
30,489,000
4,058,435
32,253,000
45,712,608
24,503,000
4,117,000
11,382,000
30,094,000
26,952,000
23,035,000

1999/2000
Financial Year
($)
27,290,500
29,831,000
10,789,000
12,605,000
26,592,000
50,544,000
38,876,000
4,243,000
11,962,000
12,437,000
37,069,000
3,751,000
8,892,000
7,506,000
39,113,478
7,342,000
15,637,000
26,871,000
3,936,000
32,136,000
8,906,454
3,388,000
29,040,000
33,591,000
58,012,000
20,043,000
4,336,000
2,644,000
29,899,000
6,273,000
33,049,000
4,222,432
34,560,000
30,762,000
26,066,000
4,123,000
12,468,000
32,428,000
28,131,000
24,254,000

2000/2001
Financial Year
($)
29,797,400
31,476,000
11,917,000
13,502,000
28,843,000
55,182,000
43,363,000
4,474,000
13,660,000
13,406,000
42,205,000
4,117,000
9,763,000
7,864,000
41,552,000
8,512,000
17,244,000
29,335,000
4,101,000
34,146,851
9,419,528
3,704,000
30,802,000
36,877,000
63,281,000
22,161,000
4,755,000
2,866,000
31,994,000
6,899,998
37,257,000
4,647,000
37,633,000
33,620,000
28,149,000
4,238,710
13,265,000
35,151,000
30,375,000
26,030,000
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Municipality

Rate Revenue
1998/1999
Financial Year
($)

MELBOURNE(C)
MELTON(S)
MILDURA(RC)
MITCHELL(S)
MOIRA(S)
MONASH(C)
MOONEE VALLEY(C)
MOORABOOL(S)
MORELAND(C)
MORNINGTON PENINSULA(S)
MOUNT ALEXANDER(S)
MOYNE(S)
MURRINDINDI(S)
NILLUMBIK(S)
NORTHERN GRAMPIANS(S)
PORT PHILLIP(C)
PYRENEES(S)
QUEENSCLIFFE(B)
SOUTH GIPPSLAND(S)
SOUTHERN GRAMPIANS(S)
STONNINGTON(C)
STRATHBOGIE(S)
SURF COAST(S)
SWAN HILL(RC)
TOWONG(S)
WANGARATTA(RC)
WARRNAMBOOL(C)
WELLINGTON(S)
WEST WIMMERA(S)
WHITEHORSE(C)
WHITTLESEA(C)
WODONGA(RC)
WYNDHAM(C)
YARRA (C)
YARRA RANGES(S)
YARRIAMBIACK(S)

619

1999/2000
Financial Year
($)

89,922,000
13,864,907
15,687,000
7,403,000
9,012,000
36,198,000
31,282,000
7,118,000
36,171,000
39,722,000
4,875,000
6,189,000
5,221,000
17,699,000
4,644,000
37,598,000
2,743,000
2,026,000
9,906,000
6,893,000
31,742,000
3,714,000
8,447,000
7,663,000
2,351,000
7,539,000
8,377,000
16,510,000
2,220,000
31,069,000
28,666,000
9,772,000
29,431,000
35,198,000
40,464,000
3,702,000

94,776,000
15,760,000
16,802,000
7,995,000
9,605,000
37,567,000
33,139,000
7,915,000
37,591,000
43,147,000
5,272,000
6,583,000
5,463,000
18,298,000
4,874,000
39,902,000
2,885,000
2,126,000
10,680,000
7,113,000
34,900,000
3,995,000
9,204,000
8,170,000
2,572,000
8,763,000
9,088,000
18,732,000
2,411,000
32,496,000
30,696,000
10,622,000
31,622,000
38,046,000
43,309,000
3,886,000

* Rate revenue includes separate waste management charges
* Source of data is the Victoria Grants Commission annual return to councils

2000/2001
Financial Year
($)
98,586,000
17,902,000
18,262,000
8,475,365
10,311,000
39,542,000
35,161,000
8,515,000
39,395,000
46,374,000
5,702,000
7,079,000
5,861,000
19,533,000
5,458,000
44,356,000
3,078,000
2,235,000
11,540,000
7,265,000
37,013,000
4,493,000
10,665,000
8,607,000
2,890,000
9,511,000
9,901,000
18,933,000
2,614,000
34,319,000
34,229,000
11,847,000
34,308,000
39,530,000
45,832,000
4,232,000
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Workcover: council premiums
3119.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for WorkCover): What is the total cost of WorkCover premiums with respect to
each Victorian municipality in 1999-2000, 2000-01 and 2001-02, respectively.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Victorian WorkCover Authority is unable to release the information on individual municipalities because of
the secrecy provisions of the Accident Compensation Act 1985 (s243).
Premium for individual municipalities are obtainable from the municipalities themselves or by obtaining authority
from the municipalities for the Victorian WorkCover Authority to release the information.

Local Government: councils — travel and professional development
3120.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What is the total amount spent by each municipality
on — (i) intrastate, interstate and overseas councillor travel; (ii) conferences; and (iii) professional
development, in 1999-2000, 2000-01 and 2001-02, respectively.

ANSWER:
I am advised that, other than what is shown in Councils’ annual reports, this information is not collated by the
Local Government Division of the Department of Infrastructure.

Local Government: home and community care program
3121.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What is the total expenditure in each municipality for
provision of aged care and Home and Community Care (HACC) services funded by the — (i) municipal
council; and (ii) State Government, in 1999-2000, 2000-01 and 2001-02, respectively.

ANSWER:
I am advised that information by the funding source (HACC) is not held in this format by the Local Government
Division of the Department of Infrastructure.

Local Government: government smoking policy
3122.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): Since 30 November 1999 what is the total council
expenditure per municipality on the implementation of the new Government smoking policy.

ANSWER:
I am advised that this information is not held by the Local Government Division of the Department of
Infrastructure.
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Local Government: mayoral and councillor allowances
3123.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): In respect of each municipal authority for 1999-2000,
2000-01 and 2001 to date, respectively:
(a)

What is the total cost of mayoral and councillor allowances.

(b)

What is the total cost of mayoral and councillor expenses reimbursement.

ANSWER:
I am advised that, other than what is shown in Councils’ annual reports, this information is not collated by the
Local Government Division of the Department of Infrastructure.

Gaming: electronic gaming machine revenue
3124.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Gaming): What is the total gaming revenue from electronic gaming machines
in each municipality in 1999-2000, 2000-01 and 2001-02, respectively.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Honourable Member is referred to the Office of Gambling Regulation website at http://www.ogr.vic.gov.au
Information on total net expenditure for each local government area for the years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 can be
located at “Public Announcements” under the heading “Gaming Machine Statistics by Local Government Area”.
Total net expenditure information for the year 2001-2002 is not yet available.
Section 139(4B) of the Gaming Machine Control Act 1991 provides that if a municipal district has less than three
approved gaming venues, statistical information about gambling expenditure in relation to gaming venues must be
aggregated. The aggregated figures must give the total gambling expenditure for all approved venues in the
municipal district together with an adjoining municipal district or districts so that the statistical information
indicates gambling expenditure for at least three approved venues.

Transport: councils — 50 km/h speed limit
3126.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Transport): What was the total expenditure incurred by each municipal
council in implementing the Government’s 50kmh speed limit rule.

ANSWER:
The total expenditure incurred by each VicRoads Region in implementing the Government’s 50km/h default speed
limit in built up areas is shown in the table below. Details of total expenditure for each Victorian local government
municipality are not readily available.
VicRoads Region
Metropolitan North West
Metropolitan South East
Eastern
North Eastern

Total Expenditure
($000’s)
639
706
278
164
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Total Expenditure
($000’s)
249
286
271
2,593

Local Government: councils — public relations and support services
3127.

THE HON. N. B. LUCAS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What is the total budget allocated to public relations and
promotion, publications, media advisors and councillor support services by each municipality for
1999-2000, 2000-01 and 2001-02, respectively.

ANSWER:
I am advised that, other than what is shown in Councils’ Annual Reports, this information is not collated by the
Local Government Division of the Department of Infrastructure.

Energy and Resources: Sustainable Energy Authority Victoria
3128.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources: In
relation to the Sustainable Energy Authority:
(a)

How much energy, in kWh electricity and MJ gas, has been saved in residential, commercial and
industrial sectors under the programs of the Authority.

(b)

What percentage of energy conservation measures recommended to clients during the energy
auditing of the sites by the Panel of Selected Energy Consultants was actually followed or
implemented by clients.

(c)

Is there any database or monitor of energy conservation milestone, from audit to implementation, for
clients of the Authority.

(d)

What percentage of the Authority’s employees are migrants, and are their foreign qualifications
utilised.

(e)

What is the relevant experience and qualifications of the Authority’s staff involved in coordinating
energy management and auditing projects with clients.

(f)

What are the maximum and minimum hourly rates and consulting fees that the Authority’s selected
consulting panel charges for the Authority’s clients.

(g)

What criteria were used in the selection of the consulting panel in November 2000.

(h)

What is the purpose and need for the consulting panel.

(i)

Were applicants for the consulting panel who were unsuccessful advised as to why they were not
successful.

(j)

After the selection procedure was completed in November 2000, was any new consulting firm added
to the consultants panel; if so, was the addition made without selection interview and completion of
tender procedures.
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(k)

When will the next round of consulting panel selections be finalised and in what media will it be
advertised.

(l)

Do the Authority’s project coordinators advise clients that there will be Australian Greenhouse
Office incentives if they choose to appoint one of the consultants from the Authority’s selected panel
and have the Authority coordinate their projects.

(m) Are small to medium sized energy consultants not on the consulting panel, unfairly disadvantaged in
their competition with larger consulting firms on the consulting panel.
(n)

Are the operations of the Authority compatible with National Competition Policy.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The energy savings from Sustainable Energy Authority Victoria (SEAV) programs targeted to the residential,
commercial and industrial sectors, delivered in 2000/01, is estimated to be 1,617 million kWh of electricity and
10,168 million MJ of gas accumulating over a ten year period.
(b) On average, 36 per cent of energy efficiency measures, identified through energy audits of businesses
participating in SEAV business sectors programs, were implemented within the first year.
(c) A database has been established to record the progress towards implementation for Energy Smart Partners and
Leaders who have Energy Action Plans.
(d) SEAV does not require employees to disclose whether they are migrants. Qualifications obtained in Australia
and overseas, are utilised as appropriate by staff in the conduct of their duties.
(e) Staff involved in coordinating energy management projects have qualifications and relevant experience in the
following areas:
Engineering

Sciences

Business

Other

- Mechanical
- Electrical
- Chemical
- Environmental
- Agricultural
- Behavioural
- Property Management
- Project Management
- Finance and Accounting
- Public Administration
- Business Management
- Architecture
- Research and Policy
- Arts
- Education
- Communication

(f) The consulting fees under the SEAV Consultants Register ranged from $60-$187 per hour depending on the
skills and experience of consultants and the nature of the work undertaken.
(g) The following selection criteria were used for establishing the Consultants Register:
1. The qualifications and experience of those nominated to be responsible for undertaking the allocated tasks.
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2. Work successfully undertaken in recent years and a high degree to which this has been repeat business. (eg
demonstration of recent experience in delivering the required services, and on repeat occasions.)
3. Ability to provide implementation management support and planning to include guaranteed performance.
(eg demonstration of capabilities to work with clients to implement recommendations and deliver the
projected outcomes.)
4. Ensuring competition in the market place for goods and services and meeting the requirements of the
Trade Practices Act.
5. Track record of identifying and implementing energy efficiency and greenhouse gas abatement measures
within business and industry.
(h) Victorian Government Procurement Policies and Guidelines include Common Use Agreements to source
routinely required goods or services. SEAV established the Consultants Register to support a number of SEAV
programs that commenced in 2000/01, in particular, the provision of energy auditing services and technical
support for companies participating in SEAV programs. The establishment of the Register was consistent with
government guidelines for Common Use Agreements.
(i) Consultants who had submitted an expression of interest and were unsuccessful were advised by letter. Any
consultant seeking further information was advised by telephone where they had not met the selection criteria
to the same level as the successful applicants.
(j) Following the establishment of the Consultants Register in November 2000, no new consultants were added to
the Register.
(k) The SEAV programs that the Register was set up to support, have now been completed. The term of the
Consultant Register has expired and there are no plans, at this time, for a new Register.
(l) No. The availability of Australian Greenhouse Office incentives were in no way restricted to participants of
any SEAV programs.
(m) The Expression of Interest was open to all energy consultants. A range of small and large businesses were
included on the Register.
(n) SEAV does not engage in any activity that restricts competition and does not directly compete with the private
sector. SEAV has received verbal advice from the National Competition Council indicating that the National
Competition Policy applies where government agencies bid for work against commercial enterprises. SEAV
did not submit bids for any tenders during 2000/2001.

Ports: Westgate terminal project
3129.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: Who went on the
worldwide briefings to Hong Kong, New Zealand and Sydney, respectively, aimed at encouraging
potential investors in the Westgate Terminal Project.

ANSWER:
The Melbourne Port Corporation (MPC) advises that three (3) people were involved in the worldwide briefings:
– Managing Director, MPC;
– Project Director, Westgate project; and
– Financial Consultant, Macquarie Bank Ltd

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 8 October 2002

COUNCIL

625

Ports: channel deepening
3130.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In relation to the
Victorian Channels Authority abnormal expenses for 2000-2001, what was the total cost of expenses paid
to defend claims made by the contractor involved in deepening the Geelong Channel.

ANSWER:
The VCA advises that the cost of defending claims arising from Geelong Channel Deepening was $1.47 million.

Ports: channel deepening
3131.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In relation to the
Victorian Channels Authority abnormal expenses for 2000-2001, what was the nature of the claim made
by the contractor involved in deepening the Geelong Channel.

ANSWER:
Following completion of the deepening of the commercial shipping channels into the port of Geelong in 1998, the
dredging contractor raised a number of claims on the VCA for the reimbursement of alleged additional costs he
incurred in fulfilling the contract.
It was alleged by the contractor that the additional costs arose from conditions that were unforeseen and in one of
the claims, arose from the negligence of the VCA.

Ports: Philadelphia trip
3132.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In relation to the
agreement between the Melbourne Port Authority and the Philadelphia Regional Port Authority and the
Minister’s trip to Philadelphia:
(a)

How many people from the Minister’s office went on the trip to Philadelphia.

(b)

How many people from the Department of Infrastructure went on the trip to Philadelphia.

(c)

How many people from the Melbourne Port Corporation went on the trip to Philadelphia.

(d)

How many people in total went on the trip to Philadelphia.

(e)

What was the total cost of the trip.

ANSWER:
(a) One.
(b) Nil.
(c) Two staff from the MPC, who were travelling as part of a trade mission at the same time.
(d) Five, including a State Government representative based in the USA.
(e) The delegation to the Port of Philadelphia was part of a broader overseas delegation. It is therefore not practical
to break this cost figure down to specifically cover this element of this program.
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Ports: port heritage trail
3133.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In relation to the Port
Heritage Trail at the Port of Melbourne:
(a)

What is the time line for this project.

(b)

What construction is involved in creating the Trail.

(c)

What date does construction commence.

(d)

What date is construction due for completion.

(e)

What is the expected cost of construction of the Trail.

ANSWER:
The MPC has recently finalised the Port of Melbourne Land Use Plan. The Plan does not specifically refer to a Port
Heritage Trail however it does propose as a strategy to:
– “Investigate opportunities for cultural interpretation throughout the Port, especially of landings at Webb Dock,
Victoria Dock, South Wharf and the Williamstown foreshore”
It is expected that implementation of the strategy will occur progressively over the next two years. While MPC
envisage it could incorporate a port heritage trail at some stage in the future, at this point in time, it is not a scoped
project.
Therefore there are no timelines or construction dates to advise at this time.

Ports: rail — Swanson and Victoria docks
3134.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In relation to the
reinstatement of rail at Swanson and Victoria Docks:
(a)

Has a contract been awarded; if so, to whom.

(b)

What is the value of this contract.

ANSWER:
With respect to the reinstatement of rail to Swanson Dock West, the Melbourne Port Corporation has awarded a
contract to John Holland Pty Ltd to the value of $3.5M.
The redevelopment of Victoria Dock is planned to include a rail siding. The Eol process for Victoria Dock will
inform the final design of the rail. No contract for reinstating rail at Victoria Dock has been awarded.

Arts: art and professional development
3135.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Arts): In relation to Arts Victoria’s program of Art and Professional
Development:
(a)

What is the Program.

(b)

What is the cost of the Program.

(c)

What are the performance measures for the Program.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 8 October 2002

COUNCIL

627

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Information on the Arts and Professional Development Program can be found on Arts Victoria’s website as well as
other Arts Victoria publications. I also refer the Honourable Member to the Department of Premier and Cabinet’s
2000/2001 annual report.

Community Services: Swan Hill — review of child minding at tennis clubhouse
3136.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Community Services): In relation to the review of child minding at the tennis
clubhouse in Swan Hill announced in November 2000:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

What was the amount of time taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
There was no formal review and therefore no costs incurred beyond those of Departmental staff in the normal
investigation of this issue.
The persons involved in investigating the matter were Ms Heather Paterson, Manager Community Care Unit and
Ms Chereil Rust, Senior Program Adviser, from the Loddon Mallee Regional Office of the Department of Human
Services. Ms Ruth Andrew and Mr Neil Twist from the Department’s Legal Branch were consulted and provided
advice to the Regional Office.
On 30 July 2001 the Swan Hill Tennis Club was advised in writing that the current child minding arrangements
could continue without the need for a licence to operate.

Environment and Conservation: Bendigo regional fisheries management plan steering committee
3137.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In relation to the Bendigo regional fisheries
management plan steering committee announced in Parliament on 4 April 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the Committee.

(b)

How many meetings were held by the Committee.

(c)

What was the total cost of the Committee.

(d)

What are the findings of the Committee.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Bendigo fisheries management plan steering committee does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities and
should more appropriately be asked of the Minister for Energy and Resources.
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Environment and Conservation: DNRE — review of implementing policy objectives
3138.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In relation to the review of implementing
policy objectives by the Department of Natural Resources and Environment announced in April 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

What was the amount of time taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) David Wright was engaged to undertake a review of the Department of Natural Resources and Environment’s
(NRE) Business Model. The purpose of the review was to ensure that NRE optimised the use of its resources,
and was well placed to respond to changing demands and expectations. The review focused on:
– Enhancing productivity,
– Improving organisational responsiveness and flexibility, and
– Targeting investment in management to achieve best value.
To achieve this the review aimed to identify opportunities for NRE to build on its existing strengths in order to
enhance its organisational effectiveness.
The Review of NRE’s Business Model involved the NRE Executive Team and a cross section of staff from
across NRE. The names of the Executive Team members who were involved in the review, and who endorsed
the final recommendations in April 2001, were:
Chloe Munro
Tony Cahir
Michonne van Rees
Gerard O’Neill
Geoff Vincent
Jan Boynton
Tony Edgar

Terry Healy
Bruce Kefford
Peter Clements
Elizabeth O’Keeffe
Chris Halpin
Judy Backhouse

Richard Rawson
Peter Sutherland
Richard McLoughlin
David Lea
Gillian Miles
Kevin Ritchie

(b) The review of NRE’s Business Model commenced on 7 March 2001 and was completed on 23rd April 2001.
(c) The total project fee for the review was $49,500.
(d) The Business Model Review identified the following specific recommendations for improving NRE:
– Develop a ‘One NRE’ approach and culture – to drive synergy, integration and improved service delivery to
the community.
– Identify and introduce large, cross-divisional, flagship projects as critical elements to building a ‘One NRE’
culture.
– Improve the customer and community focus of ‘One NRE’ through improved processes and clarity of
responsibility.
– Increase the emphasis on leadership and leadership development throughout NRE.
– Clarify the roles of policy divisions and service providers and the boundaries of their work with other parts
of NRE.
– Confirm the roles of the regions and apply these roles consistently.
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– Upgrade the roles of Regional Manager over the next two years so they become responsible for all activities
within their region ie the total business.
– Implement a responsive business management system (a plan, deploy, review cycle), which is transparent
and:
– defines strong strategic and operational planning processes,
– produces plans with clear resource allocation and accountabilities at all levels,
– includes a deployment process with organisation, project development and performance management,
– has measurement and review processes with both strategic and operational components,
– adopts a project management framework based on proven internal methodologies.

Environment and Conservation: box-ironbark forest conservation parks
3139.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In relation to the review of the management
of north-east Victoria’s new box-ironbark forest conservation parks announced in December 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

What was the amount of time taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
There was no announcement in December 2001 or any other time of a review of the management of north-east
Victoria’s new box-ironbark forest conservation parks.
If the question is in reference to the Implementation Panel announced in November 2001, the Panel Report has
recently been made public, and is available in full on the Department of Natural Resources and Environment
website (www.nre.vic.gov.au).

Environment and Conservation: Yea streamflow management plan committee
3140.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In relation to the Yea Streamflow
Management Plan Committee announced in a Government press release:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the Committee.

(b)

How many meetings were held by the Committee.

(c)

What was the total cost of the Committee.

(d)

What are the findings of the Committee.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The names of the persons involved in the Committee are contained in the Yea River Streamflow Management
Plan Report - December 2001 which is available directly from the Goulburn-Murray Rural Water Authority
(trading as Goulburn-Murray Water) or from their website at www.g-mwater.com.au.
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(b) The Committee has held 13 meetings to date.
(c) Committee members who are eligible to receive payment, are paid a daily sitting fee of $110 which includes
travelling and personal expenses. The cost of sitting fees to date is approximately $13,000.
(d) The key findings of the Committee are contained in the Yea River Streamflow Management Plan Report December 2001 which is available directly from Goulburn-Murray Water or from their website at
www.g-mwater.com.au.

Environment and Conservation: Werribee Precinct Group
3141.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In relation to the Werribee Precinct Group:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the group.

(b)

How many times has the group met.

(c)

What is the total cost of the group’s proceedings.

(d)

What was the group’s findings or recommendations.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Werribee has become a focus for a number of government initiatives that include:
– “Werribee Precinct Vision” for the Werribee Tourism Precinct sponsored by Parks Victoria. The Werribee
Precinct Group oversees the project.
– “Werribee Technology Precinct” project by the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development
(DIIRD); and,
– “Werribee Vision” by the Department of Natural Resources and Environment (DNRE).
Unlike the previous Government the Bracks Government recognises the great potential of this region and is
committed to working with key stakeholders and the community in fostering growth and further opportunities.
The Werribee Precinct Project under the auspices of Parks Victoria is investigating a range of projects over a
two-year period commencing June 2001. The key objectives are to promote the region for tourism with Werribee
Park as the focus.
(a) The Precinct Group members are:
Stuart Ord (Chair)
Regional Manager, Parks Victoria
Robert Chandler
DIIRD
David Hancocks
Director, Victoria’s Open Range Zoo
Murray McIntyre
DNRE
Barbara McLure
Executive Director, Western Region Economic Development Organisation
Ian Robins
Chief Executive, City of Wyndham
Mark Robertson
Director, Mansion Hotel
Ross Young
Melbourne Water Corporation
Patrick Foley
Manager, Werribee Park Golf Club
Jamie Page
Director, Werribee Park National Equestrian Centre
(b) By the end of June 2002 there have been 6 meetings of the Group.
(c) The cost of these meetings to date is $1,120.50 (including GST).
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(d) The Precinct Group is a steering group and makes no findings or recommendations. A team of project staff
from Parks Victoria reports to the meetings of the Group on progress through a range of relevant projects and
investigations.

Consumer Affairs: review of fundraising legislation
3142.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs): In relation to the review of fundraising legislation
announced in Parliament in March 2000:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

How much time was taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The persons involved in the review were:
– Departmental officers; and
– Members of the public who responded to a discussion paper.
(b) The review was conducted in the period from about February 2000 to about January 2001.
(c) The review was conducted from within departmental resources, comprising staff time dedicated to the review
during the abovementioned period, and internal printing costs, and postage costs.
(d) The findings of the review were that:
– Some of the compliance requirements of the Fundraising Appeals Act 1998 imposed a burden on some
fundraisers (small voluntary bodies) that was disproportionate to the regulatory benefit.
– Stronger enforcement measures should be available to control disreputable fundraising.

Consumer Affairs: committee on consumer issues based on gender
3143.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs): In relation to the committee established to investigate
consumer issues based on gender announced in March 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the investigation.

(b)

What was the amount of time taken to complete the investigation.

(c)

What was the total cost of the investigation.

(d)

What are the findings of the investigation.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
There have been two key streams of activity in relation to gender based consumer issues that have been undertaken
since 2000, that the Hon Mr Furletti could be referring to in the question raised. These include the:
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– Parliamentary Inquiry into marketplace discrimination; and
– Women as Consumers project.
Parliamentary Inquiry into marketplace discrimination
In April 2000, under the Parliamentary Committees Act 1968, the Family and Community Development
Committee was requested by the Hon Marsha Thomson, then Minister for Consumer Affairs, to inquire, consider
and report into the incidence of marketplace discrimination against women consumers and its effects on the
economic wellbeing of women. The Committee was given until 31 March 2001 to report back to Parliament.
(a) The persons involved in the review were:
– members of the Parliamentary Family and Community Development Committee;
– Parliamentary offices who supported the FCDC; and
– members of the public and industry who responded to a discussion paper.
(b) The review was conducted in the period from approximately April 2000, when the terms of Reference for the
inquiry were gazetted in the Victorian Government Gazette to November 2001, when the final report was
released.
(c) The cost of the Parliamentary Inquiry was met from the Committee’s parliamentary appropriations, which
covered sitting fees, staff time as well as printing and other administration costs. No funding was provided
from the Department of Justice to conduct the inquiry.
(d) The findings of the review were that:
– there are obvious cases of discrimination against women in a number of industries;
– while direct discrimination against women may have diminished, more indirect forms of discrimination
continue to persist; and
– there is a lack of evidence and hard data on which to determine the extent to which discrimination is a
persistent feature across the marketplace.
The report recommended:
– self-regulatory mechanisms for key industries;
– education to raise awareness of prohibitions against discrimination;
– stronger referral protocols between Consumer and Business Affairs (CBAV) and the Equal Opportunity
Commission (EOC) to streamline the handling of complaints;
– improved data collection and handling; and
– a specific prohibition against gender discrimination in the Fair Trading Act, and strengthening of the EOC
enforcement of the Equal Opportunity Act.
Women as Consumers Project
Minister Thomson made reference to the national Women as Consumers project at the International Motor Show
on 8 March 2001 and in Parliament on 22 March 2001. The project was established to examine ways to improve
service to women consumers by the motor vehicle industry.
(a) A State based Steering Committee was established to provide guidance to the project in Victoria. The persons
involved in the Steering Committee were:
– Departmental officers; and
– Representatives from the automotive industry and consumer groups
(b) The Women as Consumers project was initiated in August 1999 as a national project, and Stage 1 was
completed in September 2000. Work on Stage 2 of the project commenced in April 2001 with participating
States focusing on their own industry. This work is continuing and the Victorian Steering Committee will be
meeting shortly to discuss options.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 8 October 2002

COUNCIL

633

(c) Work on the project was conducted from within departmental resources, comprising part of the time of a
project officer. An additional $6,966 contributed to the cost of conducting a telephone survey amongst 500
women.
(d) Stage 1 of the Women as Consumers project found that significant proportions of women consumers had
negative experiences in car buying and with regard to service and repair of vehicles throughout Australia. The
research also indicated that women tended not to make official complaints about their experiences. Stage 2 has
identified a number of initiatives and potential strategies for consideration, which will be progressed in the
coming months.

Consumer Affairs: review of body corporate laws
3144.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs): In relation to the review of body corporate laws
announced in November 2000:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

What was the amount of time taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
This matter does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities. The question should be directed to the Honourable the
Minister for Planning.

Consumer Affairs: review of payday lending
3145.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs): In relation to the review of payday lending announced in
January 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

What was the amount of time taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
Victoria did not conduct a stand-alone review of payday lending. Consumer Affairs did release a discussion paper
in November 2000 entitled “Review of the Regulation of Pawnbrokers”. A media release dated 28 November 2000
stated that the review would include examination of the “increasing prevalence of Pay Day loans.” This aspect of
the review did not proceed because by that time, payday loans had also become the subject of national review.
During January 2001 Consumer Affairs Victoria was involved in the ongoing work of that national review, under
the auspices of the Uniform Consumer Credit Code Management Committee.
By way of background, in August 2000 a report on payday lending in Queensland was released and in the ensuing
months, was the subject of discussion by the Uniform Consumer Credit Code Management Committee. In
December 2000 the Ministerial Council on Consumer Affairs formally approved the preparation of an amendment
to the Uniform Consumer Credit Code to address payday lending. A consultation draft of a Bill to amend the Code
to bring payday lending within its ambit was released the same month. The Code is an appendix to a Queensland
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statute, the Consumer Credit (Queensland) Act 1994. The Code applies in Victoria by virtue of the Consumer
Credit (Victoria) Act 1995.
Assuming that the review to which the Honourable Member refers is the consultation that occurred in Victoria in
connection with the draft Bill:
(a) The persons involved in the consultation were:
– departmental officers; and
– members of the public, consumer advocates and industry who responded to an invitation to discuss the draft
Bill.
(b) The consultation was conducted during January and the first half of February 2001.
(c) The consultation was conducted from within departmental resources, comprising staff time dedicated to the
consultation during the abovementioned period, internal printing and postage costs. The draft Bill was prepared
by the Queensland Department of Fair Trading.
(d) Given that it was consultation rather than a review, there were no ‘findings’. However, responses to the
consultation included:
– prohibit payday lending
– bring payday lending under the Code so that the 48% per annum interest rate cap will apply
– bring payday lending under the Code but exempt it from the 48% cap
– leave things as they are
The Bill eventually became the Consumer Credit (Queensland) Amendment Act 2001. It was passed by the
Queensland Parliament on 9 August 2001 and commenced in Victoria on 10 December 2001.

Consumer Affairs: review of collection bin labelling
3146.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs): In relation to the review of collection bin labelling
announced in January 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

How much time was taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The persons involved in the review were:
– Departmental officers; and
– Members of the public who responded to a discussion paper.
(b) The review was conducted in the period from about January 2001 to about June 2002.
(c) The review was conducted from within departmental resources, comprising staff time dedicated to the review
during the abovementioned period, and internal printing costs and postage costs.
(d) The finding of the review was that amendment of the requirements for the labelling of clothing collection bins
was appropriate.
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Tourism: review of recreational fishing issues
3147.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Tourism): In relation to the review of recreational fishing, fishing stock,
marketing and support of fishing tourism as announced in Parliament by the Honourable the Minister for
Tourism:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

What was the amount of time taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) The names of people involved in the 1999/2000 review were as follows:
Government:
–
–
–
–
–
–

John McAnulty, Tourism Victoria
Bill Fox, Tourism Victoria
Colin Stabb, Tourism Victoria
Richard Mc Loughlin, NRE (Fisheries)
Charles Barnham, NRE (Fisheries) – since retired)
Ross Winstanley, NRE (Fisheries) – since resigned)

Members of the Angling Industry:
–
–
–
–
–

Ray Page, VRFish
Andrew Horne, Charter Operator
Karen Orily, Mark and Phillip Weigall and Rod Barford, Fishing Guides
Bill Classon, Publicist
Rob Cummings, Tackle industry

(b) The review took six months to complete and was released in March 2000
(c) The review cost a total of $22,500: $15,000 and $7,500 for salaries and a brochure respectively.
(d) A more in-depth report on the findings of the review can be found in the Fishing Tourism Action Plan
2000-2003. However, the three key objectives and recommended actions are as follows:
– to develop a range of quality fishing venues that appeal to high yield anglers;
– to raise the awareness of Victoria’s fishing opportunities, and subsequently increase the economic yield; and
– to ensure that professional standards are developed in conjunction with industry operators.

Energy and Resources: review of Geological Survey Victoria
3148.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources: In
relation to the review of the role and resourcing of the Geological Survey of Victoria announced in
Parliament on 1 June 2000:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.
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ANSWER:
I did not announce a review of the Geological Survey Victoria in my Ministerial Statement, “Pillars for Balanced
Growth”. I advised that a review had already been undertaken. In relation to the review, which was initiated by the
previous Government, I am informed that:
(a) The Review of the Geological Survey of Victoria (GSV) was undertaken by Mr Phil Roberts (then Manager
Minerals Development, Minerals and Petroleum, Department of Natural Resources and Environment (NRE)).
A Panel was established to oversee the review process. In addition to Mr Roberts the Panel consisted of
Mr Kevin Egan (then Manager Business Improvement, Minerals and Petroleum, NRE) and Mr Arnold
Offenberg (representing the Victorian Chamber of Mines, now the Victorian Minerals and Energy Council).
(b) The Review was initiated in July 1999 and concluded in December 1999.
(c) The Review was funded internally by the Department of Natural Resources and Environment. There were no
significant costs, other than officers’ time.
(d) The overall findings endorsed the strong emphasis which the GSV places on services to the minerals industry,
with a call for an adjustment to the mix of services. The full list of findings is contained in the document titled
Review of the Geological Survey of Victoria which is available from the Minerals Business Centre, Level 8,
240 Victoria Parade, East Melbourne.

Energy and Resources: review of salmon fishing regulations
3149.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources: In
relation to the review of Victoria’s salmon fishing regulations announced by the government in a media
release:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

What was the amount of time taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The Review of Salmonid (trout and salmon) Recreational Fishing Regulations was undertaken by a 12 person
Review Committee.
The Committee consisted of:
Mr Don Mowbray from the Fisheries Co-Management Council; Associate Professor Brad Mitchell from
Deakin University who has a broad understanding of aquatic conservation issues; Mr Patrick Washington,
Chairman of VRFish, the peak body representing the views of recreational anglers; Mr Jim Allen, President of
the Australian Trout Foundation; Mr Geoff Cramer and Mr Leigh Eldridge, VRFish Board members, and
Mr Philip Weigall, a freelance trout fishing journalist and trout fishing guide.
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Department of Natural Resources and Environment representatives Mr Ross Winstanley, Manager of
Recreational Fisheries; Mr Marc Ainsworth, Manager of Inland Recreational Fisheries; Mr Mike Hosking and
Mr Greg Sharp, Senior Fisheries Officers from the North East Region and Mr Wayne Fulton, Deputy Director
of the Marine and Freshwater Resources Institute the primary research arm of the Department.
(b) The Review commenced in November 2000 and concluded in June 2001.
(c) The cost of the Review is estimated to be $5,000. This includes the production and distribution of a Discussion
Paper and a Regulatory Impact Statement but does not include Departmental staff time.
(d) The findings of the Review were:
(1) That a number of changes should be made to the Salmonid Recreational Fishing Regulations, and
(2) That further research be undertaken to scope the nature of problems identified by anglers.

Energy and Resources: review of inland commercial fishing waters
3150.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources: In
relation to the review of inland commercial fishing waters announced by the government in a media
release:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

What was the amount of time taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The following persons were involved in the review:
– Richard McLoughlin, Executive Director, Fisheries Victoria,
– Ross Winstanley, Manager Recreational Fisheries Section, Fisheries Victoria (retired August 2001),
– Greg Hayes, Manager Recreational Fisheries Section, Fisheries Victoria, and
– Alan Baxter, Manager Inland Fisheries and Habitat Conservation, Fisheries Victoria.
The following stakeholders participated in the review:
– Inland Fishery Access Licence (IFAL) Holders
– Fisheries Co-management Council (FCC)
– Inland Fishery Committee of the FCC
– Peak Bodies:
- Victorian Recreational Fishing (VRFish)
- Seafood Industry Victoria (SIV)
- Victorian Aquaculture Council (VAC)
- Victorian National Parks Association (VNPA)
– Indigenous Communities and Peak Bodies:
- Mirimbiak Nations Aboriginal Corporation
- Bendigo Dja Dja Wurrung Aboriginal Association Incorporated
- Goolum-Goolum Aboriginal Co-operative Limited
- Mildura Aboriginal Corporation
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- Njernda Aboriginal Corporation
- Swan Hill and District Aboriginal Co-operative Limited
- Regional Cultural Heritage Co-ordinators for northern and south-western regions.
– Department of Natural Resources and Environment Divisions/Regions:
- Parks Flora and Fauna Division
- South West, North West and North East Regions
(b) The review was announced in October 2001 and was completed in June 2002 when all Inland Fishery Access
Licence Holders accepted an offer to buy out their licences.
(c) Total costs of the review are estimated at $10,000.
(d) During the process of the review the IFAL holders proposed a licence buyout. This proposal negated the need
to review the waters available to IFAL holders under Schedule 8 of the Fisheries Regulations 1995 which was
the original focus of the review. The buyout, once negotiated with and accepted by the IFAL holders, brought
an early resolution to the review process with the finding of the review being that a buyout of the Inland
Fishery Access Licences was the most appropriate course of action.

Finance: review of town hall precinct, Richmond
3151.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Finance): In relation to the review of the Town Hall Precinct in Richmond
announced in Parliament on 2 March 2000:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

What was the amount of time taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) Representatives from the Departments of Treasury and Finance, Education, the City of Yarra and the local
Member for Richmond made up the committee to review the Richmond Town Hall Precinct.
(b) The first meeting of the Committee was convened on 27 March 2000. The committee recessed in the lead up to
the last Council election and has recently reconvened to consider future uses for the remaining land in the
precinct.
(c) The cost of the review to date is approximately $70,000.
(d) The review has, to date, determined the appropriate uses for the following sites:
1. The Former Primary School Site
Through public consultation and exhibition of plans, the Council has granted development rights for this
parcel of land (4889m2), which has subsequently been sold, to the Director of Housing.
2. Richmond Swimming Pool
An area of land (607m2) from the former primary school site was transferred to the City of Yarra to
facilitate the redevelopment of the swimming pool and gymnasium.
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3. Lynall Hall School
The committee oversaw the closure and relocation of Lynall Hall from its current site to the adjoining
former Richmond Girls Secondary School.
4. Richmond Police Station
An area of land (2000m2) within the Precinct was sold to Victoria Police for the construction of the new 24
hour police station.

Finance: La Trobe Valley — review of asbestos-related disease
3152.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Finance): In relation to the review of asbestos related disease in the La Trobe
Valley announced in November 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

What was the amount of time taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) the Review is conducted by Professor Don Campbell of Royal Melbourne Hospital and Professor Michael
Abramson of Monash University. The Review is managed by Ms Jill Nosworthy of Royal Melbourne
Hospital. The Review will use the services of a number of independent medical, financial, statistical and
technical people in undertaking the Review. The Review is overseen by a Steering Committee comprising:
Ms Alex Butler (Chair); Professors Campbell and Abramson; and Dr Paul van Buynder of the Department of
Human Services.
(b) the Review is estimated to take approximately 9 months to complete. Originally it was intended that the
Review would start in October 2001 and therefore be completed by August 2002. Resolution of certain
medical ethics issues has caused a delay in the start of the Review which is now expected to be completed by
March 2003.
(c) as the Review will not be completed for some months, it is not possible to give a total cost. The Review’s
Budget is approximately $275,000.
(d) there are no findings at present as the Review has not been completed.

Health: review of travelling expenses for Bendigo patients
3153.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In relation to the review of the system where seriously-ill Bendigo
residents who travel to Melbourne for treatment receive 11 cents a kilometre to cover travel costs as
announced in January 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

How much time was taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.
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What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
The Victorian Patient Transport Assistance Scheme (VPTAS) is a partial reimbursement scheme to assist rural and
remote Victorians with travel and accommodation costs incurred when travelling long distances to specialist
medical or dental treatment. It is not limited only to seriously ill patients. A review of the Scheme was announced
in January 2001 and commenced immediately, with the final report being presented to the Minister for Health in
May 2001, four months after the commencement of the review.
The state-wide VPTAS Coordinator, Ms Leanne Renfree conducted the review, with input from officers within the
Department of Human Services including the Department’s five rural regional offices, the Dental Services Unit, the
Concessions Unit and the Forecasting Unit. A working group was established to review treatments and services
covered by the Scheme. Members of the working group were:
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

Ms Deborah Cox, Social Work, The Alfred Hospital
Ms Jane Miller, Social Work, Royal Children’s Hospital
Ms Maria Presta, Social Work, Royal Melbourne Hospital
Ms Karen Todd, The Anti-Cancer Council of Victoria
Ms Lara Jankelowitz, Social Work, Royal Women’s Hospital
Ms Rita Felicissimo, Social Work, Austin and Repatriation Medical Centre
Ms Noela Jenkin, Social Work, Austin and Repatriation Medical Centre
Ms Merrin Prictor, Physiotherapist, representing the Ministerial Rural and Regional Health Advisory Group
Clinical Issues Panel
Mr Ian Pollerd, Manager Policy, Rural and Regional Health Services Branch, Department of Human Services
Ms Leanne Renfree, VPTAS Project Officer, Rural and Regional Health Services Branch, Department of
Human Services
Ms Jan Barrie, VPTAS Officer, Grampians Region, Department of Human Services
Ms Pam Weston, VPTAS Officer, Barwon-South Western Region, Department of Human Services
Ms Miriam Ward, VPTAS Officer, Gippsland Region, Department of Human Services
Ms Roisin Edwards, VPTAS Officer, Loddon Mallee Region, Department of Human Services
Mr Les Lambert, Hume Region, Department of Human Services
Dr Arona Offenberger, Service Development, Department of Human Services
Representative, DisAbility Services, Department of Human Services

As Departmental officers conducted the review rather than external consultants, the only additional costs were
those associated with a mail-out of survey forms. Further, members of the working group established to review
treatments and services covered by the Scheme participated in a voluntary capacity and as such no costs have been
incurred.
The review focused on four key areas:
– Processes and Procedures
– Subsidy Rates
– Patient and Escort Contributions
– Patient Eligibility, Eligible Services and Treatments.
Sample survey forms were sent to users of the Scheme, doctors, social workers and health services agencies. 221
survey forms (a response rate of 36.65%) were returned for analysis.
The review made the following recommendations to the Minister:
– Increase in the car travel subsidy by 18.25%, from 11 cents per kilometre to 13 cents per kilometre, which is in
line with the average running costs of a private vehicle as estimated by the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria
(RACV). This became effective on July 1, 2001, making the rate paid by Victoria equal to the highest subsidy
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rate of any State in Australia. In addition, the subsidy rate will be reviewed every two years to ensure that it
remains aligned with RACV running costs.
Implementation of a state-wide information awareness campaign involving a mail-out of posters, brochures,
guidelines and supplies of claim forms to relevant organisations, conducting information sessions with
appropriate staff at major hospitals and an expansion of the Department’s website.
Implementation of revised internal procedures and development of a state-wide IT application for processing
claim forms to provide more timely responses to applicants.
Extension of the period in which claims are to be lodged from three months to six months. Effective July 1,
2001.
Payment of subsidy for the first night of accommodation for all eligible patients and, where applicable, their
escorts. Effective July 1, 2001.
Removal of the patient and escort contribution for concession cardholders. Effective July 1, 2001.
A reduction in the patient and escort contribution for non-concession cardholders from a maximum of $280 in a
treatment year to a maximum of $100 for the same period. Effective July 1, 2001.
Establishment of a small working group comprising key specialist and other health practitioners to identify and
develop a list of approved treatments and services, which should be included as treatments eligible for assistance
under the VPTAS Scheme. The group comprises representatives from several external health organisations and
various sections of the Department of Human Services. It is anticipated that the report will be completed later in
2002.

An additional $820,000 was provided to the VPTAS budget for the 2001-2002 financial year to enable
implementation of the review’s recommendations. All of the extra funds have been used to directly benefit rural
and remote Victorians travelling long distances to specialist medical or dental treatment.

Housing: committee on redevelopment of Thomson estate, Geelong
3154.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Housing): In relation to the committee established to oversee redevelopment
of the Thomson estate in Geelong as announced in Parliament in June 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the committee.

(b)

How many times has the committee met.

(c)

What was the total cost of the committee’s activities.

(d)

What are the findings/recommendations of the committee.

ANSWER:
(a) The names of all persons involved in the committee are: Ian Trezise, Jeanene Newell, Lesley Wrzuszczak,
Debra Herbertsen, Kay Darcy, Jane Wager, Janine Shelley, Mick Hughes, Sue Williams, Lynden Baxter,
Geoff Iles, Peter Quail, Roger Dutton, Chris Lyons, Rob Bromley, Peter Seares.
(b) The committee has met ten times.
(c) The total cost of the committee’s activities is $1137.00
(d) The Committee is overseeing the redevelopment strategy plan and has recommended and participated in
community consultation activities.
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Housing: audit of inner city public housing estates
3155.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Housing): In relation to the audit of the Department of Housing inner city
estates to stop standover tactics as announced in July 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the audit.

(b)

How much time was taken to complete the audit.

(c)

What was the total cost of the audit.

(d)

What are the findings of the audit.

ANSWER:
The Office of Housing is unable to identify the audit as described by the Honourable Member. The Honourable
Member is invited to submit a more specific question.

Housing: women’s housing policy — review
3160.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Housing): In relation to the review of women’s housing policy announced in
Parliament in February 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

How long has it taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
(a) The members of the Ministerial Advisory Committee for development of a Women’s Housing policy are:
Karen Overington MP, Karen Ahern, Billi Clarke, Melanie Coutts, Wendy Gilbert, Marija Groen, Carmel
McCormack, Melba Marginson, Michelle Marven, Chris Momot, Judith O’Neill, Dallas Taylor, Vicki-Lee
Thomas, Deborah Tsorbaris and Jane Wager.
(b–d)

The Ministerial Advisory Committee on Women’s Housing has not been involved in a review of existing
policy.

Housing: home opportunity loan scheme — review
3161.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Housing): In relation to the review of the Home Opportunity Loan Scheme
announced in Parliament in May 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

How long has it taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.
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ANSWER:
The Office of Housing is unable to identify the review as described by the Honourable Member. The Honourable
Member is invited to submit a more specific question.

Small Business: land tax
3162.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business: In each of
the years 1998 to 2001, respectively, what was the total amount of land tax collected from small businesses
by the — (i) Banyule City Council; (ii) Bayside City Council; (iii) Boroondara City Council; (iv)
Brimbank City Council; (v) Cardinia City Council; (vi) Casey City Council; (vii) Darebin City Council;
(viii) Frankston City Council; (ix) Glen Eira City Council; (x) Greater Dandenong City Council; (xi)
Hobsons Bay City Council; (xii) Hume City Council; (xiii) Kingston City Council; (xiv) Knox City
Council; (xv) Manningham City Council; (xvi) Maribyrnong City Council; (xvii) Maroondah City
Council; (xviii) Melbourne City Council; (xix) Melton Shire Council; (xx) Monash City Council; (xxi);
Moonee Valley City Council; (xxii) Moreland City Council; (xxiii) Mornington Peninsula Shire Council;
(xxiv) Nillumbik Shire Council; (xxv) Port Phillip City Council; (xxvi) Stonnington City Council; (xxvii)
Whitehorse City Council; (xxviii) Whittlesea City Council; (xxix) Wyndham City Council; (xxx) Yarra
City Council; and (xxxi) Yarra Ranges Shire Council.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Honourable Member’s question falls outside my portfolio responsibilities. The Honourable Member should
direct her question to the Honourable the Treasurer.

Environment and Conservation: Box-Ironbark National Park
3163.

THE HON. W. R. BAXTER — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Environment Conservation
Council’s recommendation to include a portion of Black Dog Creek between Chiltern and Beechworth in
the proposed enlarged Box-Iron Bark National Park:
(a)

Will it be necessary for fencing to be constructed on freehold boundaries abutting the creek; if so, at
whose expense.

(b)

Who is responsible for fence replacement following floods.

(c)

What is the situation where the creek bed has shifted into freehold land.

(d)

What provision for access and livestock movement will be made where single unit farms straddle the
creek.

(e)

What provision will be made for weed control and suppression of feral animals, especially if
enhanced harbour results in greater numbers of foxes and rabbits.

(f)

What arrangements will be expected of adjoining landowners to facilitate access to Parks Victoria
vehicles where vehicular ingress is available only across freehold land.

(g)

Although section 8 of the Water Act 1989 confers a right to stock and domestic water to certain
adjacent occupiers, does declaration of a national park abrogate that right to water.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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The Black Dog Creek frontage land recommended by the Environment Conservation Council to become part of the
Chiltern-Mt Pilot National Park, will now become the Black Dog Creek Natural Features Reserve. This change has
resulted from further consultations with landowners along Black Dog Creek.
Natural Features Reserves provide for protection of natural features including flora and fauna, but also allow for
uses that are not accommodated in national parks, such as grazing and shooting. Provision to create this reserve
under the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 has been included in the National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other
Parks) Bill.
The answers to the questions relating to the Black Dog Creek Crown frontage are:
(a) The North East Catchment Management Authority (NECMA) has commenced a Waterway Action Plan for
Black Dog Creek, which is to be extended to this area of the creek. The NECMA works closely with
landholders on matters including grazing regimes, fencing, pest control, biodiversity protection and access. It is
clear that a blanket requirement to fence the entire frontage/freehold boundary is neither appropriate nor
practical. Fencing may be undertaken where it is necessary to ensure protection of biodiversity values.
However fence design and location will be negotiated with landowners, including the resolution of on ground
management issues such as locations affected by flooding. Costs sharing arrangements for any fencing are
normally entered into by the CMA and the landowner.
(b) The landowner will be engaged in fence design and location as discussed above. Maintenance and replacement
will become the responsibility of the landowner.
(c) If this situation has occurred and is of concern, the Department would discuss the issues arising, with the
landowner.
(d) Stock access between adjoining property units will be unchanged, except as required to address any
biodiversity protection requirements, and then in consultation with the landowner.
(e) Pest plant and animal control measures will continue to be undertaken by licensees, land manager and CMA as
appropriate.
(f) Access is currently available to the Crown at certain locations for management and inspection of the Crown
frontage. If there are any additional vehicle access requirements, these would be discussed with the landowner.
(g) The area will not be added to Chiltern-Mt Pilot National Park, and will become a natural features reserve under
the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978. Existing water rights are unchanged.

Industrial Relations: Premier’s award for partnership at work
3171.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations): In relation to the Premier’s Awards for Partnership at
Work:
(a)

Who sits on the Awards Panel.

(b)

How were these people chosen.

(c)

Which workplaces made the short-list as a result of the Panel’s deliberations.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
a) The following members sit on the panel for the Premier’s Awards for Partnership at Work:
– David Gregory, VECCI
– Santina Bertone, Victoria University of Technology
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Timothy Piper, AIG
Richard Marles, ACTU
Peter Gahan, Industrial Relations Victoria
Paul Lorraine, Industrial Relations Victoria
David Sikorski, Australian Quality Council

b) The Panel members were chosen as representatives from major industry partners, academia and the
Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development.
c) An Australian Quality Council adviser undertook an independent evaluation of applications and compiled a
short-list. As clearly explained in the Award guidelines, the role of the Panel is to make a final
recommendation on Award winners. The Panel did not decide the short-list.
The short-listed organisations are:
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

Australian Defence Industries.
Australia Post – Supply Chain & Property Solutions Division
Coated Steel Australia – Braeside Service Centre
Brite Solutions
Building Commission (formerly the Building Control Commission)
City of Wodonga
Hazelwood Power
Powercor
Siemens VDO
Symex Holdings
Toyota

Transport: Benalla — Vicroads expenditure
3173.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Transport): How much was spent on roads that are the responsibility of
VicRoads in the electorate of Benalla, for each financial year from 1992-1993 to 2001-2002, respectively.

ANSWER:
1992-1993
1993-1994
1994-1995
1995-1996
1996-1997
1997-1998
1998-1999
1999-2000
2000-2001
2001-2002
Total

$M
$8.7
$7.8
$13.7
$17.7
$15.3
$19.5
$14.8
$11.3
$23.7
$55.8
$188.3

Note1: Figures include all estimated expenditure on arterial roads within the Benalla Electorate.
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Education Services: Benalla — schools maintenance and capital works
3174.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: How much
was spent on government primary and secondary school maintenance and capital major works in the
Benalla electorate for each of the years ended 2000-01 and 2001-02, and what is the estimate for 2002-03.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) For the year 2000-01 $401,362 was spent on maintenance and $602,955 was spent on major capital works.
(b) For the year 2001-02 $974,763 was spent on maintenance and $1,363,906 was spent on major capital works.
(c) The estimated expenditure for 2002-03 is $390,000 for maintenance and $2,735,000 for major capital works.

Treasurer: Manningham — land tax
3175.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Manningham in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1995; (ii) 30 June 1996; (iii) 30 June 1997; (iv) 30
June 1998; (v) 30 June 1999; (vi) 30 June 2000; and (vii) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Doncaster–Templestowe — land tax
3176.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Doncaster and Templestowe in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30
June 1993; (iv) 30 June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Lilydale — land tax
3177.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the Shire of
Lilydale in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30 June
1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Ringwood — land tax
3178.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Ringwood in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Manningham — land tax
3179.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of land tax projected to be collected on properties in
the City of Manningham in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Manningham — stamp duty
3180.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Manningham in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1995; (ii) 30 June 1996; (iii) 30 June 1997; (iv) 30
June 1998; (v) 30 June 1999; (vi) 30 June 2000; and (vii) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Doncaster–Templestowe — stamp duty
3181.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Doncaster and Templestowe in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30
June 1993; (iv) 30 June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Lilydale — stamp duty
3182.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the Shire of
Lilydale in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30 June
1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Ringwood — stamp duty
3183.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Ringwood in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Manningham — stamp duty
3184.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of stamp duty projected to be collected on properties
in the City of Manningham in each of the years 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Manningham — payroll tax
3185.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Manningham in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1995; (ii) 30 June 1996; (iii) 30 June 1997; (iv)
30 June 1998; (v) 30 June 1999; (vi) 30 June 2000; and (vii) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Doncaster–Templestowe — payroll tax
3186.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Doncaster and Templestowe in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30
June 1993; (iv) 30 June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Lilydale — payroll tax
3187.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the Shire
of Lilydale in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Ringwood — payroll tax
3188.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Ringwood in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Manningham — payroll tax
3189.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of payroll tax projected to be collected from
businesses in the City of Manningham in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Stonnington — land tax
3190.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Stonnington in each of the years ending — 30 June 1994; (ii) 30 June 1995; (iii) 30 June 1996; (iv) 30 June
1997; (v) 30 June 1998; (vi) 30 June 1999; (vii) 30 June 2000; and (viii) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Malvern — land tax
3191.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Malvern in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; and (iv) 21
June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Prahran — land tax
3192.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Prahran in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; and (iv) 21
June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
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Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Stonnington — land tax
3193.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of land tax projected to be collected on properties in
the City of Stonnington in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Stonnington — stamp duty
3194.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Stonnington in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1994; (ii) 30 June 1995; (iii) 30 June 1996; (iv) 30
June 1997; (v) 30 June 1998; (vi) 30 June 1999; (vii) 30 June 2000; and (viii) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Malvern — stamp duty
3195.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Malvern in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; and (iv) 21
June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
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Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Prahran — stamp duty
3196.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Prahran in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; and (iv) 21
June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Stonnington — stamp duty
3197.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of stamp duty projected to be collected on properties
in the City of Stonnington in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Stonnington — payroll tax
3198.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Stonnington in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1994; (ii) 30 June 1995; (iii) 30 June 1996; (iv)
30 June 1997; (v) 30 June 1998; (vi) 30 June 1999; (vii) 30 June 2000; and (viii) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
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Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Malvern — payroll tax
3199.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Malvern in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; and (iv)
21 June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Prahran — payroll tax
3200.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Prahran in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; and (iv)
21 June 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Stonnington — payroll tax
3201.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of payroll tax projected to be collected from
businesses in the City of Stonnington in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.
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Treasurer: Mornington Peninsula — land tax
3202.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the
Mornington Peninsula Shire in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1995; (ii) 30 June 1996; (iii) 30
June 1997; (iv) 30 June 1998; (v) 30 June 1999; (vi) 30 June 2000; and (vii) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Hastings — land tax
3203.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the Shire of
Hastings in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30 June
1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Mornington — land tax
3204.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the Shire of
Mornington in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Flinders — land tax
3205.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS – To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the Shire of
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Flinders in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30 June
1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Cranbourne — land tax
3206.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Cranbourne in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Frankston — land tax
3207.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS – To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Frankston in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Mornington Peninsula — land tax
3208.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of land tax projected to be collected on properties in
the Mornington Peninsula Shire in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Mornington Peninsula — stamp duty
3209.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the
Mornington Peninsula Shire in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1995; (ii) 30 June 1996; (iii) 30
June 1997; (iv) 30 June 1998; (v) 30 June 1999; (vi) 30 June 2000; and (vii) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Hastings — stamp duty
3210.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the Shire of
Hastings in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30 June
1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Mornington — stamp duty
3211.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the Shire of
Mornington in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Flinders — stamp duty
3212.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the Shire of
Flinders in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30 June
1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Cranbourne — stamp duty
3213.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Cranbourne in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Frankston — stamp duty
3214.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Frankston in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Mornington Peninsula — stamp duty
3215.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of stamp duty projected to be collected on properties
in the Mornington Peninsula Shire in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Mornington Peninsula — payroll tax
3216.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the
Mornington Peninsula Shire in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1995; (ii) 30 June 1996; (iii) 30
June 1997; (iv) 30 June 1998; (v) 30 June 1999; (vi) 30 June 2000; and (vii) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Hastings — payroll tax
3217.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the Shire
of Hastings in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Mornington — payroll tax
3218.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the Shire
of Mornington in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv)
30 June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Flinders — payroll tax
3219.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the Shire
of Flinders in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Cranbourne — payroll tax
3220.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Cranbourne in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv)
30 June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Frankston — payroll tax
3221.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Frankston in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Mornington Peninsula — payroll tax
3222.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of payroll tax projected to be collected from
businesses in the Mornington Peninsula Shire in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Whitehorse — land tax
3223.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Whitehorse in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1995; (ii) 30 June 1996; (iii) 30 June 1997; (iv) 30
June 1998; (v) 30 June, 1999; (vi) 30 June 2000; and (vii) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Box Hill — land tax
3224.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Box Hill in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30 June
1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Nunawading — land tax
3225.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected on properties in the City of
Nunawading in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30
June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Whitehorse — land tax
3226.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of land tax projected to be collected on properties in
the City of Whitehorse in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.
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Treasurer: Whitehorse — stamp duty
3227.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Whitehorse in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1995; (ii) 30 June 1996; (iii) 30 June 1997; (iv)
30 June 1998; (v) 30 June 1999; (vi) 30 June 2000; (vii) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Box Hill — stamp duty
3228.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Box Hill in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv) 30 June
1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Nunawading — stamp duty
3229.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of stamp duty collected on properties in the City of
Nunawading in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv)
30 June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
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Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Whitehorse — stamp duty
3230.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of stamp duty projected to be collected on properties
in the City of Whitehorse in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In the majority of cases, the duty is assessed by a person who is authorised by the State Revenue Office to stamp
documents and collect the duty on its behalf. Typically the authorised persons are the financial institutions,
solicitors and legal firms who act as intermediaries for the vendor or purchaser.
With respect to these transactions, the State Revenue Office does not require the authorised person to provide any
information with respect to the nature or location of the property on which the duty is assessed.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Whitehorse — payroll tax
3231.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Whitehorse in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1995; (ii) 30 June 1996; (iii) 30 June 1997; (iv)
30 June 1998; (v) 30 June 1999; (vi) 30 June 2000; and (vii) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Box Hill — payroll tax
3232.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Box Hill in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv)
30 June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.
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Treasurer: Nunawading — payroll tax
3233.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of payroll tax collected from businesses in the City
of Nunawading in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1991; (ii) 30 June 1992; (iii) 30 June 1993; (iv)
30 June 1994; and (v) 14 December 1994.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: Whitehorse — payroll tax
3234.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What is the total amount of payroll tax projected to be collected from
businesses in the City of Whitehorse in each of the years ending 30 June 2002 to 30 June 2005.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Employers (or an agent on the employer’s behalf) self assesses their own liability on a monthly basis and remit
payroll tax to the State Revenue Office by the seventh day of the month following the month in which wages
exceed the general exemption threshold. No information is sought from or provided by employers on the location,
nature or size of their business (or businesses) or on the level of wages to which the tax relates.
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Premier: public service salaries
3237.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Premier):
(a)

What is the total number of members of the Victorian Public Service employed by the Government
on 31 May 2002 (or if figures are available at the time of compilation, on 30 June 2002).

(b)

What is the total salary and benefits paid (excluding superannuation) by the Government to all those
members of the Victorian Public Service during the financial year ending 31 May 2002 (or if figures
are available at the time of compilation, ending 30 June 2002).

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
a) The total number of members of the Victorian Public Service employed by the Government on 30 June 2002
was 28,977. 1
Note that data was not available for 31 May 2002.
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b) Total expenditure on employee entitlements (including salaries and wages, annual leave and long
service leave) on an accrual basis for each of the following financial years is: 2
Financial year ending 30 June 2001
Financial year ending 30 June 2002

$8.170 billion (actual)
$8.531 billion (revised)

The VPS staffing numbers and total expenditure on employee entitlements are not directly comparable due to
differences in coverage. The VPS staffing numbers relate to the 9 core departments and 12 administrative offices.
Employee entitlement expenditure relates to the 9 core departments and 12 administrative offices plus all schools,
TAFEs, hospitals and health services. Because different systems are used to capture this data, it is not possible to
provide the information on exactly the same basis.
1
2

Source: Office of Public Employment Workforce data collection June 2002
Source: 2002-03 Budget Paper No. 2 Table D2

Premier: public service superannuation
3238.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Premier):
(a)

What is the total contribution made by the Government to the superannuation of members of the
Victorian Public Service employed by the Government for the financial year ending 30 June 2001
and 31 May 2002 (or if figures are available at the time of compilation, for the financial year ending
30 June 2002).

(b)

What is the total number of the Victorian Public Service on whose behalf those contributions were
made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
a) The total superannuation contribution paid on a cash basis is as follows: 1
Financial year ending 30 June 2001
Financial year ending 30 June 2002

$1.898 billion (actual)
$1.060 billion (revised)

b) The total number of members of the Victorian Public Service employed by the Government on 30 June 2002
was 28,977. 2
Data collected by Department of Treasury and Finance does not include actual numbers of Public
Servants on whose behalf superannuation contributions were made. Similarly, workforce data
collections undertaken by the Office of Public Employment does not include information on
superannuation.
The VPS staffing numbers and total expenditure on employee entitlements are not directly comparable due to
differences in coverage. The VPS staffing numbers relate to the 9 core departments and 12 administrative
offices. Employee entitlement expenditure relates to the 9 core departments and 12 administrative offices plus
all schools, TAFEs, hospitals and health services. Because different systems are used to capture this data, it is
not possible to provide the information on exactly the same basis.
1
2

Source: 2002-03 Budget Paper No. 2 Table D1
Source: Office of Public Employment Workforce data collection June 2002
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Ports: proposed third stevedore
3278.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In relation to the
proposed third terminal at Westgate, were any consultants hired to perform an investigation of a third
stevedore at the Port of Melbourne, if so, who.

ANSWER:
Yes, Melbourne Port Corporation did engage consultants to assist in the management of the bidding process,
namely Graeme Joyce, the Macquarie Bank, Minter Ellison and Pitcher Partners
The Department of Infrastructure was provided with advice on technical, engineering, financial and commercial
issues by an international container terminal consultancy, World Link Business Management Pty Ltd.
In addition, the Department was also provided with probity advice relating to the project by Capital Insight Pty Ltd.

Ports: proposed third stevedore
3279.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In relation to the
proposed third terminal at Westgate, what was the total cost of consultancy in relation to the investigation
of a third stevedore at the Port of Melbourne.

ANSWER:
Total consultancy expenditure on the Westgate Project incurred by the Melbourne Port Corporation was
$1.8 million.
By comparison, under the previous government, the cost of the failed OOCL bid process was $1.9 million.
Total consultancy expenditure on the Westgate Project incurred by the Department of Infrastructure was $304,000.

Ports: proposed third stevedore
3280.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In relation to the
proposed third terminal at Westgate, what were the findings of the investigation in relation to the proposed
third stevedore at the Port of Melbourne.

ANSWER:
The Melbourne Port Corporation (MPC) had last year called for Expressions of Interest (EOI) in developing a third
stevedore in a bid to gauge market interest in the proposal. As a result of this EOI process, the market has
determined that the Port of Melbourne is not yet ready to accommodate a third stevedore operator.

Treasurer: Crown Casino — lyric theatre, Southbank
3281.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): Why was the Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority not consulted in respect
of the agreement reached with Crown Casino, which affected a release from the commitment to construct a
lyric theatre on Southbank.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question does not fall within my portfolio responsibility and it should, more appropriately, be directed to the
Minister for Gaming.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
668

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 8 October 2002

Treasurer: gaming reform package funding
3282.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What funding has been allocated in the 2002-03 budget for the implementation
of the Government’s gaming reform package.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In relation to the Treasury and Finance portfolio, funding of $1.5 million has been allocated for the Gaming Policy
Advice output and funding of $17.7 million has been allocated to the Regulation of Gambling output in 2002-03.
These outputs relate to the provision of policy advice to the Minister for Gaming on all aspects of gaming with a
focus on developing responsible gaming policies and practices and the monitoring and regulation of gaming
activities in Victoria.

Treasurer: gaming revenue
3283.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer):
(a)

What criteria does the Government employ to measure success in respect of its commitment to
reduce reliance upon gaming revenue.

(b)

Why are no such criteria included in the Budget documents.

(c)

Will future budget documentation include a basis upon which the Government’s performance in
respect of this undertaking is clearly demonstrated.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The rate of growth in the gambling tax revenue is an important indicator. In 2002-03, gambling tax revenue is
expected to grow by 5.9 per cent, the lowest rate of growth in a decade. As the market enters a mature phase
and the responsible gaming initiatives of the Bracks Government start to take effect, the growth of gambling
activity is expected to slow. The Bracks Labor Government is committed to minimising the harm caused by
problem gambling in Victoria and has introduced measures to better protect the community from the effects of
problem gambling.
(b) The 2002-03 Budget Papers refer the expected rate of growth in gambling tax revenue (Budget Paper No.3,
p.391, p.397).
(c) Future Budget Papers will continue to refer to the expected rate of growth in gambling tax revenue.

Treasurer: gambling revenue
3284.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What taxation revenues are projected to flow from gambling taxes in all forms
(particularly including the Health Benefits Levy and the GST equivalent) over the budget horizon, 2002-03
to 2005-06, and how does this compare with the same measure of taxation revenue for 1999-2000,
2000-01 and 2001-02, respectively.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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The total State taxation revenue (including the Health Benefits Levy) derived from all forms of gambling between
2002-03 and 2005-06 can be found in 2002-03 Budget Paper No. 2, p155. The estimate for 2001-02 can be found
by summing the components of gambling taxation revenue, as presented in 2002-03 Budget Paper No. 3, p391. The
Health Benefits Levy is included as part of electronic gaming Machine revenue. The gambling revenue estimates
for 1999-2000 and 2000-01 can be found in the 2000-01 Annual Financial Report, p80.
I am not aware of any ‘GST equivalent’ taxes imposed on gambling. The Commonwealth does impose the GST on
gambling expenditure. However, as the GST is a Commonwealth tax, such questions are more appropriately
directed to the Commonwealth Treasurer.

Treasurer: budget — proposed tax cuts
3285.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): Why does the chart headed “Victoria’s Tax Cuts 2001-02 to 2005-06”, which
appears on page 11 of the Victorian Government Business Statement “Building Tomorrow’s Business
Today” show substantially greater business tax cuts than those reported in the Budget documents or in the
text of the same document.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The chart on p. 11 of Building Tomorrow’s Businesses Today represents the cumulative value of tax cuts
announced by the Bracks Government in the 2001 Better Business Taxes: Lower Fewer Simpler package and the
2002 Building Tomorrow’s Businesses Today package out to 2005-06. The chart therefore includes the 2005-06
effect of the tax cuts announced in Better Business Taxes. This was not incorporated in the costing of $774 million
in last year’s budget in line with the normal convention to only cost initiatives over the four year forward estimates
period.

Treasurer: budget — sensitivity analysis
3286.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): Why has the sensitivity analysis reported in pages 112-118 of Budget Paper
No. 2 for 2002-2003, included only an increase in the selected economic indicators, when the equivalent
decrease would arguably have an even greater impact upon the predicted operating surplus.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
– the sensitivity analysis estimates the impact on revenue, expenses and the operating surplus of a 1 percentage
point change in major economic and financial variables;
– although the 1 percentage point shock to the variable (above forecast levels) is presented in the 2002-03 Budget
as an increase, the magnitude of the shock is identical in either direction. Therefore a 1 percent decrease in the
variable would be calculated by reversing the signs on the sensitivities presented;
– the sensitivities presented provide only a ‘rule of thumb’ indication of the potential impact on the budget surplus
of changes in the selected economic variables, as the analysis changes only one variable at a time and so does
not model linkages that exist between economic and financial variables; and
– the methodology underlying the sensitivity analysis of the Victorian Budget is the same as that used in the
Commonwealth Budget.
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Treasurer: regional fast train project — fibre optic cabling
3287.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What progress has been made in respect of the Government’s stated intention
to install fibre optic cabling along the country rail corridors of the Regional Fast Train Project.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As the question on Contracts for the installation of fibre optic cabling along the country rail corridor does not fall
within my portfolio responsibility, it should, more appropriately, be directed to the Minister for Transport.

Treasurer: Rural Finance relocation
3288.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What criteria will be employed to assess the merit of the decision to relocate
the head office of Rural Finance to Bendigo.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
– There are a number of expected economic impacts for both Rural Finance Corporation (RFC) and Bendigo as a
result of RFC’s relocation:
–
–
–
–
–

A one-off $3 million boost to Bendigo’s economy as a direct result of the relocation.
Ongoing economic activity in Bendigo of $6.1 million a year.
A reduction in regional unemployment.
Enhancing Bendigo as a regional financial services centre.
Opportunity for RFC to align its business profile with its charter of promoting the establishment, growth and
stability of rural industries in Victoria, promoting economic growth in regional Victoria and providing
financial and other services for rural industries.
– Improvement in the skills of RFC employees.
– Improved career opportunities for some RFC staff.
– Enhancing RFC’s profile in regional Victoria.
– The RFC has 4% of its client base in the Central Business Region with the remaining 96% based in regional
Victoria.
– Relocation of RFC’s head office to Bendigo supports a key pillar of the Bracks Government, which is its
commitment to grow the whole State by promoting new investment and job opportunities in regional Victoria.

Treasurer: MCG redevelopment
3290.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer):
(a)

How is the latest capital commitment of $77 million for the redevelopment of the Melbourne Cricket
Ground to be funded.

(b)

Where will this appear in the budget documentation.

(c)

Over what budget period will it be expended.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
a) The Government’s commitment of $77 million for the MCG redevelopment will be funded out of the State
budget
b) As funding is not required until 2003-04, this provision will be made in next year’s budget.
c) The funds will be allocated over 2 years - $38.5 million in 2003-04 and the remaining $38.5 million in
2004-05.

Treasurer: Commonwealth Games — budget supplementation
3291.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What provision has been made in the Treasurer’s Advance for a
supplementation of the 2002-03 Budget, in respect of the Melbourne Commonwealth Games.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No specific provision has been made in the Treasurer’s Advance for 2002-03, with respect to the 2006
Commonwealth Games. It is anticipated that significant amounts will not be involved in the 2002-03 financial
year. The whole-of-government Commonwealth Games budget review is due to be considered by the Government
later this year, following the Manchester Games, for consideration as part of the 2003-04 Budget process.

Treasurer: Centre of Energy and Greenhouse Technologies
3292.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): Does the Government have a commitment of matching funds from the
Commonwealth Government for the establishment of a Centre of Energy and Greenhouse Technologies.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The business model for the Centre of Energy and Greenhouse Technologies is currently being developed and is due
to be finalised later this year. Considerations for matching funding from the Commonwealth Government and
industry will take place after this time. Discussions with the Commonwealth Government and potential industry
partners are still at an early stage.

Treasurer: Crown Casino — lyric theatre, Southbank
3293.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): Who negotiated the $18 million compensation to release Crown Casino from
the commitment to construct a lyric theatre on South Bank and what was the basis upon which the
settlement figure was determined.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This question does not fall within my portfolio responsibility and it should, more appropriately, be directed to the
Minister for Gaming.
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Tourism: Commonwealth Games — budget
3294.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Tourism): Why was it not possible to set a budgetary allocation in respect of
the Melbourne Commonwealth Games when framing the 2002-03 budget.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The question does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities. The Honourable Member should direct his question
to the Honourable the Minister for the Commonwealth Games.

Gaming: gaming revenue
3295.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Gaming): What effect upon the patronage of electronic gaming machines is
predicted to result from the Government’s tougher gaming regulations and what (if any) has been factored
in to gaming revenue estimates for the 2002-03 budget and out years.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The desired outcome of the Government’s responsible gaming strategy is to reduce problem gambling without
unnecessarily impacting on recreational gambling.
The Treasurer is responsible for the preparation of taxation revenue estimates.

Gaming: licence fees
3296.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Gaming): Given the Minister’s announcement of 14 April 2002, that
Victorian taxpayers will no longer subsidise gaming revenue operators applying for new or changed
licences under a revised fee structure, when will this new fee structure take effect.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The new fee structure is already in effect. It is set out in the Gaming Machine Control (Fees) Regulations 2002,
which came into operation on 13 April 2002.
The Regulations prescribe the fees for applications for:
–
–
–
–

a venue operator’s licence;
approval of premises as a gaming venue;
increases in machine numbers; and
variations to the day or dates venues can operate 24 hours

The Regulations adhere to the Government’s objectives of full cost recovery.

Gaming: problem gambling
3297.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Gaming): When will the Government expect to announce a performance
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indicator against which the success of the Government’s campaign to limit problem gambling may be
assessed.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Government is committed to reducing harm caused by gambling without unduly affecting recreational
gamblers. The Government has implemented a number of measures aimed at minimising harm to problem
gamblers. The Gambling Research Panel, established last year, has commissioned research into the effectives of
harm minimisation measures. The Government will rely on this research and research conducted on
non-identifying data collected through loyalty schemes in assessing the success of the Government’s harm
minimisation measures.

Gaming: problem gambling
3298.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Gaming): How is the Minister going to assess the effectiveness of the latest
legislative provisions designed to reduce problem gambling.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Gambling Research Panel, established last year, has commissioned research into effectiveness of harm
minimisation measures. The Government will rely on research on the measures in the Bill to judge their
effectiveness. Also, non-identifying data collected through loyalty schemes will be provided to the Gambling
Research Panel or other organisations as directed by the Minister for Gaming for research purposes. This is also
likely to assist in setting performance measures.

Finance: risk exposure — home warranty insurance
3304.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Finance): What risk exposure is involved in the Government’s decision to
undertake responsibility as a minority re-insurer to cover the gap which appeared in the home warranty
insurance market as a result of the problems associated with Delta Corporation, and does this exposure
extend beyond 30 June 2002.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For the purpose of this response, I assume that you are referring to Dexta Corporation.
The Government is participating in a quota-share arrangement with commercial re-insurers in providing
re-insurance support to Dexta Corporation Ltd for builders’ warranty insurance issued in Victoria. The original
arrangement was entered into on or about 15 April 2002 and expires on 30 April 2002. The Government has
subsequently entered a further arrangement with Dexta that expires on 30 September 2002. In each case the
re-insurance arrangements cover claims under all policies issued during the term of the arrangement.
As in all commercial reinsurance arrangements, the parties to the quota-share re-insurance slip expect to make a net
profit from their participation, i.e. the premiums that the re-insurers will receive from Dexta have been set at levels
that are sufficient to cover estimated claims payments and associated administrative costs. However, on a fiscally
prudent and conservative basis the Government has estimated a break-even position. The final outcome will not be
known until the time period for potential claims, i.e. 6 years from completion of the dwelling, has passed. It is
possible that if there was an unexpected run of financial failure of insured builders, the Government could be
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required to pay out more in reinsurance claims than it has received in premiums. However, I re-iterate that based on
the pricing and claims assumptions, net taxpayer exposure is estimated to be nil.

Ports: Westgate terminal
3383.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In relation to the
proposed third terminal at Westgate, who were the parties that submitted expressions of interest to the
Melbourne Port Corporation.

ANSWER:
This information is commercial in confidence and has not been released. Only the names of the shortlisted parties
have been released, being:
–
–
–
–

Gateway International Terminals Consortium;
Hutchison Port Holdings Limited;
International Container Terminal Services Incorporated; and
Marubeni Corporation.

Ports: Westgate terminal
3384.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In relation to the
expressions of interest in the third terminal at Westgate, what were the details of the conditions that the
Government and the Melbourne Port Corporation imposed on each interested party.

ANSWER:
The Expressions of Interest document is a public document and the conditions were clearly expressed in this
document. A copy can be obtained from the Parliamentary Library.

Ports: Westgate terminal
3385.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In relation to the
expressions of interest in the third terminal at Westgate, were the parties who expressed interest in the third
stevedore proposal required to make any financial commitment during the tender process.

ANSWER:
Interested parties were required to lodge a fully refundable deposit, to demonstrate their bona fides in the tender
process.

Ports: Westgate terminal
3386.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports:
(a)

Why did each of the parties that expressed an interest in the third terminal at Westgate withdraw their
expression of interest from the tender process.

(b)

When did each party withdraw.

ANSWER:
Parties did not formally withdraw from the process. No shortlisted parties submitted bids.
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Ports: Westgate terminal
3387.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In relation to the
proposed third terminal at Westgate, what was the total cost of the investigation of a degree of interest in
the third terminal container at the Port of Melbourne.

ANSWER:
Total consultancy expenditure on the Westgate Project incurred by the Melbourne Port Corporation was
$1.8 million.
By comparison, under the previous government, the cost of the failed OOCL bid process was $1.9 million.
Total consultancy expenditure on the Westgate Project incurred by the Department of Infrastructure was $304,000.

Ports: Westgate terminal
3388.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: What was the total cost
of the expression of interest process for the proposed third terminal at Westgate.

ANSWER:
Total consultancy expenditure on the Westgate Project incurred by the Melbourne Port Corporation was
$1.8 million.
By comparison, under the previous government, the cost of the failed OOCL bid process was $1.9 million.
Total consultancy expenditure on the Westgate Project incurred by the Department of Infrastructure was $304,000.

Treasurer: small business — land tax
3389.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): What was the total amount of land tax collected from small businesses in
each of the years ending 30 June 1998 to 30 June 2001 by the — (i) Alpine Shire Council; (ii) Ararat Rural
City Council; (iii) Ballarat City Council; (iv) Bass Coast Shire Council; (v) Baw Baw Shire Council; (vi)
Buloke Shire Council; (vii) Campaspe Shire Council; (viii) Central Goldfields Shire Council; (ix)
Colac-Otway Shire Council; (x) Corangamite Shire Council; (xi) Delatite Shire Council; (xii) East
Gippsland Shire Council; (xiii) Gannawarra Shire Council; (xiv) Glenelg Shire Council; (xv) Golden
Plains Shire Council; (xvi) Greater Bendigo City Council; (xvii) Greater Geelong City Council; (xviii)
Greater Shepparton City Council; (xix) Hepburn Shire Council; (xx) Hindmarsh Shire Council; (xxi)
Horsham Rural City Council; (xxii) Indigo Shire Council; (xxiii) Latrobe Shire Council; (xxiv) Loddon
Shire Council; (xxv) Macedon Ranges Shire Council; (xxvi) Mildura Rural City Council; (xxvii) Mitchell
Shire Council; (xxviii) Moira Shire Council; (xxix) Moorabool Shire Council; (xxx) Mount Alexander
Shire Council; (xxxi) Moyne Shire Council; (xxxii) Murrindindi Shire Council; (xxxiii) Northern
Grampians Shire; (xxxiv) Pyrenees Shire Council; (xxxv) Borough of Queenscliffe; (xxxvi) South
Gippsland Shire Council; (xxxvii) Southern Grampians Shire; (xxxviii) Strathbogie Shire Council; (xxxix)
Surf Coast Shire Council; (xxxx) Swan Hill Rural City Council; (xxxxi) Towong Shire Council; (xxxxii)
Wangaratta Rural City Council; (xxxxiii) Warrnambool City Council; (xxxxiv) Wellington Shire Council;
(xxxxv) West Wimmera Shire Council; (xxxxvi) Wodonga Rural City Council; and (xxxxvii)
Yarriambiack Shire Council.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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At any particular point in time, a single landowner may hold land in many different parts of the state and in several
different municipalities. Therefore, to breakdown land tax by municipality would be arbitrary and not necessarily
represent the amount of tax payable on property within that municipality
Accordingly, I am unable to provide the answer to the Honourable Member’s question.

Treasurer: land tax
3390.

THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources
(for the Honourable the Treasurer): For each of the years 1999 to 2003, respectively:
(a)

What is the total value of land tax assessments issued or estimated by the State Revenue Office to be
issued in respect of land tax liability.

(b)

What is the total amount collected or expected to be collected from the assessments.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The total value of land tax accrued liabilities and cash receipts by the State Revenue Office, for each of the years
1999 to 2003, is: –
(a)
(b)

Accrued Liabilities
Cash Receipts

1999
$380M
$425M

2000
$421.6M
$420.3M

2001
$525M
$478.9M

2002
$519.3M
NA

2003
$611.4M
NA

Further information is provided in the 2002-03 budget papers.

WorkCover: small business — premium revenue
3468.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for WorkCover): What was the total amount of WorkCover premium revenue
collected from small business (less than 20 employees) in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1998; (ii)
30 June 1999; (iii) 30 June 2000; and (iv) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Victorian WorkCover Authority (VWA) does not classify a business as small or large according to the number
of employees. The VWA classifies businesses on the basis of their individual remuneration irrespective of the
number of employees.

WorkCover: small business — premium revenue
3469.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for WorkCover): What is the total amount of WorkCover premium revenue
collected from small business (less than 20 employees) in the years ending — (i) 31 December 2001; and
(ii) 30 June 2002.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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The Victorian WorkCover Authority (VWA) does not classify a business as small or large according to the number
of employees. The VWA classifies businesses on the basis of their individual remuneration irrespective of the
number of employees.

WorkCover: small business — premium revenue
3470.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for WorkCover): What was the total amount of WorkCover premium revenue
collected from small business (less than 20 employees) in the manufacturing sector, transport sector, retail
sector, wholesale sector and services sector, respectively, in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1998;
(ii) 30 June 1999; (iii) 30 June 2000; and (iv) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Victorian WorkCover Authority (VWA) does not classify a business as small or large according to the number
of employees. The VWA classifies businesses on the basis of their individual remuneration irrespective of the
number of employees.

WorkCover: small business — premium revenue
3471.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for WorkCover): What is the total amount of WorkCover premium revenue
collected from small business (less than 20 employees) in the manufacturing sector, respectively, transport
sector, retail sector, wholesale sector and services sector in each of the years ending — (i) 31 December
2001; and (ii) 30 June 2002.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Victorian WorkCover Authority (VWA) does not classify a business as small or large according to the number
of employees. The VWA classifies businesses on the basis of their individual remuneration irrespective of the
number of employees.

Local Government: small business — municipal rate revenue
3472.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What was the total amount of municipal rate revenue
collected from small business (less than 20 employees), medium-sized business (21 to 100 employees) and
large business (101 or more employees) in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 1998; (ii) 30 June 1999;
(iii) 30 June 2000; and (iv) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am advised that this information is not held by the Local Government Division of the Department of
Infrastructure.

Local Government: small business — municipal rate revenue
3473.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What is the total amount of municipal rate revenue
collected from small business (less than 20 employees), medium-sized business (21 to 100 employees) and
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large business (101 or more employees) in each of the years ending — (i) 31 December 2001; and (ii)
30 June 2002.
ANSWER:
I am advised that this information is not held by the Local Government Division of the Department of
Infrastructure.

Local Government: rate increases
3474.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What has been the local government rate increases in all
Victorian municipalities for the years ending — (i) 30 June 1998; (ii) 30 June 1999; (iii) 30 June 2000; and
(iv) 30 June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am advised that, other than what is shown in Councils’ Annual Reports, the information requested is not collated
by the Local Government Division of the Department of Infrastructure.
VICTORIA GRANTS COMMISSION

Municipality

ALPINE(S)
ARARAT(RC)
BALLARAT(C)
BANYULE(C)
BASS COAST(S)
BAW BAW(S)
BAYSIDE(C)
BOROONDARA(C)
BRIMBANK(C)
BULOKE(S)
CAMPASPE(S)
CARDINIA(S)
CASEY(C)
CENTRAL GOLDFIELDS(S)
COLAC-OTWAY(S)
CORANGAMITE(S)
DAREBIN(C)
DELATITE(S)
EAST GIPPSLAND(S)
FRANKSTON(C)
GANNAWARRA(S)
GLEN EIRA(C)

Rate Revenue
1997/98

1998/99

[A]
($)
4,932,000
4,308,000
23,589,000
27,846,000
9,186,000
11,621,000
23,772,000
44,701,000
34,821,000
3,921,000
10,316,000
9,384,000
31,146,000
3,343,000
7,952,000
7,103,000
35,265,000
6,296,000
13,942,000
22,646,000
3,338,000
28,655,000

[B]
($)
4,990,000
4,492,000
25,741,200
29,059,000
10,144,000
12,086,000
24,819,000
47,463,000
35,754,000
4,073,000
11,089,000
11,763,000
33,914,000
3,494,000
8,227,000
6,733,000
37,131,000
6,809,000
14,705,000
24,793,000
3,581,000
30,729,000

1999/2000
[C]
($)
5,426,000
4,767,000
27,290,500
29,831,000
10,789,000
12,605,000
26,592,000
50,544,000
38,876,000
4,243,000
11,962,000
12,437,000
37,069,000
3,751,000
8,892,000
7,506,000
39,113,478
7,342,000
15,637,000
26,871,000
3,936,000
32,136,000

2000/2001
[D]
($)
6,048,000
5,226,000
29,797,400
31,476,000
11,917,000
13,502,000
28,843,000
55,182,000
43,363,000
4,474,000
13,660,000
13,406,000
42,205,000
4,117,000
9,763,000
7,864,000
41,552,000
8,512,000
17,244,000
29,335,000
4,101,000
34,146,851
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GLENELG(S)
GOLDEN PLAINS(S)
GREATER BENDIGO(C)
GREATER DANDENONG(C)
GREATER GEELONG(C)
GREATER SHEPPARTON(C)
HEPBURN(S)
HINDMARSH(S)
HOBSON’S BAY(C)
HORSHAM(RC)
HUME(C)
INDIGO(S)
KINGSTON(C)
KNOX(C)
LATROBE(C)
LODDON(S)
MACEDON RANGES(S)
MANNINGHAM(C)
MARIBYRNONG(C)
MAROONDAH(C)
MELBOURNE(C)
MELTON(S)
MILDURA(RC)
MITCHELL(S)
MOIRA(S)
MONASH(C)
MOONEE VALLEY(C)
MOORABOOL(S)
MORELAND(C)
MORNINGTON PENINSULA(S)
MOUNT ALEXANDER(S)
MOYNE(S)
MURRINDINDI(S)
NILLUMBIK(S)
NORTHERN GRAMPIANS(S)
PORT PHILLIP(C)
PYRENEES(S)
QUEENSCLIFFE(B)
SOUTH GIPPSLAND(S)
SOUTHERN GRAMPIANS(S)
STONNINGTON(C)
STRATHBOGIE(S)

679

Rate Revenue
1997/98

1998/99

[A]
($)
8,097,135
3,127,000
26,122,000
28,788,000
48,340,000
16,434,000
3,650,000
2,384,996
25,425,000
5,528,000
27,918,000
3,680,000
29,035,000
27,325,000
22,624,000
3,975,708
10,678,000
29,651,000
25,393,729
21,962,000
88,883,000
12,798,000
14,447,000
6,970,350
8,329,000
35,733,000
29,425,000
6,578,000
34,200,000
36,799,000
4,566,000
6,111,000
4,788,000
17,613,000
4,145,000
33,094,000
2,603,000
1,921,000
9,092,000
6,683,000
29,233,000
3,326,000

[B]
($)
8,385,624
3,207,000
27,252,000
30,780,000
53,115,000
18,457,000
3,966,000
2,341,000
27,283,000
5,833,000
30,489,000
4,058,435
32,253,000
45,712,608
24,503,000
4,117,000
11,382,000
30,094,000
26,952,000
23,035,000
89,922,000
13,864,907
15,687,000
7,403,000
9,012,000
36,198,000
31,282,000
7,118,000
36,171,000
39,722,000
4,875,000
6,189,000
5,221,000
17,699,000
4,644,000
37,598,000
2,743,000
2,026,000
9,906,000
6,893,000
31,742,000
3,714,000

1999/2000
[C]
($)
8,906,454
3,388,000
29,040,000
33,591,000
58,012,000
20,043,000
4,336,000
2,644,000
29,899,000
6,273,000
33,049,000
4,222,432
34,560,000
30,762,000
26,066,000
4,123,000
12,468,000
32,428,000
28,131,000
24,254,000
94,776,000
15,760,000
16,802,000
7,995,000
9,605,000
37,567,000
33,139,000
7,915,000
37,591,000
43,147,000
5,272,000
6,583,000
5,463,000
18,298,000
4,874,000
39,902,000
2,885,000
2,126,000
10,680,000
7,113,000
34,900,000
3,995,000

2000/2001
[D]
($)
9,419,528
3,704,000
30,802,000
36,877,000
63,281,000
22,161,000
4,755,000
2,866,000
31,994,000
6,899,998
37,257,000
4,647,000
37,633,000
33,620,000
28,149,000
4,238,710
13,265,000
35,151,000
30,375,000
26,030,000
98,586,000
17,902,000
18,262,000
8,475,365
10,311,000
39,542,000
35,161,000
8,515,000
39,395,000
46,374,000
5,702,000
7,079,000
5,861,000
19,533,000
5,458,000
44,356,000
3,078,000
2,235,000
11,540,000
7,265,000
37,013,000
4,493,000
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Rate Revenue

SURF COAST(S)
SWAN HILL(RC)
TOWONG(S)
WANGARATTA(RC)
WARRNAMBOOL(C)
WELLINGTON(S)
WEST WIMMERA(S)
WHITEHORSE(C)
WHITTLESEA(C)
WODONGA(RC)
WYNDHAM(C)
YARRA (C)
YARRA RANGES(S)
YARRIAMBIACK(S)

1997/98

1998/99

[A]
($)
7,799,000
7,424,000
2,115,000
7,153,000
7,765,000
15,841,000
2,200,000
29,318,000
26,641,000
8,890,000
26,903,000
32,711,000
37,312,000
3,390,000

[B]
($)
8,447,000
7,663,000
2,351,000
7,539,000
8,377,000
16,510,000
2,220,000
31,069,000
28,666,000
9,772,000
29,431,000
35,198,000
40,464,000
3,702,000

1999/2000
[C]
($)
9,204,000
8,170,000
2,572,000
8,763,000
9,088,000
18,732,000
2,411,000
32,496,000
30,696,000
10,622,000
31,622,000
38,046,000
43,309,000
3,886,000

*

Rate revenue includes separate waste management charges

*

Source of data is the Victoria Grants Commission annual return to councils

2000/2001
[D]
($)
10,665,000
8,607,000
2,890,000
9,511,000
9,901,000
18,933,000
2,614,000
34,319,000
34,229,000
11,847,000
34,308,000
39,530,000
45,832,000
4,232,000

Local Government: rate increases
3475.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What is the local government rate increases in all
Victorian municipalities for the years ending — (i) 30 June 2002 and (ii) 30 June 2003.

ANSWER:
I am advised that Annual Reports for years ending June 2002, and June 2003 for all Victorian municipalities have
not as yet been received by my Department.

Education Services: Education and Training — training report
3476.

THE HON. B. C. BOARDMAN — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: Will the
Minister provide copies of the Department of Education and Training Corporate report and Training
Corporate report from the Office of Emergency and Security Management for 1 January 2001 to 31
December 2001 and 1 January 2002 to 13 June 2002, respectively.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Emergency & Security Management reports contain private and confidential information, which is used to assist in
the management response to incidents affecting schools.
I am not prepared to provide reports that contain personal information about staff and students.
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Education Services: schools — crime statistics
3477.

THE HON. B. C. BOARDMAN — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: What
were the statistics of crimes committed on or against Victorian Government schools, including all acts of
criminal and wilful damage, burglaries, theft and arson for 1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002 (to date),
respectively.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows: Central recording of crime statistics has only recently commenced and figures are not
available for 1999 and 2000.
The figures for 2001 and 2002 are as follows:
The figures for burglary are:
2001 – 1540
2002 – 583
The figures for theft are:
2001 – 259
2002 – 95
The figures for arson are:
2001 – 83
2002 – 38
Acts of criminal and wilful damage are treated generally by schools as maintenance issues funded through the
school global budget and are therefore dealt with at a local level.

Education Services: Office of Emergency and Security Management — staff
3478.

THE HON. B. C. BOARDMAN — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: What
was/are the total staffing numbers for the Office of Emergency and Security Management located at
Reserve Road, Beaumaris for 1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002 (to date), respectively.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The established strength for the Emergency and Security Management Branch located in Reserve Road, Beaumaris
are as follows:
1999 – 30
2000 – 32
2001 – 32
2002 – 32

Education Services: Office of Departmental Services — staff
3479.

THE HON. B. C. BOARDMAN — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: What
was/are the total staffing numbers for the Office of Departmental Services for 1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002
(to date), respectively.

ANSWER:
I am informed
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As follows:
This information for 1999, 2000 and 2001 appears in the Department’s Annual Reports. The number of equivalent
full-time staff in the Office of Departmental Services for March 2002 was 449.2.

Education Services: schools — security office call-outs
3480.

THE HON. B. C. BOARDMAN — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: What is
the total number of schools across the four Department of Education metropolitan regions that are no
longer covered by security officer call outs from the Office of Emergency and Security Management based
in Reserve Road, Beaumaris.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Department’s Emergency and Security Management Branch coordinates security officer response across the
four Education metropolitan regions.
The responding officer can be either a contracted security officer or an Emergency Management Officer depending
on availability. No schools are excluded by contract arrangement from attendance by an Emergency Management
Officer.

Education Services: school security contracts
3481.

THE HON. B. C. BOARDMAN — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: Will the
Minister provide all details relating to the contract with external security organisations that have
responsibilities for Victorian Government school security across the five non-metropolitan regions.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows: The Departments Emergency and Security Management Branch coordinates contracts
with a wide range of security service providers including alarm installation, CCTV installation, alarm response and
school patrols.
The contracts are called for in some cases by public tender or from the Departments pre qualified installers. The
contract for these services is the standard Victorian Government Purchase Board contract.

Education Services: school security contracts
3482.

THE HON. B. C. BOARDMAN — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: What is
the total cost to the Victorian Government of the contracts with external security organisations that have
responsibilities for Victorian Government school security across the five non-metropolitan regions in 1999,
2000, 2001 and 2002 (to date), respectively.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows: The Departments Emergency and Security Management Branch coordinates response
contracts across the five non-metropolitan regions and the total costs are as follows:
1998/1999 - $136,383.00
1999/2000 - $203,242.00
2000/2001 - $224,868.00
2001/2002 - $247,533.00
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Thursday, 10 October 2002
Police and emergency services: motor vehicle pursuits
2757.

THE HON. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation
(for the Honourable the Minister for Police and Emergency Services): In the 12 months to December 2001:
(a)

How many mobile police units have alerted Intergraph of motor vehicle pursuits.

(b)

How many motor vehicle pursuits have officially been recorded as incidents.

(c)

How many motor vehicle pursuits have been formally investigated.

(d)

How many motor vehicle pursuits by police members ended as a result of an accident involving
either the vehicle in pursuit or the vehicle being pursued.

(e)

How many persons were injured as a result of these accidents.

(f)

How many fatalities occurred as a result of these accidents.

ANSWER:
(a) 596.
(b) All pursuits are officially recorded.
(c) All pursuits are formally investigated.
(d) 47 pursuits resulted in either a collision (pursued vehicle) or collision after abandonment.
(e) 105 people received a minor injury that did not require medical attention. 45 people received a serious injury
requiring medical treatment, and of these 13 people were hospitalised.
(f) There were nine fatalities resulting from seven incidents involving police pursuits during 2001.
Victoria Police advise me that the outcomes described in response to (d), (e) and (f) were not necessarily the direct
result of police action or inaction at the time they occurred.

Youth affairs: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2842.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Youth Affairs: What are the
details of every contract entered into between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since
20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used
to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on
any selection panel who awarded this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Education and Training and the firm Shannon’s
Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to
Legislative Council questions on notice – numbers 1563, 1564 and 2091. Copies of these answers are attached.
In relation to contracts between the Department and the firm Shannon’s Way since June 2001:
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Education and Training and the firm Shannon’s Way
since June 2001.
[Hansard Reference: 1563,1564 Legislative Council, Vol. 452, 16 August 2001, page 179]
[Hansard Reference: 2091 Legislative Council, Vol. 453, 7 November 2001, page 1131]

Education services: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2843.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services: What are the
details of every contract entered into between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since
20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used
to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on
any selection panel who awarded this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Education and Training and the firm Shannon’s
Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to
Legislative Council questions on notice – numbers 1567, 1568 and 2093. Copies of these answers are attached.
In relation to contracts between the Department and the firm Shannon’s Way since June 2001:
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Education and Training and the firm Shannon’s Way
since June 2001.
[Hansard Reference: 1567, 1568 Vol. 452, 16 August 2001 page 180]
[Hansard Reference: 2093 Vol. 453, 7 November 2001 page 1131]

Premier: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2844.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Premier): What are the details of every contract entered into between the Premier’s
department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of the tasks
performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract was
awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract; and
(iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Premier & Cabinet and the firm Shannon’s Way
between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to Legislative
Council questions on notice - numbers LC1503 and LC 2072. Copies of these answers are attached.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Premier & Cabinet and the firm Shannon’s Way since
June 2001.
[Hansard Reference: 1503 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 159]
[Hansard Reference: 2072 Legislative Council, Vol. 453, 7 November 2001 page 1052]

Education and training: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2845.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Education and Training): What are the details of every contract entered into
between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the
nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date
the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded
this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Education and Training and the firm Shannon’s
Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to
Legislative Council questions on notice – numbers 1567, 1568, 1571, 1572, 2093 and 2094. Copies of these
answers are attached.
In relation to contracts between the Department and the firm Shannon’s Way since June 2001:
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Education and Training and the firm Shannon’s Way
since June 2001.
[Hansard Reference: 1567, 1568, 1571, 1572 Legislative Council, Vol. 452, 16 August 2001 pages 180,182]
[Hansard Reference: 2093, 2094 Legislative Council, Vol. 453, 7 November 2001 pages 1131, 1132]

Manufacturing industry: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2846.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Manufacturing Industry): What are the details of every contract entered into
between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the
nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date
the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded
this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of State and Regional Development (DSRD) and the
firm Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
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provided to Legislative Council questions on notice – numbers 1587 and 2098. Copies of these answers are
attached.
It should be noted that on 5 March 2002, DSRD was split into two departments: the Department of Innovation,
Industry and Regional Development and the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games.
In relation to contracts between the former DSRD and the firm Shannon’s Way between June 2001 and 4 March
2002:
(i) While the Department did not enter into any formal contracts with Shannon’s Way since 30 June 2001, I am
advised that Shannon’s Way provided services for the 2001 Victorian Tourism Awards under an arrangement
entered into by the organiser of the awards, Tourism Council Australia. When the Council was placed into
voluntary liquidation, Tourism Victoria took over the organisation of the awards and, as a consequence, the
Council’s obligations under its pre-existing arrangement with Shannon’s Way. These services are referred to in
my answer to question 2098.
An invoice for a portion of these services was issued after 30 June 2001. The services included programs,
certificates and miscellaneous production costs.
(ii) I am advised that the Department has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994.
Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian Government
Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $4,104.88.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development and
Shannon’s Way between 5 March 2002, the date the Department was established, and 17 April 2002, the date of
the current question.
[Hansard Reference: 1587 Legislative Council, Vol. 452, 16 August 2001, page 187]
[Hansard Reference: 2098 Legislative Council, Vol. 453, 7 November 2001, page 1132]

Multicultural affairs: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2847.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Multicultural Affairs): What are the details of every contract entered into
between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the
nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date
the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded
this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Premier & Cabinet and the firm Shannon’s Way
between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to Legislative
Council questions on notice - numbers LC 1523 and LC 2078 . Copies of these answers are attached.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Premier & Cabinet and the firm Shannon’s Way since
June 2001.
[Hansard Reference: 1523 Legislative Council, Vol. 452, 16 August 2001, page 167]
[Hansard Reference: 2078 Legislative Council, Vol. 453, 7 November 2001, page 1054]
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Women’s affairs: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2848.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for Women’s Affairs): What are the details of every contract entered into between
the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature
of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the
contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this
contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Premier & Cabinet and the firm Shannon’s Way
between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to Legislative
Council questions on notice - numbers LC1615 and LC2105 . Copies of these answers are attached.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Premier & Cabinet and the firm Shannon’s Way since
June 2001.
[Hansard Reference: 1615 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 197]
[Hansard Reference: 2105 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1060]

Workcover: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2849.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Minister for WorkCover): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of
the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract
was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract;
and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Treasury and Finance and the firm Shannon’s
Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the member should refer to the answers previously provided to the
Legislative Council questions on notice - numbers 1507 - tabled 16/8/01 and 2073 - tabled 30/10/01.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Treasury and Finance and the firm Shannon’s Way
since June 2001.
[Hansard Reference: 1507 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 160]
[Hansard Reference: 2073 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 ,7 November 2001, page 1052]

Ports: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2850.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: What are the details of
every contract entered into between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20
October 1999 including — (i) the nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to
award this contract and the date the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on
any selection panel who awarded this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.
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ANSWER:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Infrastructure and the firm Shannon’s Way
between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to legislative
Council questions on notice – numbers 1531 and 2081. Copies of these answers are attached.
In relation to contracts between the Department and the firm Shannon’s Way since June 2001, no contracts were
entered into between the Department of Infrastructure and the firm Shannon’s Way since June 2001.
[Hansard Reference: 1531 Legislative Council, Vol. 452, 16 August 2001, page 169]
[Hansard Reference: 2081 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1055]

Energy and resources: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2851.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources: What are
the details of every contract entered into between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd
since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method
used to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the
people on any selection panel who awarded this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June
2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Natural Resources and Environment and the firm
Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
provided to Legislative Council questions on notice numbers 1527 and 2080. Copies of these answers are attached.
In relation to the only contract entered into between the Department and the firm Shannon’s Way since June 2001
which dealt with Marine National Parks issues:
(i) The task was to compile and edit existing video footage to create a thirty second video clip supporting a key
aim of the communication strategy – to create an understanding within the broader community of Victoria’s
unique marine environment.
(ii) The Contract was awarded in April 2002. I am advised that the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994. Supply policies and the
associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Government Purchasing Board’s website at
www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $33,628.10 (including GST).
[Hansard Reference: 1527 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 168]
[Hansard Reference: 2080 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1054]

Aboriginal affairs: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2852.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs): What are the details of every contract entered into
between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the
nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date
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the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded
this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Natural Resources and Environment and the firm
Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
provided to Legislative Council questions on notice numbers 1627 and 2109. Copies of these answers are attached.
In relation to the only contract entered into between the Department and the firm Shannon’s Way since June 2001
which dealt with Marine National Parks issues:
(i) The task was to compile and edit existing video footage to create a thirty second video clip supporting a key
aim of the communication strategy – to create an understanding within the broader community of Victoria’s
unique marine environment.
(ii) The Contract was awarded in April 2002. I am advised that the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994. Supply policies and the
associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Government Purchasing Board’s website at
www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $33,628.10 (including GST).
[Hansard Reference: 1627 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 201]
[Hansard Reference: 2109 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 ,7 November 2001, page 1061]

Agriculture: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2853.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Agriculture): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of
the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract
was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract;
and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Natural Resources and Environment and the firm
Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
provided to Legislative Council questions on notice numbers 1547 and 2086. Copies of these answers are attached.
In relation to the only contract entered into between the Department and the firm Shannon’s Way since June 2001
which dealt with Marine National Parks issues:
(i) The task was to compile and edit existing video footage to create a thirty second video clip supporting a key
aim of the communication strategy – to create an understanding within the broader community of Victoria’s
unique marine environment.
(ii) The Contract was awarded in April 2002. I am advised that the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994. Supply policies and the
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associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Government Purchasing Board’s website at
www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $33,628.10 (including GST).
[Hansard Reference: 1547 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 174]
[Hansard Reference: 2086 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 ,7 November 2001, page 1056]

Employment: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2854.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Employment): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of
the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract
was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract;
and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development (IIRD)
and Shannon’s Way between 5 March 2002, the date the Department was established, and 17 April 2002, the date
of the current question.
IIRD was established in March 2002 as a result of the split of the former Department of State and Regional
Development into two departments. Responsibility for employment programs was transferred to the new
department at that time.
Prior to March 2002, the department responsible for employment programs was the former Department of
Education, Employment and Training (now the Department of Education and Training).

Environment and conservation: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2855.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): What are the details of every contract
entered into between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999
including — (i) the nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this
contract and the date the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection
panel who awarded this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Natural Resources and Environment and the firm
Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
provided to Legislative Council questions on notice numbers 1543 and 2085. Copies of these answers are attached.
In relation to the only contract entered into between the Department and the firm Shannon’s Way since June 2001
which dealt with Marine National Parks issues:
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(i) The task was to compile and edit existing video footage to create a thirty second video clip supporting a key
aim of the communication strategy – to create an understanding within the broader community of Victoria’s
unique marine environment.
(ii) The Contract was awarded in April 2002. I am advised that the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994. Supply policies and the
associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Government Purchasing Board’s website at
www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $33,628.10 (including GST).
[Hansard Reference: 1543 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 172]
[Hansard Reference: 2085 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 ,7 November 2001, page 1056]

Finance: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2856.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Finance): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of
the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract
was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract;
and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Treasury and Finance and the firm Shannon’s
Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the member should refer to the answers previously provided to the
Legislative Council questions on notice - numbers 1519 - tabled 16/8/01 and 2074 - tabled 30/10/01.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Treasury and Finance and the firm Shannon’s Way
since June 2001.
[Hansard Reference: 1519 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 165]
[Hansard Reference: 2074 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1053]

Major projects: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2857.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Major Projects): What are the details of every contract entered into between
the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature
of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the
contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this
contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that Major Projects Victoria (Division of the Department of Infrastructure) did not enter into any contracts whatsoever
with Shannons Way Pty Ltd between 20 October 1999 and the date the question was raised.
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Treasurer: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2858.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Treasurer): What are the details of every contract entered into between the Treasurer’s
department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of the tasks
performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract was
awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract; and
(iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Treasury and Finance and the firm Shannon’s
Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the member should refer to the answers previously provided to the
Legislative Council questions on notice - numbers 1535 - tabled 18/8/01 and 2083 - tabled 30/10/01.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Treasury and Finance and the firm Shannon’s Way
since June 2001.
[Hansard Reference: 1535 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 170]
[Hansard Reference: 2083 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1055]

Transport: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2859.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Transport): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of
the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract
was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract;
and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Infrastructure and the firm Shannon’s Way
between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to Legislative
Council questions on notice – numbers 1551, 2087 and 2088. Copies of these answers are attached.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Infrastructure and the firm Shannon’s Way between
June 2001 and the date the question was raised.
[Hansard Reference: 1551 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 175]
[Hansard Reference: 2087, 2088 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1057]

Commonwealth Games: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2860.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Commonwealth Games: What
are the details of every contract entered into between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty
Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the
method used to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of
the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June
2001.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of State and Regional Development (DSRD) and the
firm Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
provided to Legislative Council questions on notice – numbers 1559 and 2090. Copies of these answers are
attached.
It should be noted that on 5 March 2002, DSRD was split into two departments: the Department of Innovation,
Industry and Regional Development and the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games.
In relation to contracts between the former DSRD and the firm Shannon’s Way between June 2001 and 4 March
2002:
(i) While the Department did not enter into any formal contracts with Shannon’s Way since 30 June 2001, I am
advised that Shannon’s Way provided services for the 2001 Victorian Tourism Awards under an arrangement
entered into by the organiser of the awards, Tourism Council Australia. When the Council was placed into
voluntary liquidation, Tourism Victoria took over the organisation of the awards and, as a consequence, the
Council’s obligations under its pre-existing arrangement with Shannon’s Way. These services are referred to in
my answer to question 2090.
An invoice for a portion of these services was issued after 30 June 2001. The services included programs,
certificates and miscellaneous production costs.
(ii) I am advised that the Department has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994.
Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian Government
Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $4,104.88.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games and
Shannon’s Way between 5 March 2002, the date the Department was established, and 17 April 2002, the date of
the current question.
[Hansard Reference: 1559 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 178]
[Hansard Reference: 2090 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1131]

Sport and recreation: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2861.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation: What are
the details of every contract entered into between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd
since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method
used to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the
people on any selection panel who awarded this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June
2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of State and Regional Development (DSRD) and the
firm Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
provided to Legislative Council questions on notice – numbers 1559 and 2090. Copies of these answers are
attached.
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It should be noted that on 5 March 2002, DSRD was split into two departments: the Department of Innovation,
Industry and Regional Development and the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games.
In relation to contracts between the former DSRD and the firm Shannon’s Way between June 2001 and 4 March
2002:
(i) While the Department did not enter into any formal contracts with Shannon’s Way since 30 June 2001, I am
advised that Shannon’s Way provided services for the 2001 Victorian Tourism Awards under an arrangement
entered into by the organiser of the awards, Tourism Council Australia. When the Council was placed into
voluntary liquidation, Tourism Victoria took over the organisation of the awards and, as a consequence, the
Council’s obligations under its pre-existing arrangement with Shannon’s Way. These services are referred to in
my answer to question 2090.
An invoice for a portion of these services was issued after 30 June 2001. The services included programs,
certificates and miscellaneous production costs.
(ii) I am advised that the Department has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994.
Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian Government
Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $4,104.88.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games and
Shannon’s Way between 5 March 2002, the date the Department was established, and 17 April 2002, the date of
the current question.
[Hansard Reference: 1559 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 178]
[Hansard Reference: 2090 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1131]

Arts: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2862.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Arts): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of
the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract
was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract;
and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Premier & Cabinet and the firm Shannon’s Way
between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to Legislative
Council questions on notice - numbers LC1511 and LC 2075. Copies of these answers are attached.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Premier & Cabinet, and the firm Shannon’s Way since
June 2001.
[Hansard Reference: 1511 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 162]
[Hansard Reference: 2075 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1053]
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Attorney-General: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2863.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Attorney-General): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Attorney-General’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the
nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date
the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded
this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am not aware that any areas of the Department of Justice within the Attorney-General’s portfolio responsibility
have entered into any contracts with Shannon’s Way from 20 October 1999.

Corrections: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2864.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Corrections): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of
the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract
was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract;
and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am not aware that any areas of the Department of Justice within my portfolio responsibility have entered into any
contracts with Shannon’s Way from 20 October 1999.

Gaming: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2865.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Gaming): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of
the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract
was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract;
and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Treasury and Finance and the firm Shannon’s
Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the member should refer to the answers previously provided to the
Legislative Council questions on notice - numbers 1599 - tabled 16/8/01 and 2101 - tabled 30/10/01.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Treasury and Finance and the firm Shannon’s Way
since June 2001.
[Hansard Reference: 1599 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 191]
[Hansard Reference: 2101 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1059]
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Local Government: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2866.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Local Government): What are the details of every contract entered into
between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the
nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date
the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded
this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Infrastructure and the firm Shannon’s Way
between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to Legislative
Council Questions on Notice – numbers 1555 and 2089. Copies of these answers are attached.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Infrastructure and the firm Shannon’s Way since June
2001 and the date the question was raised.
[Hansard Reference: 1555 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 176]
[Hansard Reference: 2089 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1057]

Police and emergency services: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2868.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Police and Emergency Services): What are the details of every contract
entered into between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999
including — (i) the nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this
contract and the date the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection
panel who awarded this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am not aware that any areas of the Department of Justice within my portfolio responsibility have entered into any
contracts with Shannon’s Way from 20 October 1999.

Racing: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2869.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Racing): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of
the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract
was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract;
and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of State and Regional Development (DSRD) and the
firm Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
provided to Legislative Council questions on notice – numbers 1591 and 2099. Copies of these answers are
attached.
It should be noted that on 5 March 2002, DSRD was split into two departments: the Department of Innovation,
Industry and Regional Development and the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games.
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In relation to contracts between the former DSRD and the firm Shannon’s Way between June 2001 and 4 March
2002:
(i) While the Department did not enter into any formal contracts with Shannon’s Way since 30 June 2001, I am
advised that Shannon’s Way provided services for the 2001 Victorian Tourism Awards under an arrangement
entered into by the organiser of the awards, Tourism Council Australia. When the Council was placed into
voluntary liquidation, Tourism Victoria took over the organisation of the awards and, as a consequence, the
Council’s obligations under its pre-existing arrangement with Shannon’s Way. These services are referred to in
my answer to question 2099.
An invoice for a portion of these services was issued after 30 June 2001. The services included programs,
certificates and miscellaneous production costs.
(ii) I am advised that the Department has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994.
Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian Government
Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $4,104.88.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games and
Shannon’s Way between 5 March 2002, the date the Department was established, and 17 April 2002, the date of
the current question.
[Hansard Reference: 1591 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 189]
[Hansard Reference: 2099 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1133]

Tourism: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2870.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Tourism): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of
the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract
was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract;
and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of State and Regional Development (DSRD) and the
firm Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
provided to Legislative Council questions on notice – numbers 1595 and 2100. Copies of these answers are
attached.
It should be noted that on 5 March 2002, DSRD was split into two departments: the Department of Innovation,
Industry and Regional Development and the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games.
In relation to contracts between the former DSRD and the firm Shannon’s Way between June 2001 and 4 March
2002:
(i) While the Department did not enter into any formal contracts with Shannon’s Way since 30 June 2001, I am
advised that Shannon’s Way provided services for the 2001 Victorian Tourism Awards under an arrangement
entered into by the organiser of the awards, Tourism Council Australia. When the Council was placed into
voluntary liquidation, Tourism Victoria took over the organisation of the awards and, as a consequence, the
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Council’s obligations under its pre-existing arrangement with Shannon’s Way. These services are referred to in
my answer to question 2100.
An invoice for a portion of these services was issued after 30 June 2001. The services included programs,
certificates and miscellaneous production costs.
(ii) I am advised that the Department has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994.
Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian Government
Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $4,104.88.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games and
Shannon’s Way between 5 March 2002, the date the Department was established, and 17 April 2002, the date of
the current question.
[Hansard Reference: 1595 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 190]
[Hansard Reference: 2100 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1133]

Information and communication technology: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2871.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Information and Communication
Technology: What are the details of every contract entered into between the Minister’s department and
Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of the tasks performed under the
contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded; (iii) the names
and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract; and (iv) the value of the
contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of State and Regional Development (DSRD) and the
firm Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
provided to Legislative Council questions on notice – numbers 1603 and 2102. Copies of these answers are
attached.
It should be noted that on 5 March 2002, DSRD was split into two departments: the Department of Innovation,
Industry and Regional Development and the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games.
In relation to contracts between the former DSRD and the firm Shannon’s Way between June 2001 and 4 March
2002:
(i) While the Department did not enter into any formal contracts with Shannon’s Way since 30 June 2001, I am
advised that Shannon’s Way provided services for the 2001 Victorian Tourism Awards under an arrangement
entered into by the organiser of the awards, Tourism Council Australia. When the Council was placed into
voluntary liquidation, Tourism Victoria took over the organisation of the awards and, as a consequence, the
Council’s obligations under its pre-existing arrangement with Shannon’s Way. These services are referred to in
my answer to question 2102.
An invoice for a portion of these services was issued after 30 June 2001. The services included programs,
certificates and miscellaneous production costs.
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(ii) I am advised that the Department has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994.
Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian Government
Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $4,104.88.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development and
Shannon’s Way between 5 March 2002, the date the Department was established, and 17 April 2002, the date of
the current question.
[Hansard Reference: 1603 Legislative Council, Vol. 452 , 16 August 2001, page 192]
[Hansard Reference: 2102 Legislative Council, Vol. 453 , 7 November 2001, page 1134]

Small Business: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2872.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business: What are the
details of every contract entered into between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since
20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used
to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on
any selection panel who awarded this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of State and Regional Development (DSRD) and the
firm Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
provided to Legislative Council questions on notice – numbers 1603 and 2102. Copies of these answers are
attached.
It should be noted that on 5 March 2002, DSRD was split into two departments: the Department of Innovation,
Industry and Regional Development and the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games.
In relation to contracts between the former DSRD and the firm Shannon’s Way between June 2001 and 4 March
2002:
(i) While the Department did not enter into any formal contracts with Shannon’s Way since 30 June 2001, I am
advised that Shannon’s Way provided services for the 2001 Victorian Tourism Awards under an arrangement
entered into by the organiser of the awards, Tourism Council Australia. When the Council was placed into
voluntary liquidation, Tourism Victoria took over the organisation of the awards and, as a consequence, the
Council’s obligations under its pre-existing arrangement with Shannon’s Way. These services are referred to in
my answer to question 2102.
An invoice for a portion of these services was issued after 30 June 2001. The services included programs,
certificates and miscellaneous production costs.
(ii) I am advised that the Department has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994.
Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian Government
Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $4,104.88.
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No contracts were entered into between the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development and
Shannon’s Way between 5 March 2002, the date the Department was established, and 17 April 2002, the date of
the current question.
[Hansard Reference: 1603 Legislative Council, Vol. 452, 16 August 2001, page 192]
[Hansard Reference: 2102 Legislative Council, Vol. 453, 7 November 2001, page 1134]

Industrial relations: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2877.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations): What are the details of every contract entered into
between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the
nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date
the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded
this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of State and Regional Development (DSRD) and the
firm Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
provided to Legislative Council questions on notice – numbers 1499 and 2070. Copies of these answers are
attached.
It should be noted that on 5 March 2002, DSRD was split into two departments: the Department of Innovation,
Industry and Regional Development and the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games.
In relation to contracts between the former DSRD and the firm Shannon’s Way between June 2001 and 4 March
2002:
(i) While the Department did not enter into any formal contracts with Shannon’s Way since 30 June 2001, I am
advised that Shannon’s Way provided services for the 2001 Victorian Tourism Awards under an arrangement
entered into by the organiser of the awards, Tourism Council Australia. When the Council was placed into
voluntary liquidation, Tourism Victoria took over the organisation of the awards and, as a consequence, the
Council’s obligations under its pre-existing arrangement with Shannon’s Way. These services are referred to in
the answer to question 2070.
An invoice for a portion of these services was issued after 30 June 2001. The services included programs,
certificates and miscellaneous production costs.
(ii) I am advised that the Department has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994.
Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian Government
Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $4,104.88.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development and
Shannon’s Way between 5 March 2002, the date the Department was established, and 17 April 2002, the date of
the current question.
[Hansard Reference: 1499 Legislative Council, Vol. 452, 16 August 2001, page 157]
[Hansard Reference: 2070 Legislative Council, Vol. 453, 7 November 2001, page 1129]
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Innovation: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2878.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Innovation): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of
the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract
was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract;
and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of State and Regional Development (DSRD) and the
firm Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
provided to Legislative Council questions on notice – numbers 1539 and 2084. Copies of these answers are
attached.
It should be noted that on 5 March 2002, DSRD was split into two departments: the Department of Innovation,
Industry and Regional Development and the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games.
In relation to contracts between the former DSRD and the firm Shannon’s Way between June 2001 and 4 March
2002:
(i) While the Department did not enter into any formal contracts with Shannon’s Way since 30 June 2001, I am
advised that Shannon’s Way provided services for the 2001 Victorian Tourism Awards under an arrangement
entered into by the organiser of the awards, Tourism Council Australia. When the Council was placed into
voluntary liquidation, Tourism Victoria took over the organisation of the awards and, as a consequence, the
Council’s obligations under its pre-existing arrangement with Shannon’s Way. These services are referred to in
my answer to question 2084.
An invoice for a portion of these services was issued after 30 June 2001. The services included programs,
certificates and miscellaneous production costs.
(ii) I am advised that the Department has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994.
Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian Government
Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $4,104.88.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development and
Shannon’s Way between 5 March 2002, the date the Department was established, and 17 April 2002, the date of
the current question.
[Hansard Reference: 1539 Legislative Council, Vol. 452, 16 August 2001, page 171]
[Hansard Reference: 2084 Legislative Council, Vol. 453, 7 November 2001, page 1130]

State and Regional Development: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2880.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for State and Regional Development): What are the details of every contract
entered into between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999
including — (i) the nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this
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contract and the date the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection
panel who awarded this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of State and Regional Development (DSRD) and the
firm Shannon’s Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously
provided to Legislative Council questions on notice – numbers 1539 and 2084. Copies of these answers are
attached.
It should be noted that on 5 March 2002, DSRD was split into two departments: the Department of Innovation,
Industry and Regional Development and the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games.
In relation to contracts between the former DSRD and the firm Shannon’s Way between June 2001 and 4 March
2002:
(i) While the Department did not enter into any formal contracts with Shannon’s Way since 30 June 2001, I am
advised that Shannon’s Way provided services for the 2001 Victorian Tourism Awards under an arrangement
entered into by the organiser of the awards, Tourism Council Australia. When the Council was placed into
voluntary liquidation, Tourism Victoria took over the organisation of the awards and, as a consequence, the
Council’s obligations under its pre-existing arrangement with Shannon’s Way. These services are referred to in
my answer to question 2084.
An invoice for a portion of these services was issued after 30 June 2001. The services included programs,
certificates and miscellaneous production costs.
(ii) I am advised that the Department has complied with section 54L of the Financial Management Act 1994.
Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian Government
Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au/polguid/polmenu.htm.
(iii) Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) The value of the contract was $4,104.88.
No contracts were entered into between the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development and
Shannon’s Way between 5 March 2002, the date the Department was established, and 17 April 2002, the date of
the current question.
[Hansard Reference: 1539 Legislative Council, Vol. 452, 16 August 2001, page 171]
[Hansard Reference: 2084 Legislative Council, Vol. 453, 7 November 2001, page 1130]
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Tuesday, 15 October 2002
Premier: staff
3002.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Premier):
(a)

How many full time equivalent staff, part time staff and casual staff were employed in the private
office of the Premier as at 18 April 2002.

(b)

How many full time equivalent staff, part time staff and casual staff were employed in the
Department of Premier and Cabinet as at 18 April 2002.

ANSWER:
(a) As at 18 April 2002 47.00 full time, 2.30 part time and no casual staff were employed in the Private Office of
the Premier.
(b) As At 18 April 2002 359 full time, 23.70 part time and 17.63 casual staff were employed in the Department of
Premier and Cabinet.

Community services: child abuse rates
3014.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Community Services): In relation to the comments made by the Minister for
Community Services in March 2002 that she was establishing a taskforce to address the high rates of
reported child abuse in Victoria:
(a)

Who are the members of this taskforce.

(b)

How often do they meet.

(c)

How are their actions providing protection to the children who require it.

ANSWER:
The Honourable member will need to clarify the source of the comments, that are purported to be from the
Honourable Minister for Community Services and Housing.

Community services: children’s registration board
3015.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Community Services): In relation to the Government’s promise in the 1999
election campaign that they would establish a Children’s Registration Board, the purpose of which would
be to register all staff working within the sector, publish regular newsletters and journals for education
purposes, and commission research relevant to the needs of the sector:
(a)

When was this Board established.
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(b)

How many newsletters or journals have been published.

(c)

What research has been completed.

Tuesday, 15 October 2002

ANSWER:
Work on the Children’s Services Registration Board was deferred until November 2001 when Government
responded to recommendations arising from the Review of the Issues that Impact on the Delivery of Preschool
Programs (the Kirby Review). The Government’s response highlighted a commitment to developing options for
the registration of preschool teachers and assistants. The Department of Human Services has commenced work on
options for a proposal to establish a Children’s Service Registration Board with jurisdiction over staff working in
children’s services.

Major projects: Office of Major Projects
3017.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Major Projects): What is the breakdown of the $1.217 million in the
Appropriation (2002/2003) Bill 2002, Schedule 3, page 17, allocated to the transfer of responsibility of the
Office of Major Projects to the Department of Infrastructure.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
These monies constituted a Treasurers Advance to recover project expenditure paid by Department of
Infrastructure (DOI) whilst Office of Major Projects resided in DOI.
The Advance was used in place of Budget which could not be transferred.

Small Business: Small Business Advisory Council
3098.

THE HON. W. I. SMITH — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business: In relation to the
Small Business Advisory Council:
(a)

When will the new appointments be announced.

(b)

How many new appointments will be made.

(c)

How many individuals applied for appointment.

(d)

How many applicants are from metropolitan Victoria.

(e)

How many applicants are from regional Victoria.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) New appointments were announced in early October.
(b) 14 new appointments were made.
(c) 140 individuals applied for appointment.
(d) There were 108 applicants from metropolitan Victoria.
(e) There were 32 applicants from regional Victoria.
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Housing: community liaison committee — redevelopment in Port Melbourne
3156.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Housing): In relation to the Community Liaison Committee to review
progress of housing redevelopment in Port Melbourne as announced in Parliament in November 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved on the committee.

(b)

How many times has the committee met.

(c)

What was the total cost of the committee’s proceedings.

(d)

What are the findings/recommendations of the committee.

ANSWER:
(a) Those organisations involved in the committee are: City of Port Phillip, Brotherhood of St Laurence,
SPAUYMAN Youth Organisation, Inner South Community Health Services, Department of Human Services,
local MLA Electoral Office, local community representatives and public tenant representatives.
(b) The committee has met eight times.
(c) The total cost of the committee’s proceedings is minimal; morning tea expenses only.
(d) The Raglan/Ingles Redevelopment Community Liaison Committee was established to review and disseminate
information about the progress of the redevelopment project to the community.

Housing: redevelopment of Carlton estate — committee
3157.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Housing): In relation to the committee established to prepare a $9 million
redevelopment of the Carlton housing estate announced in January 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved on the committee.

(b)

How much time has it taken to complete the committee’s activities.

(c)

What is the total cost of the committee’s activities.

(d)

What are the findings/recommendations of the committee.

ANSWER:
(a) Those organisations/persons involved in the committee are: Carlton Primary School, Carlton Baths
Community Centre, Carlton Youth Housing, Carlton Local Agencies Network, Member for Jika Jika,
Melbourne City Council, Department of Human Services, Carlton Residents Association, Tenants Union of
Victoria, Carlton Housing Estate Residents Association and the office of the Member for Melbourne Province,
MLC.
(b) Less than one year.
(c) Approximately $5,200.
(d) The recommendations of the committee will be available in the near future.
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Housing: redevelopment of Ashburton estate — review
3158.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Housing): In relation to the review of redevelopment options for the
Ashburton housing estate announced in March 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

How long has it taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
(a) Those organisations/persons involved in the review are: Member for Burwood, City of Boroondara, City of
Monash, Department of Human Services, Eastern Tenancy and Housing Ltd, Power Neighbourhood House,
Alamein Community Committee Inc and public tenant representatives.
(b) Five months.
(c) The total cost of the review is minimal; morning tea expenses only.
(d) The recommendations of the review are:
– the estate is to be redeveloped for housing with a mix of approximately two thirds public and one third
private. The public rental component is to be approximately 34 older persons units;
– funds from the sale of land for private development are to be applied to this project;
– the car parking provision for the public housing should be one space for every two units;
– on the basis that this car parking ratio is acceptable to the City of Boroondara, the older persons units should
be two bedroom accommodation;
– the design brief for the site should include principles relating to:
– the relevant State and local planning policies, environmental sustainability and energy efficiency;
– built form may include two storey dwelling for the private sector at the rear. The older persons units
should be single storey; and
– an enhanced setting providing a seamless landscape transition with park;
– the Office of Housing should enter into a Section 173 agreement under the Planning and Environment Act,
1987 for the future development of the private land;
– relocation of the tenants should commence immediately;
– following relocation of the tenants the existing buildings should be demolished;
– the tenants should be appropriately housed within the wider area of Ashburton, Ashwood and Chadstone;
– a public housing replacement strategy should be implemented within the wider area of Ashburton, Ashwood
and Chadstone;
– a Redevelopment Committee should be constituted to advise on rental replacement initiatives for Ashburton,
Ashwood and Chadstone;
– the Redevelopment Advisory Committee should advise on the housing stock strategy to determine the future
development principles for the Ashburton, Ashwood and Chadstone area; and.
– the Minister of Housing in association with the Minister for Transport should initiate a working party to
formulate traffic management measures in the surrounds.
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Housing: Peace Court estate — review
3159.

THE HON. C. A. FURLETTI — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Housing): In relation to the review of options for the Peace Court housing
estate in Doveton announced in Parliament in March 2001:
(a)

What are the names of all persons involved in the review.

(b)

How long has it taken to complete the review.

(c)

What was the total cost of the review.

(d)

What are the findings of the review.

ANSWER:
(a) Those organisations/persons involved in the review are: City of Casey, Department of Human Services,
Department of Infrastructure and community representatives.
(b) Approximately one year.
(c) The total cost of the review is minimal; morning tea expenses only.
(d) The recommendations of the committee will be available in the near future.

Premier: Constitution Commission of Victoria
3172.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Premier): In relation to the Constitution Commission Victoria:
(a)

What was the total cost of the Consultation Paper produced by the Constitution Commission
Victoria, A House of Review.

(b)

What was the total cost of advertising for the promotion of this Consultation Paper, specifically the
advertisement “Victorians say Upper House not working”, and in what publications/media outlets
was the advertisement featured.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The cost of printing 5,000 copies of ‘A House of Review’, A Consultation Paper is $9,053.00. This figure
includes the re-formatting of text, design, layout, finished artwork, pre-press and printing of 20 pages of text
plus four pages for the cover.
(b) The total cost of placing the advertisement in the following newspapers was $!The Formula Not In Table:
Stock and Land
Herald and Weekly Times
The Age
Warragul Gazette
Sale Gippsland Times
Kyneton Midland Express
Stawell Times News
Leongatha Star
Healesville Mt Views Mail
Mansfield Courier
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Lakes Entrance Post
Kilmore Free Press
Daylesford Advocate
Benalla Ensign
Colac Herald
Echuca Riverine Herald
Horsham WM Times
Portland Observer
Wangaratta Chronicle
Swan Hill Guardian
Korumburra SGS Times
Seymour Telegraph
Orbost Snowy River Mail
Ararat Advertiser
Hamilton Spectator
Warracknabeal Herald
Maryborough Advertiser
Kyabram Free Press
Kerang Northern Times
Bairnsdale Advertiser
Warrnambool Standard
Shepparton News
Latrobe Valley Express
Mildura Sunraysia
Bendigo Advertiser
Ballarat Courier
Albury Border Morning Mail
Pakenham Gazette
Berwick News
Geelong Advertiser
St Arnaud NC News
Bayside Leader
Berwick Leader
Brimbank Leader
Brunswick Moreland Leader
Caulfield Port Phillip Glen Eira Leader
Coburg Moreland Leader
Cranbourne Leader
Diamond Valley Leader
Frankston Standard Leader
Heidelberg Leader
Hume Moreland Leader
Know Leader
Lilydale and Yarra Valley Leader
Manningham Leader
Maroondah Leader
Melbourne Yarra Leader
Moonee Valley Leader

Tuesday, 15 October 2002

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday, 15 October 2002

COUNCIL

709

Moorabbin Glen Eira Leader
Moorabool Melton Leader
Mordialloc Chelsea Leader
Mornington Peninsula Leader
Northcote Leader
Oakleigh Leader
Monash Leader
Dandenong Leader
Springvale Leader
Preston Leader
Progress Leader
Ranges Leader
Stonnington Leader
Sunbury Macedon Ranges Leader
Waverley Leader
Whitehorse Leader
Whittlesea Leader

Premier: Constitution Commission of Victoria
3300.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Premier): What level of funding is provided in the 2002-03 budget for the operation of the
Victorian Constitution Commission in respect of the Inquiry into ‘The House of Review — The Role of
the Legislative Council’.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The 2002-03 Budget Papers do not make provision for funding the Victorian Constitution Commission.

Planning: Urban and Regional Land Corporation chief executive officer
3302.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Planning): Why was the position of Chief Executive Officer of the Urban and
Regional Land Corporation not publicly advertised when it recently became vacant.

ANSWER:
The position of Chief Executive Officer of the Urban and Regional Land Corporation was advertised nationally on
17 and 18 May 2002.

Premier: Independents
3483.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Premier): In relation to the three Independent Members of the Legislative Assembly:
(a)

What is the cost incurred by the Government in providing additional benefits and assistance to those
Members over and above that provided to all other backbench Members, in each of the years
ending — (i) 30 June 2000; (ii) 30 June 2001; and (iii) 31 May 2002.
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(b)

What is the expected annual expenditure to be incurred by the Government in providing additional
benefits and assistance to those Members over and above that provided to all other backbench
Members for the year ending 30 June 2003.

(c)

What was the cost incurred by the Joint Services Department in providing extra access to Ministers
and Government Departments, including staff time, for those Members, in each of the years
ending — (i) 30 June 2000; (ii) 30 June 2001; and (iii) 31 May 2002.

(d)

What is the expected annual expenditure to be incurred by the Joint Services Department in
providing extra access to Ministers and Government Departments, including staff time, for those
Members for the year ending 30 June 2003.

(e)

What was the cost incurred by the Government or Department of Premier and Cabinet in providing
extra access to Ministers and Government Departments, including staff time, for those Members in
each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 2000; (ii) 30 June 2001; and (iii) 31 May 2002.

(f)

What is the expected annual expenditure to be incurred by the Government or the Department of
Premier and Cabinet in providing extra access to Ministers and Government Departments, including
staff time, for those Members for the year ending 30 June 2003.

(g)

What was the cost incurred by the Government of Victoria in providing additional services and
access to Ministers and Government Departments for those Members over and above what is
provided to all other backbench Members in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 2000; (ii)
30 June 2001; and (iii) 31 May 2002.

(h)

What is the expected annual expenditure to be incurred by the Government in providing additional
services and access to Ministers and Government Departments for those Members over and above
what is provided to all other backbench Members for the year ending 30 June 2003.

(i)

What is the cost incurred by the Department of Premier and Cabinet in providing additional services
and access to Ministers and Government Departments for those Members over and above what is
provided to all other backbench Members in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 2000; (ii)
30 June 2001; and (iii) 31 May 2002.

(j)

What is the expected annual expenditure to be incurred by the Department of Premier and Cabinet in
providing additional services and access to Ministers and Government Departments for those
Members over and above what is provided to all other backbench Members for the year ending
30 June 2003.

(k)

What was the cost incurred by the Department of Premier and Cabinet of providing an adviser acting
in a liaison capacity for each of those Members to assist with their Parliamentary duties in each of the
years ending — (i) 30 June 2000; (ii) 30 June 2001; and (iii) 31 May 2002.

(l)

What is the expected annual expenditure to the Department of Premier and Cabinet of providing an
adviser acting in a liaison capacity for those Members to assist them with their Parliamentary duties
for the year ending 30 June 2003.

ANSWER:
The answer to (a) is:
The cost incurred by Government (DPC only) is as follows:
30 June 2000 - $126,773
30 June 2001 - $223,349
31 May 2002 - $207,887
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The answer to (b) is:
The expected cost to Government (DPC only) for the year ending 30 June 2003 is $270,000. This comprises
$240,000 salary and oncosts for the three advisers, operating costs of $6,000 per adviser, capital asset charge
allocation of $4,000 and a depreciation allocation of $8,000.
The answer to (c) to (j) is:
In answer to Question 3483 (Parts c-j) the Department of Premier and Cabinet has not as a matter of formal practice
provided additional briefings or access to the Independents. Where an Independent Member has expressed an
interest in a particular policy area they have been entitled to similar access and information as would apply to other
Members.
It would be an unreasonable burden on the Department’s time and resources to investigate further the details of any
specific briefings and arrangements across government.
The answer to (k) is:
The cost incurred by DPC of providing an adviser (salary and oncosts) is as follows:
30 June 2000 - $125,434 (Davies $41,838; Ingram $41,702 and Savage $41,894)
30 June 2001 - $212,364 (Davies $68,331; Ingram $69,784 and Savage $74,249)
31 May 2002 - $200,187 (Davies $61,859; Ingram $67,003 and Savage $71,325)
The answer to (l) is:
The expected cost to Government (DPC only) of providing an adviser (salary and oncosts) for the year ending 30
June 2003 is $240,000 (Davies $77,988; Ingram $81,006 and Savage $81,006).

Premier: Independents
3484.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Premier): In relation to the three Independent Members of the Legislative Assembly:
(a)

What funds, staff, travel entitlements and equipment have been provided to each of them beyond
those provided to all other backbench Members in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 2000; (ii)
30 June 2001; and (iii) 31 May 2002.

(b)

What was the cost of those benefits to each of them in each of the years ending — (i) 30 June 2000;
(ii) 30 June 2001; and (iii) 31 May 2002.

ANSWER:
The answer to (a) is:
Funds provided by DPC are as follows:
30 June 2000 - $126,773
30 June 2001 - $223,349
31 May 2002 - $207,887
Staff (provided by DPC) - Each of the three Independent Members of Parliament is provided with a full-time
adviser in accordance with the terms agreed in the Independent Charter. Provision of funding for an extra staff
member recognises the special role and additional responsibilities of the three Independent Members of Parliament.
This staffing is over and above the normal entitlement to electorate staff. Funding for this employment is provided
through the Department of Premier and Cabinet and is embedded in the overall funding shown in the Funds
section above. In addition, a maximum amount of $6,000 is set aside each financial year to meet operational costs
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directly associated with the employment of each adviser. The basis of this funding has not changed and increases in
costs associated with the Independents solely reflect salary related increases paid to the advisers in accordance with
Ministerial Adviser salary increases that have been approved during the reporting period.
Travel Entitlements – No additional travel entitlement provided by DPC.
Equipment – The following equipment has been provided by DPC:
3 Laptop Computers (1 for each independent adviser)
1 Laserjet Printer
1 Facsimile Machine
The answer to (b) is:
Cost incurred by DPC is as follows:
30 June 2000 - $126,773 (Davies $42,361; Ingram $42,226 and Savage $42,186)
30 June 2001 - $223,349 (Davies $72,988; Ingram $74,591 and Savage $75,770)
31 May 2002 - $207,887 (Davies $64,876; Ingram $70,484 and Savage $72,527)

Premier: Independents
3485.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Premier): In relation to the three Independent Members of the Legislative Assembly:
(a)

What funds, staff, travel entitlements and equipment will be provided to each of them for the year
ending 30 June 2002 above those provided to all other backbench Members.

(b)

What is the expected cost of those benefits to each of them for the year ending 30 June 2002.

ANSWER:
The answer to (a) is:
Funds provided by DPC as at 30 June 2002 are as follows:
$230,123 (Davies $71,476; Ingram $78,755 and Savage $79,892)
Staff (provided by DPC) - Each of the three Independent Members of Parliament is provided with a full-time
adviser in accordance with the terms agreed in the Independent Charter. Provision of funding for an extra staff
member recognises the special role and additional responsibilities of the three Independent Members of Parliament.
This staffing is over and above the normal entitlement to electorate staff. Funding for this employment is provided
through the Department of Premier and Cabinet and is embedded in the overall funding shown in the Funds
section above. In addition, a maximum amount of $6,000 is set aside each financial year to meet operational costs
directly associated with the employment of each adviser. The basis of this funding has not changed and increases in
costs associated with the Independents solely reflect salary related increases paid to the advisers in accordance with
Ministerial Adviser salary increases that have been approved during the reporting period.
Travel Entitlements – No additional travel entitlement provided by DPC.
Equipment – The following equipment has been provided by DPC:
3 Laptop Computers (1 for each independent adviser)
1 Laserjet Printer
1 Facsimile Machine
The answer to (b) is:
Actual cost to Government (DPC only) for the year ending 30 June 2002 was $230,123 (Davies $71,476; Ingram
$78,755 and Savage $79,892)
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Premier: Independents
3486.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Premier):
(a)

What expenses have been incurred by each of the three independent Members of the Legislative
Assembly in hiring hire cars and limousines, in each of the years ending— (i) 30 June 2000; (ii) 30
June 2001; and (iii) 31 May 2002.

(b)

What is the expected cost for the year ending 30 June 2002.

ANSWER:
The answer to (a) is:
Cost incurred by DPC for hiring hire cars and limousines for the three independent members is as follows:
30 June 2000 - Nil
30 June 2001 - $222 (Costs incurred by Craig Ingram’s adviser)
31 May 2002 - Nil
The answer (b) is:
Actual cost for DPC for hiring hire cars and limousines for the three independent members is as follows:
30 June 2002 - Nil
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Wednesday, 16 October 2002
Community service: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2873.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Community Service (including Community Building)): What are the details
of every contract entered into between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20
October 1999 including — (i) the nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to
award this contract and the date the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on
any selection panel who awarded this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Human Services and the firm Shannon’s Way
between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to Legislative
Council Questions on Notice – numbers 1619 and 2106. Copies of these answers are attached.
Three contracts were entered into between the Department of Human Services and the firm Shannon’s Way since
June 2001.
(i) the nature of the tasks performed under the first contract entered into after June 2001:
Dubbing requests and talent fees for Falls Festival
(ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded:
I am advised that the Department of Human Services has complied with Section 54L of the Financial Management
Act 1994. Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au./polguid/polmenu.htm
Contract was awarded on 21 December 2001.
(iii) The names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract:
Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) Value of the contract: $3,022.04
(i) Nature of the tasks performed under the second contract entered into after June 2001:
Material despatch, resizing, Radio ads
(ii) The method used to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded:
I am advised that the Department of Human Services has complied with Section 54L of the Financial Management
Act 1994. Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au./polguid/polmenu.htm
The contract was awarded on 31 January 2002.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
716

COUNCIL

Wednesday, 16 October 2002

(iii) The names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract:
Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) Value of the contract: $1,458.05
(i) the nature of the tasks performed under the third contract entered into after June 2001:
ads on VHS for Big Day Out, Ecstacy Ad for MCV and ‘O’ Week Reels
(ii) The method used to award this contact and the date the contract was awarded:
I am advised that the Department of Human Services has complied with Section 54L of the Financial Management
Act 1994. Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au./polguid/polmenu.htm
The contract was awarded on 28 February 2002.
(iii) The names of the positions on any selection panel who awarded this contract:
Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) Value of the contract: $5,090.42
[Hansard Reference: 1619 Vol. 452, 16 August 2001 page 198]
[Hansard Reference: 2106 Vol. 453, 30 October 2001 page 1060]

Health: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2875.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of
the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract
was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract;
and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Human Services and the firm Shannon’s Way
between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to Legislative
Council Questions on Notice – numbers 1515 and 2076. Copies of these answers are attached.
Three contracts were entered into between the Department of Human Services and the firm Shannon’s Way since
June 2001.
(i) the nature of the tasks performed under the first contract entered into after June 2001:
Dubbing requests and talent fees for Falls Festival
(ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded:
I am advised that the Department of Human Services has complied with Section 54L of the Financial Management
Act 1994. Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au./polguid/polmenu.htm
Contract was awarded on 21 December 2001.
(iii) The names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract:
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Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) Value of the contract: $3,022.04
(i) Nature of the tasks performed under the second contract entered into after June 2001:
Material despatch, resizing, Radio ads
(ii) The method used to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded:
I am advised that the Department of Human Services has complied with Section 54L of the Financial Management
Act 1994. Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au./polguid/polmenu.htm
The contract was awarded on 31 January 2002.
(iii) The names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract:
Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) Value of the contract: $1,458.05
(i) the nature of the tasks performed under the third contract entered into after June 2001:
ads on VHS for Big Day Out, Ecstacy Ad for MCV and ‘O’ Week Reels
(ii) The method used to award this contact and the date the contract was awarded:
I am advised that the Department of Human Services has complied with Section 54L of the Financial Management
Act 1994. Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au./polguid/polmenu.htm
The contract was awarded on 28 February 2002.
(iii) The names of the positions on any selection panel who awarded this contract:
Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) Value of the contract: $5,090.42
[Hansard Reference: 1515 Vol. 452, 16 August 2001 page 163]
[Hansard Reference: 2076 Vol. 453, 30 October 2001 page 1053]

Housing: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2876.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Housing): What are the details of every contract entered into between the
Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature of
the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract
was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract;
and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Human Services and the firm Shannon’s Way
between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to Legislative
questions on notice – numbers 1623 and 2107. Copies of these answers are attached.
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Three contracts were entered into between the Department of Human Services and the firm Shannon’s Way since
June 2001.
(i) the nature of the tasks performed under the first contract entered into after June 2001:
Dubbing requests and talent fees for Falls Festival
(ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded:
I am advised that the Department of Human Services has complied with Section 54L of the Financial Management
Act 1994. Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au./polguid/polmenu.htm
Contract was awarded on 21 December 2001.
(iii) The names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract:
Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) Value of the contract: $3,022.04
(i) Nature of the tasks performed under the second contract entered into after June 2001:
Material despatch, resizing, Radio ads
(ii) The method used to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded:
I am advised that the Department of Human Services has complied with Section 54L of the Financial Management
Act 1994. Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au./polguid/polmenu.htm
The contract was awarded on 31 January 2002.
(iii) The names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract:
Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) Value of the contract: $1,458.05
(i) the nature of the tasks performed under the third contract entered into after June 2001:
ads on VHS for Big Day Out, Ecstacy Ad for MCV and ‘O’ Week Reels
(ii) The method used to award this contact and the date the contract was awarded:
I am advised that the Department of Human Services has complied with Section 54L of the Financial Management
Act 1994. Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au./polguid/polmenu.htm
The contract was awarded on 28 February 2002.
(iii) The names of the positions on any selection panel who awarded this contract:
Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) Value of the contract: $5,090.42
[Hansard Reference: 1623 Vol. 452, 16 August 2001 page 199]
[Hansard Reference: 2107 Vol. 453, 30 October 2001 page 1060]
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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.

Thursday, 17 October 2002
Consumer affairs: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2874.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs): What are the details of every contract entered into
between the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the
nature of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date
the contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded
this contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
For information relating to contracts between Consumer and Business Affairs Victoria and the firm Shannon’s
Way between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to
Legislative Council questions on notice - numbers 1607 and 2103. Copies of these answers are attached.
While the response to question on notice - number 1607 provided information on the value of the contracts, based
primarily on the contract price, further detail is provided to clarify total expenditure on the two relevant contracts.
Total expenditure on the Stage 1 contract was $95,228 which includes an additional $10 for out of pocket expenses.
Expenditure on the Stage 2 contract was $30,263.60.
In 2001 details of the consultancy between Consumer and Business Affairs Victoria and the firm Shannon’s Way
were released under the Freedom of Information Act 1982 to an Opposition Member.
In relation to contracts between my department and the firm Shannon’s Way since June 2001: no contracts were
entered into between Consumer and Business Affairs Victoria and the firm Shannon’s Way since June 2001.
[Hansard Reference: 1607 Vol. 452, 16 August 2001 page 193]
[Hansard Reference: 2103 Vol. 453, 30 October 2001 page 1059]

Senior Victorians: Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd — contracts
2879.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Senior Victorians): What are the details of every contract entered into between
the Minister’s department and Shannon’s Way Pty Ltd since 20 October 1999 including — (i) the nature
of the tasks performed under the contract; (ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the
contract was awarded; (iii) the names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this
contract; and (iv) the value of the contracts after June 2001.

ANSWER:
For information relating to contracts between the Department of Human Services and the firm Shannon’s Way
between October 1999 and June 2001, the Member should refer to the answers previously provided to Legislative
Council Questions on Notice – numbers 1672 and 2108. Copies of these answers are attached.
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Three contracts were entered into between the Department of Human Services and the firm Shannon’s Way since
June 2001.
(i) the nature of the tasks performed under the first contract entered into after June 2001:
Dubbing requests and talent fees for Falls Festival
(ii) the method used to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded:
I am advised that the Department of Human Services has complied with Section 54L of the Financial Management
Act 1994. Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au./polguid/polmenu.htm
Contract was awarded on 21 December 2001.
(iii) The names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract:
Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) Value of the contract: $3,022.04
(i) Nature of the tasks performed under the second contract entered into after June 2001:
Material despatch, resizing, Radio ads
(ii) The method used to award this contract and the date the contract was awarded:
I am advised that the Department of Human Services has complied with Section 54L of the Financial Management
Act 1994. Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au./polguid/polmenu.htm
The contract was awarded on 31 January 2002.
(iii) The names and positions of the people on any selection panel who awarded this contract:
Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) Value of the contract: $1,458.05
(i) the nature of the tasks performed under the third contract entered into after June 2001:
ads on VHS for Big Day Out, Ecstacy Ad for MCV and ‘O’ Week Reels
(ii) The method used to award this contact and the date the contract was awarded:
I am advised that the Department of Human Services has complied with Section 54L of the Financial Management
Act 1994. Supply policies and the associated best practice guidelines are publicly available on the Victorian
Government Purchasing Board’s website at www.vgpb.vic.gov.au./polguid/polmenu.htm
The contract was awarded on 28 February 2002.
(iii) The names of the positions on any selection panel who awarded this contract:
Panels do not award contracts.
(iv) Value of the contract: $5,090.42
[Hansard Reference: 1672 Vol. 452, 16 August 2001 page 202]
[Hansard Reference: 2108 Vol. 453, 30 October 2001 page 1060]
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Premier: Infrastructure Planning Council
3299.

THE HON. R. M. HALLAM — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Education Services (for the
Honourable the Premier): What funding has been allocated in the 2002-03 budget for the operation of the
Infrastructure Planning Council.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The budget for the Infrastructure Planning Council for 2002-03 is $235,000.
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Road Safety (Responsible Driving) Bill, 418

Bills
National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 547, 561
Sports Event Ticketing (Fair Access) Bill, 293, 310, 315, 316, 318,
319, 321, 324
Members statements
Bendigo: legal aid, 375

BIRRELL, Hon. M. A. (East Yarra)
Adjournment
Royal Exhibition Building: World Heritage nomination, 327
Bills
Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill, 491

BROAD, Hon. C. C. (Melbourne North) (Minister for Energy and
Resources and Minister for Ports)
Adjournment
Responses, 331
Bills
Commissioner for Ecologically Sustainable Development Bill, 262
Murray-Darling Basin (Amendment) Bill, 493, 510
National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 493, 515, 560,
561, 563, 564
Road Safety (Responsible Driving) Bill, 265, 421
Wrongs and Other Acts (Public Liability Insurance Reform) Bill,
410
National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 515
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Indigenous affairs
Report, 438
Questions without notice
Aquaculture: industry development, 508
Building industry: environmental sustainability, 502
Electricity: Enviromission project, 429
Fishing
bay and inlet licences, 338
commercial licences, 502
Lake Hume and Lake Mulwala, 336
Gas: rural and regional Victoria, 431
Marine parks: enforcement officers, 336, 337
Minerals and petroleum: native title claim , 255
Natural Resources and Environment: reorganisation, 428
Ports: reform, 428
Snowy River: environmental flows, 254, 505, 506

CARBINES, Hon. E. C. (Geelong)
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COVER, Hon. I. J. (Geelong)
Bills
Sports Event Ticketing (Fair Access) Bill, 289, 307, 311, 312, 314,
317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 324, 325
Motions to take note of answers
Rural and regional Victoria: youth employment, 257
Questions without notice
Beaches: family friendly, 507
MCG: redevelopment, 333

CRAIGE, Hon. G. R. (Central Highlands)
Bills
Agriculture Legislation (Amendments and Repeals) Bill, 285
Road Safety (Responsible Driving) Bill, 419
Members statements
Bob Jane T-Marts 1000, 454

Adjournment
Bellarine Peninsula Community Health Service, 422
Bills
National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 551
Utility Meters (Metrological Controls) Bill, 383
Members statements
Immigration Museum: tribute garden, 374
Motions to take note of answers

DARVENIZA, Hon. Kaye (Melbourne West)
Bills
Sports Event Ticketing (Fair Access) Bill, 297
Questions without notice
Minerals and petroleum: native title claim , 255
Small business: East Gippsland mentoring program, 506
Sport and recreation: AAA program , 338

Teachers: registration fee, 260
Questions without notice
Schools: computer access, 333
World Masters Games, 252
Youth: round table program, 504

COOTE, Hon. Andrea (Monash)
Adjournment
Bright Futures programs, 328
Port of Melbourne: channel deepening, 421
Bills
National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 556

DAVIS, Hon. D. McL. (East Yarra)
Adjournment
Buses: eastern suburbs, 330
Schools: East Yarra Province, 496
Bills
Wrongs and Other Acts (Public Liability Insurance Reform) Bill,
385
Members statements
Natural Resources and Environment: reorganisation, 374
Questions without notice
Natural Resources and Environment: reorganisation, 428

Members statements
Housing: Port Melbourne, 457

DAVIS, Hon. PHILIP (Gippsland)
Adjournment
Fishing: East Gippsland licence, 331
Basslink project, 457
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Bills
Agriculture Legislation (Amendments and Repeals) Bill, 274
National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 546
Questions without notice
Fishing: bay and inlet licences, 338
Snowy River: environmental flows, 254, 505, 506

GOULD, Hon. M. M. (Doutta Galla) (Minister for Education
Services and Minister for Youth Affairs)
Adjournment
Responses, 499
Bali: terrorist attack, 249
Bills

DEPUTY PRESIDENT and CHAIRMAN OF COMMITTEES,
The (Hon. B. W. Bishop)
Distinguished visitors, 443
Rulings, 311, 324, 509, 525

FORWOOD, Hon. BILL (Templestowe)
Bali: terrorist attack, 249
Bills
National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 520, 560, 563
Business of the house
Orders of the day, 439
Minister for Education Services and Minister for Housing:
conduct, 345
Points of order, 349, 355, 369, 370
Questions without notice
Minister for Education Services: departmental memo, 334
Ministers: adjournment attendance, 430
Teachers: registration fee, 255
Victorian Institute of Teaching: budget, 501

National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 564
Business of the house
Adjournment, 495
Minister for Education Services and Minister for Housing:
conduct, 359
Points of order, 515, 521
Questions on notice
Answers, 261, 262, 344, 345, 508
Questions without notice
Best Start program, 253
Minister for Education Services: departmental memo, 334
Ministers: adjournment attendance, 430
Rural and regional Victoria: youth employment, 252
Schools
computer access, 333
maintenance, 251
Teachers: registration fee, 255
Victorian Institute of Teaching: budget, 501
Youth
government initiatives, 427, 431
round table program, 504

HADDEN, Hon. D. G. (Ballarat)
FURLETTI, Hon. C. A. (Templestowe)
Adjournment
Manningham Road, Bulleen: traffic control, 327
Marine safety: commercial vessels, 424
Bills
National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 537
Minister for Education Services and Minister for Housing:
conduct, 367

Bills
Agriculture Legislation (Amendments and Repeals) Bill, 284
Members statements
Ballarat: investment, 374
Justice Geoffrey Flatman, 455
Motions to take note of answers
MCG: redevelopment, 341
Questions without notice

Motions to take note of answers
Marine parks: enforcement officers, 342
Questions without notice
Fishing: commercial licences, 502
Gas: rural and regional Victoria, 431
Marine parks: enforcement officers, 336, 337

Connecting Victoria strategy, 337
Liquor: industry trust fund, 256
Youth: government initiatives, 431
Rulings, 548
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HALL, Hon. P. R. (Gippsland)
Adjournment
Tourism: Orbost facility, 421
Bali: terrorist attack, 250
Basslink project, 439, 443
Bills
National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 525, 559, 560,
561
Business of the house
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Bills
Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill, 475
Sports Event Ticketing (Fair Access) Bill, 300, 308, 309, 312, 313,
314, 316, 317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 323, 326
Members statements
Citizens Electoral Council: statements, 375
Motions to take note of answers
MCG: redevelopment, 342
Questions on notice
Answers, 344

Adjournment, 493
Minister for Education Services and Minister for Housing:
conduct, 360
Points of order, 356

HALLAM, Hon. R. M. (Western)
Bills
Wrongs and Other Acts (Public Liability Insurance Reform) Bill,
390
Business of the house

LUCAS, Hon. N. B. (Eumemmerring)
Adjournment
Gembrook Primary School, 496
Helmeted honeyeater, 326
Petitions
Bunyip State Park, 262
Points of order, 499
Questions on notice
Answers, 344, 438, 508, 509

Adjournment, 495
Motions to take note of answers
MCG: redevelopment, 340
Teachers: registration fee, 260
Points of order, 504
Questions without notice
MCG: redevelopment, 335, 503, 504

JENNINGS, Hon. GAVIN. (Melbourne)
Bills
Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill, 481
National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 532
Business of the house
Adjournment, 494
Minister for Education Services and Minister for Housing:
conduct, 363

KATSAMBANIS, Hon. P. A. (Monash)
Adjournment
Chisholm Institute of TAFE, 497

LUCKINS, Hon. M. T. (Waverley)
Adjournment
Planning: Narre Warren North land, 329

McQUILTEN, Hon. J. M. (Ballarat)
Bills
National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 545

MADDEN, Hon. J. M. (Doutta Galla) (Minister for Sport and
Recreation and Minister for Commonwealth Games)
Bills
Agriculture Legislation (Amendments and Repeals) Bill, 289
Control of Weapons and Firearms Acts (Search Powers) Bill, 493
Crimes (Property Damage and Computer Offences) Bill, 271
Sentencing (Further Amendment) Bill, 421, 513
Sports Event Ticketing (Fair Access) Bill, 307, 308, 309, 310, 311,
312, 313, 314, 315, 316, 317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 323, 324,
325, 326
Questions on notice
Answers, 437, 438
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Questions without notice
Beaches: family friendly, 507, 508
Cycling: track world championships, 334
MCG: redevelopment, 333, 335, 503, 504
Play It Safe by the Water campaign, 501
Sport and recreation
AAA program , 339
campsites, 430
World Masters Games, 252
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Motions to take note of answers
Rural and regional Victoria: youth employment, 256
Youth: government initiatives, 434
Questions without notice
Rural and regional Victoria: youth employment, 252

POWELL, Hon. E. J. (North Eastern)
Adjournment

MIKAKOS, Hon. Jenny (Jika Jika)
Bills
Wrongs and Other Acts (Public Liability Insurance Reform) Bill,
398
Members statements
Parthenon Marbles, 454
Motions to take note of answers
Youth: government initiatives, 435
Questions without notice
Building industry: environmental sustainability, 502
Fishing: Lake Hume and Lake Mulwala, 336
Small business: home based, 251
Sport and recreation: campsites, 430
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
Regulation review, 438

Arts: Dream Out Loud project, 497
Drought: government assistance, 423
Seniors: travel concessions, 326
Bills
Agriculture Legislation (Amendments and Repeals) Bill, 287
National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 553
Members statements
Drought: government assistance, 456
Motions to take note of answers
Drought: government assistance, 259
Questions without notice
Drought: government assistance, 253

PRESIDENT, The (Hon. B. A. Chamberlain)
Rulings, 259, 262, 333, 334, 338, 344, 345, 349, 350, 351, 352, 356,
357, 358, 359, 368, 370, 371, 428, 456, 461, 504, 506

NGUYEN, Hon. S. M. (Melbourne West)
Bills
Utility Meters (Metrological Controls) Bill, 381
Members statements
Bali: terrorist attack, 376
St Albans Lunar Festival, 457
Questions without notice
Aquaculture: industry development, 508

RICH-PHILLIPS, Hon. G. K. (Eumemmerring)
Adjournment
Local government: rate concessions, 423
Narre Warren–Cranbourne Road–Fleetwood Drive: traffic control,
328
Roads: black spot program, 496
Bills
Sports Event Ticketing (Fair Access) Bill, 306, 322, 323

OLEXANDER, Hon. A. P. (Silvan)

ROMANES, Hon. G. D. (Melbourne)

Adjournment

Bills

Belgrave–Gembrook and Selby–Aura roads: safety, 330
Macclesfield Primary School, 422
Bills
Road Safety (Responsible Driving) Bill, 420
Utility Meters (Metrological Controls) Bill, 382

Road Safety (Responsible Driving) Bill, 416
Members statements
United Wood Cooperative, 375
Motions to take note of answers
Marine parks: enforcement officers, 343
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Questions without notice
Play It Safe by the Water campaign, 501
Ports: reform, 428

ROSS, Hon. J. W. G. (Higinbotham)
Members statements
Drugs: heroin deaths, 455
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STONEY, Hon. E. G. (Central Highlands)
Bills
Agriculture Legislation (Amendments and Repeals) Bill, 282
National Parks (Box-Ironbark and Other Parks) Bill, 552
Wrongs and Other Acts (Public Liability Insurance Reform) Bill,
408
Distinguished visitors, 537
Questions on notice

SMITH, Hon. K. M. (South Eastern)
Adjournment
Bass Highway: duplication, 424
Blue Light discos, 497
Rail: South Gippsland line, 330
Basslink project, 469

Answers, 261, 344, 345

STRONG, Hon. C. A. (Higinbotham)
Adjournment
Possums: control, 329
Bills
Utility Meters (Metrological Controls) Bill, 384

SMITH, Hon. R. F. (Chelsea)
Bills
Agriculture Legislation (Amendments and Repeals) Bill, 281
Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill, 489
Sports Event Ticketing (Fair Access) Bill, 304
Motions to take note of answers
Manufacturing: small business, 433
Questions without notice
Best Start program, 253
Youth: government initiatives, 427

SMITH, Hon. W. I. (Silvan)

THEOPHANOUS, Hon. T. C. (Jika Jika)
Basslink project, 450
Members statements
Bali: terrorist attack, 456
Motions to take note of answers
Rural and regional Victoria: youth employment, 258
Points of order, 348, 349, 350, 351, 355, 356, 357, 368, 504
Questions without notice
Cycling: track world championships, 334
Skillsnet program, 430

Adjournment
Housing: eastern region, 328
Schools: Silvan Province, 495
Bills
Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill, 485
Utility Meters (Metrological Controls) Bill, 376
Wrongs and Other Acts (Public Liability Insurance Reform) Bill,
404
Members statements
Silvan Foundation, 376
Motions to take note of answers
Manufacturing: small business, 432

THOMSON, Hon. M. R. (Melbourne North) (Minister for Small
Business and Minister for Information and Communication
Technology)
Adjournment
Responses, 425
Bills
Federal Awards (Uniform System) Bill, 267
Business Licensing Legislation (Amendment) Bill, 493, 509
Regional Development Victoria Bill, 421, 471
Travel Agents (Amendment) Bill, 493, 512
Utility Meters (Metrological Controls) Bill, 385
Points of order, 355, 356

Questions without notice
Manufacturing: small business, 427

Questions without notice
Connecting Victoria strategy, 337
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Drought: government assistance, 253
Liquor: industry trust fund, 256
Manufacturing: small business, 427
Skillsnet program, 430
Small business
East Gippsland mentoring program, 506
home based, 251
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