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

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
COMMITTEE
Export opportunities for rural industries
Mr ATKINSON (Koonung) presented report, together
with appendices and minutes of evidence.
Laid on table.
Ordered that the report and appendices be printed.

Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

In so doing I record the committee’s appreciation of the
many people who contributed to this report. The report
was actually started in the last Parliament by a different
committee, led by the Honourable Neil Lucas, a former
member of this place, but its work was not completed at
the time of the last election so a new committee was
convened by the Parliament, led by the honourable
member for Mitcham in another place, Tony Robinson.
It also had Mr Pullen among its membership.
The new committee picked up on a lot of the work that
had been done by the previous committee by accepting
a range of information on export opportunities for
Victoria. It also undertook further hearings and a visit
to New Zealand to investigate activities of the New
Zealand industries, particularly those involved in rural
exports and the initiatives they were taking in building
export opportunities for their country in global markets.
The committee was very impressed with the interesting
and effective work being done by a large number of
companies throughout Victoria that presented evidence
to the committee and by industry associations that have
recognised the challenge in making sure that Victoria
continues to build opportunities overseas to ensure that
we secure export dollars.
We were concerned about some aspects of the approach
to exports, particularly in terms of setting targets, that
perhaps did not recognise the importance of nurturing
export opportunities as distinct from simply saying,
‘Okay, we know exports are a good thing, and we
should go out and maximise the number of
participants’.
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Nevertheless, by and large we found that most of the
programs involved in developing exports have had a
considerable degree of success. There was some
concern about the overlap between some federal and
state programs and a need for greater coordination.
There was also a recognition that we should be taking
up a number of initiatives of the New Zealand industry
associations and governments in building new
opportunities for their industries.
One of the companies that we showed a particular
interest in was Fonterra, a company that also has a
significant investment in Victoria in the dairy industry,
having recently taken a 50 per cent stake in Bonlac
Foods and continuing to hold a significant stake in
National Foods. That company was impressive in its
global approach to the dairy industry. Certainly a
considerable number of lessons could be learnt from its
practices and activities. We certainly hope its
participation in the Victorian global industry and the
merging of both the Australian and New Zealand
interests in dairy farming and dairy produce will bring
significant benefits to Victoria.
The committee heard some alarming information
regarding some of the trends in global food production,
particularly global food distribution. It was indicated to
us that there is a move in the Western nations towards
basically four supermarket chains, four major retailers,
dominating world markets. Obviously their policies on
how they source products will have a significant effect
on Australian suppliers, particularly in Australia’s
context, because while we have some advantages in the
Southern Hemisphere there is no doubt that countries
such as Chile and Argentina are significant competitors
to Australia and in many cases can operate with a lower
cost base.
This report chronicles a lot of challenges for us, but it
also indicates a number of opportunities. The
recommendations are prudent. They recognise a lot of
good work that has already been done and suggest
some finetuning in areas where we can make
improvements to ensure that our rural industries in
Victoria can capitalise on export opportunities
throughout global markets.
Motion agreed to.

PAPER
Laid on table by Clerk:
Anti-Cancer Council — Report for the year ended
31 December 2002 (two papers).
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Weeds: control
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — Some
landowners and groups in the north-east have called for
a coordinated approach to weed control. They have
been supported by some local authorities. Landcare
groups at Greta Valley, Edi-Black Range and King
Basin, and the Rural City of Wangaratta, the
Department of Primary Industries and the North East
Catchment Authority are the ones that have got together
to fight weeds in the north-east.
The question is how to deal with the number of weeds,
particularly blackberry, Paterson’s curse, St John’s
wort, English broom and Bathurst and Noogoora burrs.
There is also some gorse in the area. There is a strong
view that effective control would require the
involvement of all landowners, including some who
either did not understand how to control weeds or who
simply would not do so. Slack enforcement is a burning
issue, and there are concerns about the adequacy of the
long, drawn-out departmental processes before an
action notice is issued. Everyone says it just gives the
weeds another year to grow. The Landcare groups
support strong enforcement and the need to ensure that
adequate resources be made available to the department
to carry out its job. I congratulate the groups involved,
and especially the secretary, Mr Bob Falconer, for his
untiring efforts to get up this group approach to weed
control in the north-east.

Rainbow Day
Mr SOMYUREK (Eumemmerring) — I rise to
bring to the attention of the house Rainbow Day, which
is currently being held. Rainbow Day is an initiative of
Mission Australia’s youth suicide prevention program.
I would also like to take this opportunity to congratulate
the Sony Foundation Australia, Harvey Norman and
Domayne, who have joined forces and expect to raise
$500 000 for this program. During Rainbow Day a
portion of proceeds from the sale of any Sony products
from Harvey Norman or Domayne stores will go to
Mission Australia’s Youth Futures program in
Dandenong.
These companies are demonstrating through their
actions that they are good corporate citizens. Their
philanthropy is indeed directed at a very worthy cause.
The issue of youth suicide is one of the most serious
challenges Australia as a nation is confronted with
today. In 2001, 339 young Australians took their own
lives. For each suicide of a young male there were
15 attempts, and for each suicide of a female there were
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100 attempts. Furthermore a recent Mission Australia
survey of more than 1500 young people found that
55.8 per cent ranked depression and suicide as their
chief area of concern.
Again I congratulate the Sony Foundation, Harvey
Norman and Domayne for their generosity, and I
commend Mission Australia for its good work.

Westernport Highway, Lyndhurst: residential
development
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) — I would
like to again bring to the attention of the Parliament
growing concern about the possibility and indeed the
likelihood of traffic congestion on Westernport
Highway.
In recent times there has been an amount of residential
subdivision in the Lyndhurst area, and a large area of
land is being subdivided, with Westernport Highway
being used as a major arterial. Westernport Highway is
a major arterial. It is a four-lane, divided road, and the
problem is that even now, if you go south of
Dandenong, you will find that you are limited to
60 kilometres an hour on a four-lane road due to
residential construction and the likelihood of residential
traffic. There is no question that Westernport Highway
is a major arterial for the Mornington Peninsula and the
Cranbourne area, and continued residential
development along Westernport Highway compromises
the efficiency and the future value of this important
arterial.
I do not want to see further subdivision along that road
because it is not in the interests of my electorate, and I
have received several complaints already. The limited
amount of residential subdivision that has been already
been done is in my opinion definitely not in the
community’s interest. It is a bottleneck, and I have been
given informal information already that there are plans
to put at least one set of traffic lights across
Westernport Highway to assist these new residences. I
ask the government to prevent further development of
residential land along Westernport Highway at
Lyndhurst.

Wind farms: opposition policy
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL (Central Highlands) —
The wind energy industry’s ability to play an important
role in meeting the energy needs of Victorians is being
stymied by the opposition’s anti-wind campaign. The
opposition’s planning spokesperson in another place,
the honourable member for Hawthorn, Ted Baillieu, is
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at present causing great damage to investment by
talking down this important industry.

high-density development of the site at Kew, despoiling
the open space and the amenity of many local residents.

Mr Baillieu is supported by his leader in the other place,
Mr Doyle, who has stated that wind farms ‘are not
crucial to our future generation needs’ and that we do
not need base load power from the Latrobe Valley. It
appears Mr Baillieu and Mr Doyle prefer to see
Victoria’s power needs provided by black coal
generation in New South Wales rather than wind or
Victorian coal. This might help companies like Rio
Tinto, which produce power from black coal in New
South Wales, but it does not help Victoria.

I call on the minister to release this. I know there will
be an application made through the freedom of
information process which the government will try to
stymie, but we will try to get that document.

No wonder Rio Tinto told the mandatory renewable
energy target review that the government’s support for
renewable energy was hurting its bottom line. Could it
be that Mr Baillieu was just simply looking after his
$42 000 investment in Rio Tinto by attacking Victoria’s
wind projects?
Hon. R. Dalla-Riva — On a point of order,
President, the member is slavishly reading his notes.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! There is no point of
order.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — I ask whether
Mr Doyle will sack Mr Baillieu, given his conflict of
interest.

Kew Residential Services: site development
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I want to
draw the house’s attention today to the ongoing
difficulties with the government’s redevelopment of the
Kew Cottages site. I note that the Kew Cottages
redevelopment has become a significant issue in the
city of Boroondara with people being very concerned
about the impact of the development.
I draw the attention of the house and the community to
a consultancy undertaken by the Bracks government
with KPMG Corporate Finance starting on
22 November 2002 and finishing on 30 April 2003.
This financial advice on the redevelopment of Kew
Residential Services is a $95 000 consultancy. I call on
the government to release this document to the
community of Boroondara as swiftly as possible so we
can see the financial background. We know this
redevelopment is a dash for cash and a grab for as much
money as possible. The government, under its 2030
proposals, will try to develop it under the
highest-intensity model so it will be a high-rise,

Fishing: trout releases
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I want
to talk to the house this morning about fish — in
particular, trout. Last week I became aware of a
wonderful program run by the Department of Primary
Industries fisheries department whereby trout are
released into lakes near suburban areas. Trout were
released in Sutton Lake and Hill Lake in Rowville, a
suburban area in Koonung Province. I helped to do
it — it was almost wetter outside the lake than it was in
the lake on the day I did it, which was Monday — with
the help of four children from Park Ridge Primary
School; 500 trout were released into Sutton Lake and
150 into Hill Lake.
The program is about encouraging children to become
involved in fishing as a recreation. Fishing is one of the
most popular recreational sports in Victoria and indeed
the world, and the fisheries department wants children
to become involved. They do not require a licence as is
normally the case, and they are encouraged to use rods
or lines. I am also aware that 1000 fish were released
into Emerald Lake near the end of Puffing Billy’s track.
I would like to congratulate the Minister for
Agriculture, Bob Cameron, and the Department of
Primary Industries on a fantastic program that is part of
the Bracks government’s commitment to encouraging
recreational anglers to participate in a very popular
sport.

Member for Silvan Province: electorate office
closure
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I rise to
express my anger and disgust at the contempt shown
for my electorate of Silvan Province by the office of
Carolyn Hirsh, the other member for Silvan Province,
who yesterday closed her office off from her
constituents due to industrial action being held by the
staff of Labor members, who are seeking better pay and
conditions for themselves while ignoring the needs of
their electorates and leaving an answering machine to
deal with constituent inquiries.
Honourable members interjecting.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! The amount of
interjection and noise in the chamber is far too high. I
am sure Mr Olexander wants Hansard to record what he
is saying. I ask members to desist from interjecting and
to lower their voices. If they want to have
conversations, they should leave the chamber. They
should allow the member to speak as he has nearly
another minute to go — he has had only 30-odd
seconds. They should allow him to finish his
contribution in reasonable silence.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — The member for
Silvan has shown utter contempt for her electorate.
Honourable members interjecting
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have just asked the
house to reduce its noise level, and members have
disregarded that request. I again ask members to desist.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — It is a disgrace that
her office is closed when constituents need help on a
range of very important issues such as tolls on roads,
cuts to the eastern health network, problems relating to
education, cuts in our electorate and a whole range of
community policing issues because we do not have
enough police in the eastern suburbs. Yet the only
response Ms Hirsh can give to her constituents is an
answering machine telling them that they can call back
at another time that is more convenient.
The people of Silvan want service from their members
of Parliament now, and unfortunately for them they are
not getting it from the other member for Silvan. I
understand that another two days of industrial action are
being planned by Labor electorate officers.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Westgate Migrant Centre
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I
would like to take this opportunity to congratulate the
Westgate Migrant Centre on its 30th anniversary this
year. The Westgate Migrant Centre is in the Hobsons
Bay City Council area. It provides services of a high
standard to help people of the migrant community settle
into their new country, Australia. It also helps many
ethnic community groups assist their own members.
The centre has done a lot of hard work in trying to
expand its services.
I would like to take this opportunity to thank the
Hobsons Bay City Council for providing all the help it
has given in the past 30 years. The state government
has also provided many projects to help the Westgate
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Migrant Centre. I am disappointed to see that the
federal immigration minister, the Honourable Philip
Ruddock, has not done much to help the Westgate
Migrant Centre, especially as he tried to close down the
Footscray centre. I would like to see the minister for
immigration — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Bushfires: fuel reduction
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Today I wish to
inform the house of the great anxiety being felt by
many people in Gippsland about the impending
bushfire season. We know that bushfires last summer
burnt in excess of 1 million hectares of public and
private land in Victoria. Although that sounds a big
figure, it is only a fraction of the area of land in Victoria
at potential bushfire risk. This summer poses even
greater risks to those living in bushfire areas that were
not involved in the fires last year. The fuel has further
built up, and little has been done to reduce that fuel.
The Emergency Services Commissioner, Bruce Esplin,
brought down an interim report to the government last
month. In its introduction the report states:
This brief interim report brings to your attention matters that
the inquiry members believe require immediate action to
assist in the preparation for the forthcoming fire season.

They are actions that are required to be done
immediately. One of those was to increase the level of
fuel reduction burning. People in Gippsland,
particularly East Gippsland, believe the effort in respect
of fuel reduction burning is still not enough and fear for
their lives and their property this coming bushfire
season.
I call on the government to lift its game to produce
every effort to increase the amount of fuel reduction
burning to be undertaken before the bushfire season.

Margaret Heathorn
Ms ARGONDIZZO (Templestowe) — I would
like to congratulate Margaret Heathorn on receiving a
Centenary Medal earlier this year. Margaret is the
founder and manager-coordinator of the Linlithgow
Centre for Older Persons. She is also the zone
chairperson for Heidelberg-Warringal Lions. Margaret
has been the initiator of the Lions House project, which
will provide accommodation for parents of premature
babies when the Mercy Hospital opens at the Austin in
Heidelberg.
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A very successful fundraiser was held about a week ago
at the Grand Hyatt Melbourne, which raised a
substantial amount of money. Some prominent people
were there. A lot of that was organised by Margaret.
Margaret is a very hardworking lady and gives a great
deal of her time to the community. In Margaret’s own
words, she believes it is ‘better to wear out than rust
out’. I would like to congratulate Margaret and
acknowledge her hard and tireless work in the
community.

City Link: ABC broadcasts
Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — I raise the issue of radio
reception in the City Link tunnels. Members would be
aware that on Tuesday, 16 September motorists in
Melbourne were unavoidably inconvenienced by a very
nasty incident that required a significant police
presence. This created a great bottleneck.
The problem could have been avoided had the many
motorists who tune into radio station Melbourne774
been able to get the warnings about the problems at the
garage at the base of the West Gate Bridge.
Unfortunately, City Link will not broadcast radio ABC
signals because the ABC will not pay. It cannot pay
under its constitution; it is unable to pay to broadcast.
It seems to me that a bit of commonsense ought to
prevail here and the relevant minister — whether it be
state or federal — ought to be talked to to ensure that
these sorts of things are avoided in the future. For
example, could you imagine a disastrous chemical spill
or some such thing with people in the tunnels unaware
of it and unable to find out about it? I request the
relevant ministers — both state or federal — to do
something about this issue.

Aerial Skiing World Championships
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
wanted to let the house know how delighted I was to
attend the Aerial Skiing World Championships, which
were held at Mount Buller over the weekend of 6–7
September. This event attracted contestants from
around the world.
Mr Gavin Jennings — And you?
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — No, I did not do
anything aerial at all. I particularly wanted to
congratulate the Mount Buller Resort Management
Board on the staging of this magnificent event. Its
facilities at Mount Buller are definitely world class, and
Mount Buller was a very fitting venue for this
world-class championship.
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I would also like to congratulate Ms Lydia
Ierodiaconou, an Australian who won the gold medal,
and also to congratulate the Canadian, Ms Veronika
Bauer, and the Chinese woman, Ms Nannan Xu, who
were also medal winners. Lydia now ranks equally with
Ms Xu as no. 1 in the world.
The Mount Buller Resort Management Board along
with Mount Buller businesses and the general
community at Mount Buller are to be congratulated for
showcasing their resort in such a brilliant manner, for
the professionalism which they exhibited in staging this
world-class event and for the very Victorian friendly
welcome they gave not only to the contestants and
participants but also to
businesses — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The time has expired.
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Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I move:
That this house calls on the government to enact a 12-month
moratorium on any further wind farm developments in order
that:
(a) local government councils can, with the financial
support of the state government, develop landscape
overlays to planning schemes;
(b) the current wind farm guidelines can be amended to
provide communities with greater knowledge of local
wind farm proposals, greater protection from intrusive
developments and greater opportunity to participate in
the planning process; and
(c) the benefits of wind energy can be evaluated against
other forms of renewable and fossil fuel energies to
assess the economic, social and environmental benefits
of wind-generated power.

The issue associated with wind-generated energy is
becoming a very controversial one around Victoria, and
the National Party believes that this particular subject is
topical and timely and that the Parliament has a serious
debate on this issue.
The sentiment of this motion was encapsulated in the
editorial of Monday’s Herald Sun. It is a very short
editorial piece which I wish to have recorded in this
debate. It states, under the heading ‘An ill wind?’:
Clean, renewable energy is an environmental goal well worth
pursuing. On face value wind power is forward thinking and
ecologically responsible. But towers appearing across the
state, often in local beauty spots, are also huge and noisy.
Their presence is dividing communities and their efficiency
has been questioned. With plans for 500 around the state and
7600 more sought nationally, it is time for a proper
cost-benefit analysis. Do they produce enough power to make
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up for the noise and visual intrusion? Many of our best sites
are attractive, wind-swept places. Protecting them from
development is also a worthy environmental goal.

As I said, they are the exact issues and the sentiment of
the motion before the house today. We want a serious
debate, and that is why I have brought it in. I have not
used provocative terminology in the expression of this
motion because I want a serious response from the
government to the issues I shall put before the house
about wind-generated energy.
I agree wholeheartedly with the questions posed by the
editorial in Monday’s Herald Sun. There are questions
that need to be asked and issues that this Parliament and
this government need to address. The only criticism or
comment I have which is perhaps in conflict with that
editorial is the number of turbines being planned in
Victoria. I do not think that figure is quite accurate, but
I will come to that later.
As I said, the National Party has put this resolution up
for debate today because it believes the stampede to
develop wind farms could potentially destroy much of
our tourism asset — that being the Victorian
coastline — and at the pace of development at the
moment it could potentially happen overnight.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — So you want to kill
them off?
Hon. P. R. HALL — We say we need time out on
this issue. We need some breathing space to examine
whether what is occurring with wind farms is, on
balance, fair to those who live in the coastal
communities and whether it is in fact in the best
interests of Victorians.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — What about the inland
ones?
Hon. P. R. HALL — The minister is not starting off
on a bright note. I have just said we have put up this
motion without using any provocative terminology
because we want to have a serious debate about the
issue.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I just asked you a
question.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Well, be patient. I want to
explore some of the issues during the course of my
debate, and I will do it sensibly. I expect you will
challenge some of the issues that I put forward — that
is what debating is all about — but you will have your
opportunity later on. I am not going to be sucked in
with inane interjections from the minister during my
contribution.
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Hon. T. C. Theophanous — There is no need to
use abusive language. Don’t use abusive language or
you will get it back.
Hon. P. R. HALL — This is a serious issue, and I
expect the house to treat it in such a way. In exploring
the views I am going to put forward, exploring the
issues associated with wind farm development, I want
to put forward some of the National Party views. As I
said, I expect they will be challenged. However, the key
point of this motion is not outright opposition to wind
power, for indeed I believe there is a place for wind
power and other forms of renewable energy in the total
power generation industry in Victoria. There is a place.
On what that place is I think the jury is still out.
The key point of this motion — the first line of this
motion — seeks a 12-month moratorium so that some
of these important issues can be explored, and I think
some of the directions need to be reviewed. We also
need to make comparative assessments on the value of
wind-generated energy and what is its proper place in
the power generation industry we have here in Victoria.
To set the scene of debate I want to put some facts on
the board about the wind energy industry here in
Victoria.
According to the best information that I have been able
to obtain by searching through various web sites,
including that of the Wind Energy Association and the
Sustainable Energy Authority Victoria, to the best of
my knowledge Victoria has an installed capacity, so far,
of 92 megawatts of wind-generated power. That comes
from 62 towers that have already been erected in
Victoria. Of those 62 towers, 1 is located at Geelong
and has been there for many years. There are 14 wind
towers at Codrington on the western Victorian coast.
There are 12 at Toora on the South Gippsland coast and
there are 35 at an inland location near Ararat. In
summary, this total of 62 towers has a collective
generation capacity of 92 megawatts.
According to the web site of the Wind Energy
Association, another 437 megawatts of wind energy is
in the pipeline. I am not sure whether that figure is
accurate because nobody really knows the state of play
of a number of proposed wind farm projects. I know
that the Victorian government’s submission to the
mandatory renewable energy target (MRET) review
said that there was 570 megawatts of wind power in the
planning stages. That was a few months ago and some
of that may have already been realised.
One of the key points in this debate is that there is no
central data source to reflect what is planned and what
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is already in place. As I said, I had to search through
various web sites to come up with the figures I have
given the house this morning, but I think they are fairly
accurate.

have in Victoria actually produces about half a
megawatt of electricity. Yes, it has a capacity of about
11⁄2 megawatts, but with a 35 per cent capacity factor it
produces about half a megawatt of electricity.

Hon. T. C. Theophanous — So do you want to
leave it at 92, no more, for the next 12 months?

The minister confirmed during question time yesterday
that the Victorian government has a target of
1000 megawatts of wind power to be produced in
Victoria by 2006 — interestingly, the year of the next
election.

Hon. P. R. HALL — Just be patient,
Mr Theophanous, you will have your turn. I have a few
more things I wish to say first.
The common terminology used to describe a wind
energy generator is wind farm. Many people in country
Victoria believe they should be called wind power
stations because that is in fact what they are — power
stations driven by wind to generate electricity.
However, I am not going to get into a debate about the
terminology being used, I will keep referring to them as
wind farms because that is how they are described in
the official documentation put out by the government.
The definition used by the government for wind farms
is:
Wind farms usually comprise a number of turbines, a
substation, connecting cables and access tracks.

Each of those turbines is around about 70 metres high,
with blades up to 45 metres long, giving a total height
for each of these single turbines of as much as
115 metres. Let us put that into perspective: it is around
the height of a 40-storey building. So we are not talking
about a small structure by any means. When we talk
about these turbines, bear in mind that they are massive
pieces of infrastructure with the height of a 40-storey
building.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — That is about the height of
the Sofitel hotel.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Yes, about that. Look across
the road at the top of Collins Street — it is about the
height of the Sofitel hotel, as my colleague Mr Baxter
reminds me.
I have further facts. Turbines are typically capable of
producing between 1 and 2 megawatts in capacity and
they have, on average, a 35 per cent capacity factor,
which is the capacity factor figure used in the
government’s own wind farm planning guidelines. For
example, the farm at Codrington owned by Pacific
Hydro has 14 turbines and according to its owners it
operates at a ‘pleasing’ 32 per cent capacity factor,
producing 5.8 megawatts of electricity.
Once again, just to get a handle on this, I will be
generous and say that each 40-storey-high turbine we

That target will therefore require the erection of
2000 wind turbines in this state if we are going to
achieve 1000 megawatts of wind energy power by
2006. As I said, we have 62 turbines in Victoria at the
moment; by 2006 this government wishes to have
2000 turbines, an absolutely massive increase. On
today’s consumption figures those 2000 turbines would
produce about 8 per cent of the state’s electricity needs
in 2006.
The other fact about wind farms and the erection of
wind turbines is that the great majority of wind farm
proposals are along Victoria’s coastline, particularly the
western Victorian coastline and the southern coastline
in the Gippsland area. There are no proposals for the
Far East Gippsland coastline. Why? Because the
prevailing winds are essentially from the south, and
consequently that is why the coastlines along western
Victoria and the south part of Gippsland are the most
likely and key places to put wind turbines.
Curiously there are no known proposals for any wind
farms on the Mornington Peninsula, Port Phillip Bay or
Corio Bay — or indeed the Bellarine Peninsula, except
for possibly three which it has been suggested may
occur at Point Lonsdale. Each of those areas along the
southern coastline of Victoria attracts prevailing winds,
yet there is not one wind farm proposal for those
particular areas, and I will come back and talk a little bit
about that later on in my contribution.
Those are some of the basic facts about wind farms and
where we are in Victoria at the moment. I repeat that
we have 92 megawatts of capacity in place at the
moment, but potentially, if the government achieves its
target, we will have 2000 turbines by 2006 — massive
increases.
In respect of this issue National Party members have
not just listened to their local communities in the west
of Victoria and in the South Gippsland area where these
developments are being proposed, we have also done
some national and international research, without
having the luxury of being able to go overseas and visit
some of those places. We have done some research on
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what is being proposed in other states of Australia and
what conditions and guidelines apply in countries like
New Zealand, England, Ireland, Wales, Germany and
states of the United States of America.
The National Party has done some research on what is
happening in respect to wind energy in those areas. And
yes, it is true that it is a growth industry and many other
countries are relying more and more on wind energy for
their power needs. It is not that we have just come up
irrationally or without any basis for some of the views
that we will express here today; we have done some
research into the general state of play of wind power in
other countries around the world.
The first question that I pose and the first issue that
needs to be addressed in this debate is: can wind power
in itself make a worthwhile contribution to meeting
Victoria’s future growth in demand for electricity? The
answer to that is no doubt yes it can, it is possible.
Some countries and states overseas rely on wind for the
majority of their power needs, and if you look at the
state of California in the United States of America you
see it has 13 000 wind turbines, and that meets
something like 95 per cent of its electricity needs. But
the interesting thing about wind turbines in California is
that every one of those 13 000 is out in the middle of
the desert and is not visible where people live, which is
along the coast in places like California.
So yes, there is absolutely no doubt that the answer to
the question is that if we wanted to erect 2000 turbines
to meet the government’s target, or if we wanted to
erect 12 000 turbines in Victoria to replace the
6000 megawatts generated in the Latrobe Valley with
brown coal power stations, we could use wind power
efficiently to meet our future electricity needs.
But one needs to bear in mind that it comes at a cost,
and that is the issue we need to explore today. In
Victoria our prime wind areas are along the coast of
Victoria, and any significant impact on our electricity
needs will have to come with the erection of those
towers.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — What about Challicum
Hills?
Hon. P. R. HALL — That involves only 35 towers.
I have said that before.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — That’s not on the
coast!
Hon. P. R. HALL — Perhaps in your contribution,
Mr Theophanous, you will advise us as to where else in
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inland Victoria there is a large-scale — and I am talking
about hundreds of towers — wind farm proposed.
I know of only two places. Challicum Hills, near
Ararat, has 35 planned. I also know of a place called
Rosedale in Gippsland where Pacific Hydro Ltd once
again is proposing 45 wind turbines. I do not know of
any other inland places in Victoria where wind farms
are proposed.
If the minister is prepared to tell the house today that
perhaps in Mr Bishop’s country up in the Little Desert
they will put a couple of hundred wind turbines, or in
other places in inland Victoria, I would love to hear
about it. If the minister is going to tell me today that
some will be built in Melbourne or the metropolitan
area I would love to hear about it, because that is the
sort of knowledge I want today. That is why I am
having this debate — so we can explore the issue and
find out what the government has planned.
It is technically possible that we could use wind to meet
our future growth and demand for electricity, but it
comes at a cost, particularly as, predominantly, these
would be proposed to be located along the Victorian
coastline, and Victoria has about 2500 kilometres of
coastline.
However, we have already ruled out national parks, and
rightly so. The National Party agrees that we should not
have wind turbines in national parks, so that removes
about 47 per cent of Victorian coastline.
The government has said that far East Gippsland is not
suitable for wind turbines because they do not pick up
the prevailing winds; so that leaves, on my estimation,
about 1000 kilometres of coastline, where potentially
we could have wind turbines, and that includes around
Port Phillip Bay and the peninsula. Even if one includes
them, to achieve the government’s target, which I have
already said will take 2000 turbines, this will mean
having one of these 40-storey high turbines every
500 metres along the coast of Victoria. I say that is
ludicrous.
Honourable members might think I am being flippant
in saying that, but they are the facts of the matter. If we
are to reach the government’s target of 1000 megawatts
by 2006, there will be 2000 turbines along about
1000 kilometres of Victorian coast. That means we will
have one every half a kilometre.
Therein lie some of the big issues. The first of those
issues is the visual impact of wind turbines. It was
interesting that the views that I and the National Party
share are also held by some other eminent people of
whom the government should take note. One in
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particular is a former Labor minister, Senator John
Button. I refer to an article that was in the Age on
Saturday, 28 June, under the heading ‘Button warns of
wind farm threat’. It reads:
Tourism industry leader and former Senator John Button has
warned the state government that a proliferation of wind
farms along Victoria’s coast would severely damage our
biggest tourist drawcard.
Up to 57 per cent of Victoria’s coastline could be dotted with
hundreds of turbine towers as the government accelerates its
program to meet greenhouse gas reduction targets.

Further on the article says:
Mr Button, a former Labor minister and now chairman of the
industry-based Victorian Tourism Council, said the Victorian
coast was the fourth most attractive Australian tourist
destination for international visitors after the Great Barrier
Reef, Uluru and Sydney. He has told the government that a
proliferation of wind farms in scenic areas would have
consequences for the industry.

He is further quoted as saying:
International visitors don’t want to come here to see wind
farms. Most of them can see industrial installations at home. I
don’t think the state government has given enough
consideration to what we stand to lose if we damage the
appearance of this landscape.

And the article goes on. All members received a
brochure from the tourism people along the west
Victoria coast showing great wind towers destroying
some of the scenic aspects of the Great Ocean Road and
the Twelve Apostles. I am sure Mr Koch and a few of
the other members who represent the Western District
would be completely up in arms at the potential to
impact on that tourism facility down there — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You know very well
there will not be wind farms there. You are just
scaremongering!
Hon. P. R. HALL — The minister makes a good
point. He says there will never be wind farms there. If
that is the case I would like the minister during the
course of this debate to identify those areas along the
Victorian coast where there are possibly going to be
wind farms and where there will not be wind farms,
because at the moment all he has said is that there will
not be wind farms in national parks. If there will be
none along the Great Ocean Road, let him tell the house
that fact today.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Why are you trying to
whip up something that is not true?
Hon. P. R. HALL — Because it is possible. There
are no planning prohibitions for wind farms along the
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Great Ocean Road except for those small areas of
national park, and that is why we say the government is
embarking on a willy-nilly process. All it has ruled out
is national parks, but it has left exposed some of our
great tourism assets here in Victoria — areas of the
Great Ocean Road and the South Gippsland coast,
which potentially could house hundreds if not
thousands of these wind towers that are equivalent to a
40-storey high building. So let the minister rule it out
today.
Other very serious issues are associated with wind
turbines, including the noise factor, shadow flicker and
blade glint. But to my mind the visual impact from an
overall point of view is the most severe issue that we
need to consider in wind farm planning. Even the
minister himself will concede that wind towers will
have a visual impact on those areas in which they are
located. I read the press release on Monday,
8 September, of the Minister for Energy Industries, in
which he spoke about the Bracks government’s
powerline relocation scheme and funds for
underground powerlines. That scheme has the
wholehearted support of the National Party. We think it
is great that money should be spent on undergrounding
powerlines. The minister, in this press release, said:
While powerlines are a vital piece of infrastructure, placing
them underground significantly improves the amenity of local
areas.

If you are concerned about an ordinary powerline,
which is 5 metres tall, should you not equally be
concerned about 45-metre high pylons, which are
transporting Basslink cables across the countryside?
Should you not be equally concerned about 115-metre
high wind turbines, which are littering the landscape in
country areas?
I agree with the minister, and I applaud him for
removing powerlines from coastal areas. It is interesting
that this particular project was at Rosebud, Flinders,
Dromana, Mornington, Mount Martha and Hastings —
protecting some pretty sensitive areas. I say country
Victoria should be treated equally; we should be treated
in the same way as those populous areas along the
Mornington Peninsula. If it is good enough for them to
have their power poles removed, it is good enough for
the people along the South Gippsland Basslink route to
have their powerlines removed. Equally it is good
enough for people in country Victoria to have their
wind turbines removed as well. The minister
contradicts himself when it is good enough to get some
good, positive publicity, by treating people on the
Mornington Peninsula differently from how he treats
people in country Victoria.
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I will continue the issue of the visual impact by
referring to the first part of the motion I have before the
house. It refers to the issue of landscape overlays. A
12-month moratorium would help councils develop
what are called significant landscape overlays. The first
part of the motion says that that 12-month moratorium
will enable local government councils, with the
financial support of state government, to develop
landscape overlays to their planning schemes.

people who were told, ‘This is how we will do it from
here on in’. They did not allow any public input into the
development of these planning guidelines.

The minister interjected before that they will never ever
be in the area of the Twelve Apostles on the Great
Ocean Road. It is possible that they will be because at
the moment there is nothing to prohibit them from
being there. One thing that would prohibit them is if the
council in the area were able to develop that particular
area as a significant landscape and put that as an
overlay on its planning schemes. South Gippsland
council is in the same position.

The challenge is to ensure that we develop Victoria’s wind
resource in a way that appropriately balances environmental,
economic and social factors.

They have not done that work with their planning
scheme and need some time to assess the landscape
values of their particular municipality. I spoke with the
South Gippsland Shire Council about this particular
matter and they told me that probably $500 000 was
needed to undertake that landscape assessment of their
municipality. They want time out from wind farm
developments so that they can do those landscape
assessments.
Anybody would think that it is a reasonable proposition
to allow councils to undertake those landscape
evaluations before having more wind farms approved in
their municipalities. Part of the motion calls on the
government to bring about that 12-month moratorium
and provide some financial assistance so that coastal
councils can undertake significant devaluation of those
landscape overlays and incorporate them in their
planning schemes. Then, as the minister said, perhaps
an area like the Twelve Apostles will be protected by
significant landscape overlays, and so it should be —
and so should the landscape scene in South Gippsland
be equally protected.
It is beholden upon the government to allow that
planning assessment work to be undertaken. Presently
there is a willy-nilly process where wind turbines can
be erected virtually anywhere except in national parks.
I turn to the policy and planning guidelines for the
development of wind facilities in Victoria and I shall
make some suggestions about these. What I said in my
motion and what I believe strongly is that these
guidelines need to be reviewed. After all they were put
together by government with no input from local
communities whatsoever. They were placed in front of

We believe the guidelines were deficient in a number of
ways. They need to be amended to meet the statements
that the Premier makes in his foreword to Policy and
Planning Guidelines for Development of Wind Energy
Facilities in Victoria, which states:

I agree, but we do not believe these guidelines bring
about that appropriate balance in the form that they are
at the moment. They need to be reviewed and amended.
This morning I put on record some suggestions on how
the National Party believes the guidelines can be
amended to make them better for communities in which
wind farms are proposed to be located.
The first issue is monitoring towers. What the
guidelines did was take away the need for a proponent
to get a planning permit to erect a wind monitoring
tower. That means now that nobody in the community
knows whether a particular company is looking towards
developing any wind farms in their area. It is an
agreement simply between a land-holder and a
development company. We in the National Party
believe there should be at least a notification system
where local councils are notified where wind
monitoring towers are to be located. That is at the very
least required so that people know what is being
considered.
The next issue goes to planning permits themselves for
wind farms. These planning guidelines have taken out
of the hands of local government virtually all planning
approvals. It clearly says in the guidelines that for
projects less than 30 megawatts in generation capacity,
local government has to give a planning permit; but for
any project greater than 30 megawatts, it goes straight
to the minister and she calls it in. The Minister for
Planning in the other place undertakes the whole
process and local government has no input whatsoever.
That means local communities have no input
whatsoever.
We say that local government best represents local
communities. Certainly the Minister for Planning does
not represent local communities because she will not
even visit the South Gippsland area despite repeated
invitations to go there. No minister, except the Minister
for Sport and Recreation, will go to the South
Gippsland area. They have all rapidly shied away.
Certainly the Minister for Planning does not understand
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the wishes and the needs of local communities, and that
is why the process should be put back into the hands of
local government that best represents local people.
Local communities have been completely
disenfranchised from any say in wind farm
developments. Sometimes, but not always, an
environment effects statement is required. If the
minister decides an EES is required, people can have a
say as to the environmental impact of these things. But
through their local councils the local communities
should have the right to have input. Local communities
should decide, which means local councils should
decide. That is why we in the National Party say that
the planning approval process should be put back into
the hands of local government, which best represents
local communities. If the government agrees to have a
public review of these guidelines, that is certainly the
position the National Party would be putting very
strongly.
I will give one example of why locals need to give
consideration to the process. Planning ministers and
governments do not understand about local impacts. I
was in Welshpool on Tuesday evening of last week,
talking to people about wind farm proposals in the area.
I spoke to a young couple, Steve and Jane Gerito, who
are unfortunate enough to own and farm a property next
door to a property where wind towers had been erected
at Toora. In fact, their house was within 400 metres of
the nearest turbine. The continual noise throughout the
day but particularly throughout the evening has driven
Steve and Jane out of their home. They now live as
what they call refugees in Toora because they simply
could not stand the continual humdrum humming-type
sound that is generated by the wind towers. That noise
factor has had an impact on their health, and that is why
they have decided to move out. They come back each
day to farm their farm.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — How far are they from
the wind farm?
Hon. P. R. HALL — Their residence is just
400 metres from the wind towers. Further to that, it was
interesting that they have received their council
rates — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Stanwell Corporation, as you,
as minister, should know and probably do know has
exceeded the Environment Protection Authority (EPA)
requirements on noise factors, but that still has not been
addressed substantially. I know the council last week
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was meeting with the company and the EPA to try and
resolve some of those noise factor issues.
Moreover, this is another impact that wind farms have
had on the property of Steve and Jane Gerito, who
received their council rates this year and found that the
valuation of their property has decreased by 27.4 per
cent against an overall increase in the values in the shire
of 15 per cent. The shire itself acknowledges that the
presence of a wind farm alongside their property has
greatly devalued their property. A 27.4 per cent
valuation decrease against an overall shire valuation
increase of 15 per cent means a real decrease of 42 per
cent in the value of their property. That is the sort of
impact that wind farms can have on people who are
unfortunate enough to have neighbouring properties.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — So they are paying
lower rates, are they?
Hon. P. R. HALL — They are paying rates — and
they are really happy about that, I might add! Their
health has been destroyed and they have had to move
out of their house. Now they have no hope of selling
their property because it has been devalued in real
terms by 42 per cent. It is disgraceful that the minister
should treat that flippantly. Perhaps he should go down
there and talk to Steve and Jane to get a understanding
of the real human impact that wind farms can have on
people, but unfortunately he is probably like the
Minister for Planning — he will not even set foot near
the place.
To address these issues, once again we believe there
should be criteria in the guidelines which contain
minimum setbacks because people down there tell me
that even though they live a kilometre away from them,
the wind farms have still impacted on them because of
the noise. We, in the National Party, say that there
should be consideration of a couple of minimum
setbacks.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — A kilometre away?
Hon. P. R. HALL — Yes, over a kilometre away.
We believe there should be a minimum criteria away
from the nearest residence of 1.5 kilometres, and
therefore this issue about noise factors would be largely
overcome. The shire down there will tell you that the
issues associated with noise are real. They are difficult
to overcome without having a minimum setback criteria
because the wind farm proponents will argue about
background noise and such issues. It is a hard issue to
define and measure. We believe that perhaps the only
way it can be done fairly and with some assurance is to
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have a minimum setback. We are suggesting
1.5 kilometres from the nearest residence.
We also believe there should be consideration given to
a minimum setback from the coast so that our important
coastal amenity is not spoilt. We are suggesting that the
setback from the coast should be 15 kilometres.
However, if any proponent wishes to develop within
that setback of 15 kilometres, it should be up to that
proponent to demonstrate that any development closer
to the coast has the unanimous support of local
communities, and is also accepted and agreed to by
them.
I know down in the western area of Victoria some
councils say that their communities strongly support
wind farms closer than 15 kilometres to the coast. If
they do, let it be on the shoulders of the proponents to
prove that. Let us reverse the onus of proof on that
issue. We in the National Party say as a general rule,
‘Let us preserve and protect the first 15 kilometres of
coastline to ensure that the natural asset we have is
protected, and if there any variations to that, then it
must be proved conclusively by the proponents that any
such deviation is acceptable to the local community’.
The other issue that we would argue if there was a
review process to these guidelines is the need for
environmental bonds. In Ireland, for example, they
have what are called development bonds. People who
are erecting wind towers as part of a wind farm need to
put forward an environmental bond so that if, for
example, the company went broke there are some
moneys there to rectify the situation and revert to what
it was beforehand. As the minister would know, the
mining industry is required to lodge an environmental
bond before it undertakes work, and that bond is used
against ensuring that rehabilitation work is done once
the useful life of the mine is finished. We believe
consideration should be given to the same principle
being applied to wind turbines.
That list is far from conclusive, but they are merely
some suggestions that we in the National Party believe
should be part of a review process of those general
guidelines associated with wind farm planning.
I want to spend a couple of minutes discussing the issue
of the third part of the motion — that is, the benefits of
wind energy as opposed to other forms of energy. One
of the things that has been put forward by the
government is that wind energy is great because it
provides employment in regional Victoria. We are yet
to see that — yet to see it at all. The people down in
Toora tell me that 1.5 employment positions are created
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with its 12-turbine wind station. We have also seen the
farce down in the Portland area where 200 jobs were
initially promised. Now, through various means, it has
been decreased to around about 50 jobs at best, and
nobody has been given any assurance at all. There is no
evidence to this stage — and I do not think any
conclusive prediction — that wind energy, even
undertaken on a large scale, is going to provide any
significant employment opportunities in regional
Victoria.
It has also been claimed by proponents that wind farms
in themselves will become great tourism assets. I can
tell you that the people of Toora do not think it has been
any advantage having a few people come and gawk at
the wind towers down there. Yes, they will drive
through and they might buy ice creams, but they do not
stay. They are not international visitors because
international visitors can see wind farms anywhere else,
probably back at home. They are certainly no great
tourism drawcard. I agree with John Button, and I have
quoted him before, who suggested that these farms will
have a serious negative impact on tourism in coastal
Victoria.
There is also the issue of the economics of wind energy.
It costs about $80 to produce 1 megawatt of wind
energy. If you compare that to the very best price of
brown coal energy you would hope to get on the market
it is about $40 a megawatt. That is about the best, and
you do not always get that. Sometimes it is in the low
20s, but you would hope to get about $40 a megawatt.
The actual cost of wind energy is at least twice as much
as that of brown coal and is certainly significantly
higher than that of gas as well.
During question time the minister was very keen to
point out the survey that was undertaken by the
Australian Wind Energy Association (AWEA) which
found that most people supported wind energy. So they
might, but I quote from a press release from that
association which states:
… that 78 per cent of respondents said they would be
prepared to pay 5 per cent more on their electricity bill if it
meant that 10 per cent more clean energy would be produced.

I wonder what percentage of people would be prepared
to pay 100 per cent more on their electricity bills if it
meant that there was going to be clean energy in
Victoria, because that is the situation. I have looked at
the questionnaire put forward by the AWEA, and one
could not possibly judge that as being independent or
fair; it was certainly a biased and prejudiced way in
which those questions were proposed. Let it be said
very clearly that wind energy and the mandatory
renewable energy target (MRET) is costing us a great
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deal as consumers of electricity in this country. We pay
extra for so-called green power, whether it be through
an increase or through the federal government’s MRET
scheme. One way or another we pay. Wind energy is
very expensive. It is twice as expensive at least as
brown coal energy.
As I have said, despite all of that let me also make this
point: one of the great benefits the minister would claim
is the contribution of wind power to greenhouse gas
reductions. It might be true that production of wind
energy does not produce any carbon dioxide, but I have
to put on the record that I am a bit sceptical about the
whole greenhouse debate that is going on at the
moment. I think the view of science is pretty much
divided about whether climate change is happening or
whether it is just part of a natural cycle. There is plenty
of debate that could be had on that. Interestingly, later
this month I am going to hear the views of Bjorn
Lomborg, who describes himself as a sceptical
environmentalist. He is coming to give a lecture here in
Victoria.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I am one who will look at and
take account of all people’s views and assess that
information in my mind. I do not think it is wrong to
hear what other people want to say about these sorts of
issues, so I will go along. I would say that the jury is
out on the whole climate issue associated with
greenhouse gases, and I do not think that we should
claim that we should be at any cost sacrificing other
environmental values, particularly aesthetic values,
simply because of the greenhouse issue, which is far
from conclusively proved in my mind.
I say that there is a place for renewable energies —
absolutely! I said right from the outset that there is a
place, but renewable energy is best placed at a local
level rather than on a large-scale commercial level. The
programs we have had with solar energy, particularly
the local solar supplements to household power needs,
have been extra good, and they should be encouraged.
In particular, solar hot water units should be
encouraged.
Hydro in small scale, when water can be released at
suitable times, is also a benefit to us as a source of
renewable energy. I noted with interest that the minister
was at Hastings recently. A press release of
8 September states:
Minister toasts Australia’s first wind-powered pub.

A pub at Hastings had a micro wind turbine erected on
it. The minister will know all about this. It was used to

81

supplement the power needs of that particular
establishment. I say that is great; it is a local facility. I
had a look at the Internet pictures of this facility, and it
looked like an enlarged TV antennae on top of the pub,
so it did not have a great impact on those surroundings
areas, yet it generated something like 60 per cent of the
power needs of that particular establishment. That is the
proper place for renewable energy. It is interesting that
on the webpage of the company that produces them
there is an article entitled ‘Rural power without pain’. It
states about Denmark:
Denmark produces in excess of 80 per cent of its entire
renewable energy output through generating plant owned
either privately or in small clusters rather than large-scale
commercial enterprises.

That is the future of renewable energies. If you are
going to do it as a large-scale commercial enterprise,
you will have a significant impact on the environment,
which we are now seeing with wind farms along the
coast of Victoria. Yes, there is a place for renewable
energies, but it is on a small local scale rather than on a
large commercial scale.
We say that unless we do something now the South
Gippsland coast and the western Victorian coast will be
rapidly blighted with the proliferation of
110-metre-high wind turbines. The Vic Nats say that if
it is Victoria’s wish to embrace wind power, let all
Victorians have a say as to where wind should be
generated through their local councils.
We also say that if it is the people of Melbourne who
support wind power, they should be happy to have
turbines in their backyards as well. There is absolutely
no reason for wind turbines — —
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Mr Lender’s backyard is near
Port Phillip Bay. The Premier’s backyard is in
Williamstown. Just last week I was on a tour along the
coast just out of Williamstown with a few
parliamentarians and the Melbourne Docklands
Authority, and I tell you what, it was pretty blowy
along that particular coastline. I saw Nelson Place,
Williamstown, and I thought if it is good enough for the
people of Welshpool to have 40 turbines along their
coast, why is it not good enough for the people of
Williamstown to have 40 turbines along Nelson Place?
Hon. Kaye Darveniza interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — She says I am ridiculous.
Welshpool is my backyard and Williamstown is the
Premier’s backyard, and they say it is good enough for
Welshpool — —
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Hon. Kaye Darveniza interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Why am I being ridiculous? Is
there not just as much wind at Williamstown as there is
at Welshpool? Is there not just as much wind along
Sorrento and Portsea and Brighton and all those places
as there is along our coasts in country Victoria?
We say that if government members believe wind is so
good and want to embrace it as a renewable energy
source, they should have some of the towers in their
backyards as well. We in country Victoria are sick and
tired of being dumped upon all the time because of their
green politics.
This a real challenge to Mr Lenders and his party,
because if they think wind energy is great, they have
the chance to prove that to us by putting the towers in
their own backyards. They cannot run away from that
fact any longer. They cannot have a brown coal power
station down here because they do not have the brown
coal, I agree with that, so we will have it for them in the
Latrobe Valley. But there is wind and they can have
wind energy — that is their challenge. We are sick of
being made the scapegoat of the government’s green
politics.
I go back to the motion. We are simply asking for time
out on this particular issue. We want to stop, breathe
and rethink this whole issue through. The wind farms as
proposed will have a great impact on people living in
coastal communities, particularly in western Victoria
and South Gippsland. Let us make sure we do the
preparatory work required so that great asset is not
destroyed. Let us have a 12-month moratorium so we
can do the landscape assessments, so we can review the
guidelines and so we can do the evaluation on the
benefits of wind as an energy source. That is a
moderate request, and it will ensure that country
Victorians have a say in their future.
I say once again to government members, if they want
wind energy and they embrace it as wholeheartedly as
they say they do, they should accept some of the
responsibility and be prepared to have wind towers in
their backyards.
Mrs CARBINES (Geelong) — I rise to speak on
the National Party’s motion which is before us today. I
am disappointed that the Liberal Party in joining with
the National Party today is clearly demonstrating yet
again its unwillingness to tackle one of the hard issues
confronting not just Victoria but societies around the
world — that is, the issue of climate change and the
urgent need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
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The opposition, the Liberal and National parties, would
prefer to run around the state making spurious claims
and wild accusations and allegations, generating a lot of
concern in local communities and alarm about wind
farms. They make wild claims that will ultimately be
exposed. But what is already exposed is that there is a
serious vacuum in policy on climate change and the
need to address the issues associated with it in both the
Liberal and the National parties. We have the Liberal
Party publicly contradicting itself, and I will come to
that later in my speech. The National Party this
morning has demonstrated yet again — the government
heard many times in this house during its first term the
National Party opposing its initiatives to protect the
environment in our state — that it is not interested in
protecting Victoria’s environment for future
generations.
The Liberal and National parties will be remembered
for their lack of courage, for their lack of vision and
foresight and for their unwillingness to tackle this huge
issue confronting our state at the moment — the need to
reduce our reliance on burning fossil fuels for energy.
When the Labor Party went to the Victorian people at
the end of last year it made a re-election commitment to
them to develop Victoria’s renewable energy resources.
This was outlined in two policy documents: The
Sustainable State — Labor’s Plan for a Greener
Victoria and Energy for the Future — Labor’s Plan for
Energy and Minerals. We made a promise to the
Victorian people to increase the share of our electricity
which was derived from renewable energy sources by
10 per cent by 2010.
We committed to facilitate up to 1000 megawatts of
wind energy in environmentally acceptable locations by
2006. History shows that the Victorian people needed
to make a choice at the end of last year. Were they
going to support the Bracks government, which had
already had one turn? Would they have confidence in
our proposals, in our policies, in the way that we
conducted ourselves? Or did they want to turn their
backs on progressive policies and re-elect the Liberal
and National parties? History shows that in November
2002 the Victorian people resoundingly endorsed the
Bracks government’s progressive policies. Its policies
on climate change and the need to address climate
change and to find energy from renewable resources
were endorsed resoundingly by the Victorian
population.
Less than a year after the state election at which the
Liberal and National parties suffered their most
embarrassing defeat in history — a total rejection by
the Victorian people — they have come in here this
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morning with the hide to attempt to turn back the clock
on climate change. That is extremely disappointing, and
that is why the government is opposing the motion.
There is considerable international consensus that the
pollution we produce from burning fossil fuels for
energy is having a distinguishable effect on climate
around the world. Scientists estimate that as a result sea
levels will rise and there will be an accelerated
frequency of unpredictable and extreme weather events.
The increasing warm temperatures across the globe and
the increasing unpredictability of weather patterns will
have a serious and deleterious effect on environments
around the world, and Victoria is no exception, so we
need to look at our capacity to generate electricity from
renewable sources.
Victoria’s consumption of and demand for electricity is
increasing by 2 per cent a year. Over the decade of the
1990s our greenhouse gas emissions increased by
15.9 per cent, so some very hard decisions need to be
made about the generation of electricity. The Victorian
government has recognised that in the formulation of its
policies. We committed to the appropriate development
of Victoria’s renewable energy resources. We cannot
afford a moratorium as proposed by the National and
Liberal parties this morning. We have an urgent need to
address climate change, and we believe very strongly
that wind energy has a vital role to play in the
production of electricity in this state.
Victoria has good wind resources. We also recognise
that wind power is the only renewable resource that is
low cost and can produce high-capacity electricity. The
government has set a target that by 2010, 10 per cent of
Victoria’s electricity consumption will be from a
renewable resource. As I said, that was endorsed by the
Victorian people less than a year ago. We expect that
75 per cent of this will come from wind. This is the
equivalent of 1000 megawatts of wind energy
generating capacity. At the moment we generate about
90 megawatts from wind energy in Victoria, and about
another 180 megawatts will come on line from the
installation in Portland. We know from letters we have
received that the wind farm proposal down there has
huge community support — support from the local
shire and from many businesses and residents.
The achievement of our target of 1000 megawatts will
require the installation in Victoria of between 360 and
450 extra turbines, not the thousands of turbines that
Mr Hall was depicting just a few moments ago. He was
saying that there would be thousands — probably more
than 2000 — across Victoria. That is absolute
nonsense, and it shows that the National Party has no
understanding of this issue at all and is purely out there
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trying to generate some concern and upset in local
communities for its own political purposes.
The government’s target of 1000 megawatts could be
achieved through an additional six to eight wind farms
the size of the wind farm at Challicum Hills. We know
from a member for Ballarat Province that the Challicum
Hills project is extremely popular. It has wide
community support in Ararat, and I will be quoting
from an article from the mayor of Ararat in relation to
the enormous benefits that that community has found
from the Challicum Hills wind farm.
There will not be thousands of turbines generating
electricity along Victoria’s coast. As I said, that was a
scare campaign by the National Party. Unfortunately
the Liberal Party has yet again got into bed with the
National Party on this issue, and yet again is afraid to
differentiate itself from the National Party on this issue,
and that is a real pity. There is no stampede such as the
Honourable Peter Hall was talking about in relation to
wind energy generation.
I was concerned when Mr Hall made spurious claims
about there being turbines all along the Great Ocean
Road. What he omitted to mention in his contribution is
that the Bracks government is pursuing the creation of a
national park along the Great Ocean Road from
Anglesea to Cape Otway — the Otway National Park.
We know that the guidelines already preclude the
development of wind farms in national parks, but the
interesting thing is that the National Party and the
Liberal Party have publicly opposed the national park
along the Great Ocean Road from Anglesea to Cape
Otway, yet they are quite happy to be out there talking
to our community about all the turbines to be built
along the Great Ocean Road — ‘Don’t ruin a good
story with the truth’, that is for sure!
The current hysteria being generated by the National
Party about wind energy development in this state is
untruthful and, most importantly, is misleading the
public. It is time for a reasoned and considered debate
about the benefits of wind-generated electricity, wind
farms and the way in which we can achieve a
sustainable energy future.
This morning we heard from Mr Hall about the
planning process, and he used his concerns about the
planning process for wind farms as the basis for his
contribution. It is ironic that because of the current
planning process, which the Bracks government has set
in place, so many people are having a say about the
development of wind farms across the state.
Communities across the state are having a say in the
planning process. They are being consulted as a result
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of the Bracks government’s planning process. Many of
the applications are going through an environment
effects statement, which is the highest level of
assessment in this state and allows for all of the
opponents of wind energy to have their say.
All the points the National Party has raised this
morning in relation to the planning process are assessed
under the current guidelines which the government
produced last year. The process is robust, and it allows
communities to have their say. It is not right for Peter
Hall to come in here and say that local government is
taken out of the equation. That is quite false, because
the guidelines clearly say that if a project is less than
30 megawatts the determining body is the local council.
If the proposal is for more than 30 megawatts then it is
assessed by the state planning mechanism. So local
people and local government — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — How many are under
30 megawatts?
Mrs CARBINES — You will hear.
Local people are having a say at every part of the
process.
Let us turn our minds back to when the Liberal and
National parties were in power and how they conducted
the planning process. If the opposition wants to scare
people, how about reminding them about that? How
about reminding people about how the planning scheme
and planning process operated when it was last in
power? That is a scary story. I know from my own
electorate of Geelong Province that we are still bearing
the scars of the Kennett regime and the absolute sham
of a system that was running from 1992 to 1999. We
have not forgotten Rob Maclellan and Jeff Kennett, and
the way he called in all the projects that they wanted to
support. Members of the opposition were part of that;
they should not deny it.
There are plenty of opportunities for local communities,
individuals, farmers and local government to have a say
about whether they support — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr Forwood!
Mrs CARBINES — We have also heard criticism
from Mr Hall this morning about the planning process
and the lack of capacity for significant landscape
overlays — they are already in the planning process.
Councils have the capacity to apply to the minister for a
significant landscape overlay to be put in place to
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protect areas of significance in their municipalities.
That protection is already there and afforded under the
planning scheme. It is a nonsense to suggest that it is
not there. Many councils have already taken that step.
The guidelines we produced last year also take into
account the visual impact of wind farms and the fact
that that must be assessed and taken into account —
and not just the visual impact of one wind farm, but the
accumulated effect of many wind farms. That is
assessed as part of the environment effects statement
process. So the claims put forward by the opposition
this morning are very spurious.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Just because you say it does
not make it so.
Mrs CARBINES — The government is committed
to listening to the concerns of communities across
Victoria. The most contentious proposals will be
assessed under the EES process. The government
wishes to consult with all communities and will
continue to act for the benefit of all Victorians.
The most interesting thing about the motion before us
today is that it tends to deny the huge economic benefit
of wind farms for the generation of electricity. It has
been totally ignored by Mr Hall’s contribution, and I
will be interested to see what Mr Forwood has to say
about this in a few moments time.
The government’s commitment to install
1000 megawatts of wind energy across the state will
result in over $1 billion of investment in Victoria. Wind
energy is the only large-scale renewable energy that is
currently cost competitive in Victoria. It is very
important that we pursue it as much as possible.
The majority of the investment will occur in regional
Victoria, and it will have enormous benefit for rural and
regional communities, landowners and their
municipalities. The achievement of the 1000 megawatt
target will result in 280 jobs over a four-month
construction phase.
Do not just rely on me. As Mr Forwood said before,
‘Why should we believe what you are saying? Just
because you say it does not mean it is true or that
people believe you’. I am prepared to accept that
Mr Forwood may not believe us, but I was wondering
whether he would accept a letter from Cr Tom Munro,
the mayor of the Shire of Glenelg, who has written to
the Leader of the Opposition in the other place,
Mr Robert Doyle? I have a copy of this letter and would
like to read some of it into Hansard. Cr Tom Munro
writes to Mr Doyle:
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It is with dismay that ongoing media reports quote yourself
and other high-level Liberal members of Parliament
expressing negative opinions on both proposed and approved
wind energy developments in Victoria, especially in coastal
areas. In particular, a number of media comments have been
very negative towards the Portland wind energy project.
…
… The council supports the need for all wind energy
proposals to be subject to a comprehensive planning and
environmental approval process. After a lengthy and
exhaustive planning and environmental process, the Pacific
Hydro Portland wind energy project was approved by the
Glenelg shire and the federal and state governments. A
feature of the planning and environmental approval processes
of this project were the extensive community consultation
undertaken.
The wind energy proposal was extensively modified during
the evaluation project.

He goes on to explain the considerable economic
benefit to Portland from this development:
This project, and others being proposed, will make a valuable
contribution to increased employment outcomes for Portland
and the region, which is desperately needed. It is anticipated
that there will be more than 200 new jobs directly associated
with this project in its first stage. On that basis, there are at
least 1000 indirect jobs for Portland, the region and
Victoria … Not only will this facility provide additional direct
and indirect employment opportunities for the shire, the
export of the blades will earn valuable export dollars for
Victoria.

He goes on to say:
The Portland wind energy project has had overwhelming
community and business support since its inception, and this
support has continued despite some adverse media comment
and opposition from a relatively small section of the
community.
…
There is an established planning and environmental approval
process for wind energy developments in Victoria, and the
Portland wind energy project has satisfied these rigorous
requirements.
Although the Glenelg Shire Council acknowledges the
support for the project from our local parliamentary
representative, the Hon. Denis Napthine, the Glenelg Shire
Council is seeking the support of the Victorian Liberal Party
for the Portland wind energy project.
The support of your party would be a positive reassurance
that the Liberal Party is supporting rural Victoria and in
particular Portland.

It goes on to invite Mr Doyle and other members of the
shadow cabinet down to Portland to have a look at the
wonderful benefits to Portland from the Portland wind
energy project.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mrs CARBINES — I hope Mr Doyle takes up that
invitation and goes down there. He may learn
something from it. Perhaps he should take you too,
Mr Forwood, and you, Mr Vogels — you can show
them around. That would be really good, and then
perhaps you might learn something about the benefits
of these and other projects to the state of Victoria, and
indeed to local and regional communities.
And it does not stop there. The Honourable Theo
Theophanous, the Minister for Energy Industries,
received a letter from Denis Napthine, the member for
South-West Coast in the other place, who is also
advocating on behalf of landowners in his electorate
who are interested in wind towers. He says to the
minister
I have been approached by landowners in my electorate
whose properties are very suitable for the installation of wind
towers. These property owners are supportive of wind energy
development and would like to work with wind generation
companies who are also interested in these sites to possibly
develop a project.

There is one progressive member of the Liberal Party.
Where are all the rest? He goes on to say:
However, the stumbling block is that this land is located some
kilometres from a suitable power grid which could receive the
proposed wind generated power. Therefore, on behalf of my
constituents, I seek your advice as to whether the state has any
programs which could assist with the cost of connecting wind
energy projects to the Victorian power grid.

Now there is a man going somewhere. He is on his way
somewhere, that is for sure. It is very interesting.
I was very grateful this morning to Ms Hadden, who
supplied me with a copy of the front page of the
Ballarat Courier of 15 May when she, as a member for
Ballarat Province, had the pleasure of escorting the
Honourable Theo Theophanous, the Minister for
Energy Industries, to the Challicum Hills development
near Ararat to show off that proposal and the enormous
benefits those 35 generator sites will bring to the Ararat
community. She was joined on her visit to Challicum
Hills by the mayor of Ararat, Fay Hull. The Ballarat
Courier of 15 May states:
Ararat mayor Fay Hull … said it was exciting to be part of
Ararat’s growth.

She was further quoted as saying:
I think the wind farm will put us on the map. This is a tourist
route … and it will encourage people to stop in Ararat, which
is great for local businesses. There are also opportunities for
employment and further down the track for manufacturing
some of the components (used in the generators). It’s also a
boost (for land-holders).
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So it is win, win, win with wind. All these things are
being ignored by the National Party, and I shall be very
interested to hear what Mr Forwood has to say about
the Liberal Party’s position.
Mr Smith — You’ll be the only one.
Mrs CARBINES — Yes, maybe I will be the only
one interested, Mr Smith, but I doubt it. He is the
shadow Minister for Energy Industries, after all.
A survey conducted by the Australian Wind Energy
Association involving 1000 random phone interviews
has found that 94 per cent of those interviewed thought
that a target to increase the contribution of clean energy
from renewable resources was a very good idea, and
88 per cent of respondents supported the government in
its efforts to increase the amount of energy generated
from renewable sources. There was overwhelming
support for building wind farms to meet our future
energy needs with 94 per cent of respondents
supporting it.
The debate on wind energy unfortunately shows what
the Liberal Party has become. We have heard some
questions in this house, and we heard the debate in the
lower house in question time yesterday. We look
forward to Mr Forwood’s contribution, but we can see
from the letter from Dr Napthine to the Minister for
Energy Industries about the concern in the Portland
community and from the Liberal Party’s stance on this
issue that the Liberal Party has become a hopeless,
divided mess in relation not just to this matter but in
particular to this matter. It is allowing itself to be
exploited by a small group that opposes wind energy.
We have heard exposed in this house this morning that
the opposition spokesperson for planning in the other
place, Mr Baillieu, holds shares worth $42 000 in Rio
Tinto. That is very interesting indeed. We find him
running around the state opposing wind farms. Does he
have a vested interest in opposing wind energy?
Hon. R. H. Bowden — On a point of order, Acting
President, I have been listening to the honourable
member’s contribution. I suggest to you and the
honourable member that to imply improper motives to
any member of either house is not the right thing to do,
and I would suggest that the honourable member not
pursue denigrating comments against any member of
either house. I ask the member nicely to desist from
doing that.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Hadden) —
Order! I ask the member to continue with her
contribution and to keep it to the subject matter. There
is no point of order.
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Mrs CARBINES — We have here the opposition
spokesperson on energy, who in a few minutes will be
in a position in which he is forced to support the motion
the National Party has put up that is all about driving
down investments.
Hon. Bill Forwood — She does not know me very
well.
Mrs CARBINES — That is what Mr Forwood will
be doing, and it will be interesting to know whether he
has done it willingly or whether he has had his arm
twisted.
He is going to be arguing in favour of the death of the
wind energy industry in Victoria. He is arguing that we
should send millions of dollars interstate and that is
very disappointing for the government. Unfortunately
he has found himself in the position of arguing in
support of a motion that will kill off a new industry in
Victoria.
The government knows where it stands on this issue; it
is driving the debate in the Victorian community. It is
committed to reducing our greenhouse gas emissions
and sourcing energy from renewable sources. We know
that some people in the community have concerns
about wind energy, but we know that about 95 per cent
of Australians are in favour of it. We know that
Victoria has to do something about climate change. We
cannot stick our heads in the sand like the National
Party and the Liberal Party; we have to do something
about it. We have an obligation to the Victorian people
to act in this manner and this is an obligation not only
to the current generation but also to future generations.
Supporting renewable energy is part of that
commitment to protecting our environment. Victorians
know where this government stands and they voted
accordingly at the last state election. They voted to
support renewable energy, and they voted our
government back into office to do this. Victorians will
not be sucked in by the scare campaigns of the National
Party and Liberal Party. They know that most of the
wind energy developments will occur away from the
coast and what has happened this morning is nothing
but a stunt by the National Party and its Liberal Party
lackeys to scare people across rural and regional
Victoria. The scale of potential for the wind farm
developments is being grossly exaggerated by the
National Party this morning. There are strong
safeguards in place and opportunities for community
input to the planning process. Victorians will not end up
with thousands of wind turbines along the coast, as
suggested by Mr Hall. All contentious wind farm
proposals will be assessed under the environment
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effects statement (EES) process. The endorsements that
I have read out this morning from the Glenelg Shire
Council and the Rural City of Ararat show that
communities with wind farm developments support
them because they will bring enormous economic
benefits to their regions. Our government is about
supporting regional Victoria and growing the whole of
the state.
Applications will be assessed on a case-by-case basis
and decisions made at the local and state levels, taking
into account all views. It is very important that the
government gets behind the sourcing of energy from
renewable resources.
The government does not support the National Party
motion before us this morning. This motion is all about
turning back the clock on climate change. It is about
delaying further the protection of Victoria’s fragile
environment from greenhouse gas emissions. It is about
ignoring Victoria’s urgent need to increase our
electricity generation capacity, and unbelievably it is
about discouraging considerable economic investment
and community benefits across our state. I oppose the
motion before the house.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I rise
to support the motion moved by the National Party
today, and unlike the diatribe we have just heard, I
might give some reasons for my support of the motion.
Let me start my contribution today by dealing firstly
with Mr Hall’s moving of the motion and then I will
turn to the contribution from Mrs Carbines. I will then
put on record some Liberal Party views. I should also
make the point that we have a number of other speakers
whose electorates are affected by this issue, and they
will also be speaking on this motion today.
I thought the motion brought here today by Mr Hall
was measured, reasonable, sensible and worthy of
debate. I was disappointed with the response from the
minister who I understand intends to speak later. He
made it very clear early on that he was not prepared to
participate in a debate; all he wanted to do was come in
and express his view later on. That is disappointing,
because this is a chance for the issue to be discussed
properly.
Yesterday in Hansard in response to a question
Mr Theophanous said, if I recollect properly, words to
the effect that ‘they listened’, or something like that. If
he does listen it is a pity he is not listening today,
because as I said he has ruled out before he starts any
discussion or any thoughtful approach to the motion
before us.

87

This motion is sensible; it just calls for a moratorium.
While I am talking about the moratorium I say to
Mrs Carbines — as I said earlier by way of
interjection — just because you say it does not make it
so. In this case she said the opposition was in favour of
the death of the industry because of the moratorium.
She asserted that but led no evidence — not one iota of
evidence did she lead to support that claim. So we
support the moratorium for good reasons, and I will
outline those in a moment.
However, there are some parts of Mr Hall’s
contribution with which I do not agree. I agree with the
motion, and the Liberal Party will be supporting it, but I
do not agree with some parts of his contribution. I no
longer believe the jury is out on climate change. In fact
the Prime Minister said in his statement on climate
change to the Australian Greenhouse Office:
The world’s climate scientists have provided us with a clear
message — that the balance of evidence suggests humans are
having a discernible influence on global climate.

I find it ironic that Mrs Carbines continually accuses us
of not doing enough in this area to support climate
change issues. The federal government was the
government that introduced the mandatory renewable
energy target (MRET) scheme in 2000. Because of the
MRET scheme, as has been acknowledged by every
person, we have this interest by investors in renewable
energy.
I find it disappointing that the honourable member can
give her speech and then leave the chamber. I hope she
does come back. She spent a considerable part of her
speech having a go at me, the Liberal Party and the
shadow minister in the other place — the member for
Hawthorn, Ted Baillieu — yet once she said her bit, she
left the chamber.
Mr Smith — She’ll be back.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I look forward to her
coming back. I do not believe any more that the jury is
out on climate change. I believe that carbon dioxide
emissions are damaging our climate and we ought to do
something about it. One of the things we are doing
about it is looking at ways of using our huge brown
coal facilities better. There is a considerable amount of
work going on in that area, and I applaud and
encourage that work, and I would like to see the
government doing more in that area in any case.
But there is a place for renewable energy, and
Victorians should get behind it. What disappoints me
about the government is that it had a heaven-sent
opportunity to get the people of Victoria united behind

WIND FARMS: GOVERNMENT POLICY
88

COUNCIL

the renewable energy program, but instead it has
divided the state. It has set neighbour against
neighbour, family against family, and community
against community because it will not listen.
All this motion says is: let us have a moratorium, start
again and see if we can get it right. As I have said, no
evidence has been led by the other side to the effect that
this moratorium will ‘kill the industry’, in their words.
The minister said, by way of interjection, that this
would kill the industry. They have not led one iota of
evidence to that effect.
The issue is: what can be done to produce and develop
a viable renewable energy industry? I include wind in
that issue. Nothing has been led by the government to
say that the moratorium proposed by the National Party
and supported in this motion by the Liberal Party would
cause this. I should say, of course — because I do take
exception to the Liberal Party being called the lackeys
of the National Party, and nothing could be further from
the truth — that it was back on 28 July that the shadow
Minister for Planning, Ted Baillieu, called for a
moratorium, and I have a copy of his press release. It
states:
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the chamber today and say, ‘Okay, we will do this. We
will have a moratorium and get this right’ — and I
welcome Mrs Carbines back to the chamber.
Many of the comments made by Mrs Carbines in her
contribution today just absolutely floored me. She said,
for example, ‘We have put these guidelines in place’,
and she was talking about how we could all rely upon
them.
Let me lead some evidence in relation to the
government’s policy and planning guidelines, unlike
Mrs Carbines’s approach of, ‘Because I say it, it has to
be true’. On page 24 of the government’s document
Guidelines for the Development of Wind Energy
Facilities in Victoria, under the subheading of ‘Visual
Amenity’, it talks about the location and scale of other
buildings and works, and it includes transmission lines.
The next page then talks about consideration of the
visual impact being weighted, having regard to the
government’s policy in support of renewable energy,
and it talks about transmission lines again. A number of
times in the document it talks about the visual impact of
transmission lines, not just the towers.

Planning Minister Mary Delahunty must move immediately
to place a moratorium on planning approvals.

Hon. P. R. Hall — One paragraph on how to
evaluate visual impact!

Mr Smith — Did anyone listen?

Hon. BILL FORWOOD — One paragraph, thank
you. These guidelines are deficient in many ways, but I
will give a practical example of this. At the moment
there is a proposal for Bald Hills. Honourable members
know about this proposal down in Gippsland at the
approach to Wilsons Promontory. It is a $220 million
project proposed by Wind Power Pty Ltd. The proposal
is for 84 turbines, with an additional 40 turbines also
considered, each up to 130 metres high — 50 metres
higher than the Melbourne Cricket Ground light
towers — overlooking Wilsons Promontory.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Let me pick up the
interjection, ‘Was anybody listening?’. I can tell you
that at least two people were listening. The first one was
John Button; he was certainly listening, and we have
already had some quotes from Mr Hall in relation to
Mr Button’s position on this. I understand he is in
Parliament House today having discussions about this
issue. Mr Smith’s mate, an ex-federal Labor minister,
supports a moratorium. He knows that. So at least one
person was listening.
A second person listening, and I will deal with this later
as well, was Diane James. Later in my contribution I
will quote her, as she is Chairman of the Coastal
Council of Victoria, and she is on record as saying that
a moratorium should be put in place.
So you can mock and scoff and Mrs Carbines can
suggest that we are the lackeys of the National Party,
but the shadow planning minister raised this issue
months ago when he called for a moratorium —
because it is the right thing to do.
This is the disappointing part about the motion today.
This was a heaven-sent chance for the government to
come in here, listen to the arguments being put before

The local community down there is passionately
opposed to it, so a panel has been established. This
panel has just had a directions hearing, and the advisers
would know this. At the directions hearing, guess what
was raised? The issue of the fact that the proposition
brought by the proponent did not consider, would you
believe, the visual amenity of transmission lines. So
what is apparent instantaneously is that the application
being considered by the panel did not meet the
guidelines. This is a matter of grave concern.
I am advised that the panel’s approach to this was to
say, ‘Well, that does not really matter because they are
only guidelines. Do not worry about them’. Well, you
cannot have it both ways. Either these are guidelines
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which people are going to follow, deficient as they are,
or the panel will make it up as it goes along.
Let me pick up another of the notions run before the
chamber this morning by Mrs Carbines. She said local
communities can be involved. No, that is not true —
because any proposal for more than 30 megawatts of
wind power becomes a matter for the minister.
Mrs Carbines failed to indicate one proposal which
would generate under 30 megawatts. We would be
interested to know whether there are any under
30 megawatts, otherwise local communities would not
be involved and it would be the Minister for Planning’s
responsibility to decide these matters.
Let me make a few comments about the Minister for
Planning in the other place. I am conscious about the
rules of the chamber and I will be as polite as I can in
the circumstances. The Minister for Planning was
known as ‘A trophy candidate’, or something like that.
Mrs Carbines — On a point of order, Acting
President, it is inappropriate for Mr Forwood to be
making remarks about the Minister for Planning, and I
ask him to withdraw.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — On the point of order,
the tradition of this chamber is that we are able to have
a debate. I think calling someone a trophy candidate
hardly falls outside the guidelines of this chamber. I
suggest that there is absolutely no point of order.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Hadden) —
Order! On the point of order, there is no objective
offensive remark, but I would ask the member to
continue his contribution bearing in mind the rulings of
the house.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I will certainly do that.
I am quite happy to bear in mind the rules of the house.
In terms of the Minister for Planning, I was just
thinking of words I could use to describe her
performance as a government minister, firstly in
education and then in planning. I am afraid that I do not
have my thesaurus with me.
Hon. P. R. Hall — The wooden spoon trophy!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — That is a good
expression. I do not have a large enough vocabulary to
express eloquently enough my view that she is so far
out of her depth that it would not matter how many
people supported her, she would not be capable of
doing the job.
I sat on the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
when the Minister for Planning gave evidence. One
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thing that was absolutely certain was that she had never
been to a wind farm. Here she is making decisions on
these things.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Have you been to one?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Yes, I went to
Codrington. And you?
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Yes.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — I am very disappointed
that she does not have the capacity to see the issues in
relation to this. I am reluctant to say that I am
disappointed with the Minister for Energy Industries as
well, because I think he is having a fair crack at this
portfolio, which is a difficult one. He knows and I
know that there is a place for renewable energy. He
knows that I know that the mandatory renewal energy
target scheme put in place by the federal government is
a key driver behind a sensible renewable energy
industry.
What has happened is that the minister has been given a
mission impossible. He has to try to balance the
requirements of a vibrant economy that needs energy
with the problems relating to greenhouse gas emissions.
He is not being helped by the Minister for Planning,
whose inability to grapple with these issues is clearly
apparent in what has happened to date. The Minister for
Energy Industries is in the situation of being rather like
Tom Cruise — he does not look like him; he does not
act like him; but he has been given mission impossible.
He is being required today to support a renewable
energy industry that is not his responsibility.
His problem is that, much as he wants to support a
renewable energy industry, it belongs in the planning
portfolio. He does not have the capacity to influence the
debate as much as I know he would like to. There are
many examples across the state of divided communities
suffering because of the guidelines and the attitude of
the government, and I shall touch on three examples.
The first concerns the Prom Coast Guardians, who
wrote twice recently — on 22 August and again on
11 September — seeking clarification of points made
by the Premier. The first one on which they sought
clarification — and I hope the minister can help us out
with this — is what the Premier said on the Neil
Mitchell radio show on Tuesday, 9 September:
We’ve knocked quite a few (wind farms) back, and we will
continue to knock some back.

I challenge the minister today to name one. I know the
minister has capable advisers around who are able to
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produce information just like that. What I am looking
for from the minister, in his contribution on behalf of
Noreen Wills on behalf of the Prom Coast Guardians, is
one example.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Of what?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — The Premier said:
We’ve knocked quite a few (wind farms) back, and we will
continue to knock some back.

He said that to Neil Mitchell on 9 September. All we
want is one example of one wind farm that has been
knocked back. That would be useful.
Hon. P. R. Hall — He doesn’t know off the top of
his head!
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I do.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — We will wait. The
Prom Coast Guardians and others are leading this push
to have some sanity brought back to the planning
process. Again I say that we are not against the wind
farm industry; what we want is for it to be done
properly. What is disappointing is the government’s
inability to do it properly — led by the Minister for
Planning — which has led to a situation where we now
have divided communities.
We now have this debate because of the ineptitude of
the planning minister. If the government had done it
properly in the first place, produced the guidelines in a
sensible way and allowed local councils to have control
over the planning process, then we would not be going
through this debate today. We would have a viable
renewable energy industry that was up and running and
not be going through this anguish because of the
incompetence of the government.
I turn to a media release from Diane James, whom I
mentioned earlier, from the Victorian Coastal Council. I
make the point that as well as criticising the content of
Mrs Carbines’s speech I want to criticise what she did
not say. She did not once mention the Honourable John
Button and his views, nor did she mention the views of
the Victorian Coastal Council. Diane James in her press
release of 10 September said:
Climate change is a real issue and renewable energy and more
importantly reduced consumption of energy must form part of
a balanced response to Victorian commitment to reducing
greenhouse gas emissions.
The real challenge is to find the right balance between
developing wind farms in some of the most scenic areas of
the coast versus developing wind farms in areas that are less
visually sensitive.

Wednesday, 17 September 2003

This gets to the core of the issue. The government is
fond of saying that because it will not allow wind farms
in national parks, which we agree with, then they
cannot go along 43 per cent of the coast. The point is
equally made that they can go along 57 per cent of the
coast. That is a real worry. Diane James from the
Victorian Coastal Council goes on to say:
The government has established guidelines for wind farm
development; however, these guidelines appear to have had
little effect in indicating to industry that sensible site selection
is an effective pathway to rapid project assessment and
construction.

This gets back to Mr Hall’s point: if we had sensible
guidelines, then people would know where these things
would be built and we would not be going through this
divisive process at the moment.
Diane James continues:
The current focus on some of Victoria’s most significant
coastal landscapes will simply serve to enrage communities,
marshal opposition to renewable energy development and, if
some of the current proposals proceed, detract from a
coastline that Victorians make some 70 million visits to each
year.
It is time to step back, to slow down, to avoid the stampede
mentality and consider carefully where these projects can be
appropriately sited.

This is the chair of one of the government’s own
advisory bodies saying exactly what the Liberal Party
has been saying and exactly what the National Party
motion is about. I repeat those words:
It is time to step back, to slow down, to avoid the stampede
mentality and consider carefully where these projects can be
appropriately sited.

I am very disappointed that the government is not
prepared to take the approach recommended not only
by us but by one of its advisory bodies and by
Mr Button. What concerns us most about this is that
people are trying to say that because the Liberal Party
wishes to get this right it is opposed to renewable
energy. That is factually incorrect; it is not true.
We in the Liberal Party believe that renewable energy
sources are important for our electricity generation
profile. At the same time we recognise that generation
based on our own brown coal deposits is likely to
remain the predominant source of electricity in the
foreseeable future. We believe wind energy will play an
important role, but it will be dependent upon
government and consumer subsidy. For example, the
mandatory renewable energy target, as I mentioned
earlier, was brought in by the federal government and is
the underpinning driver for the wind industry being
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available. The opposition is very concerned about the
current approach to the location of wind farms in
Victoria.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Have you got any
shares in black coal, Bill?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Let me pick up the
interjection from Mr Theophanous, which goes to the
heart of his accusation yesterday in Parliament when he
called the member for Hawthorn in the other place,
Mr Baillieu, ‘Black Coal Baillieu’ — and it goes to the
heart of an extraordinary assertion made by Mrs
Carbines in her contribution today — that Mr Baillieu
owns, did he say, $43 000 worth of shares or 43 000
shares?
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I think it was 42 000.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Shares or dollars
worth?
Hon. Kaye Darveniza — Check Hansard.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Thank you. It is a
disgrace.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — That he has got that
many?
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — What is a disgrace is
that someone would come in here and suggest that
someone doing their job is influenced by the fact they
hold shares in Rio Tinto. And what is absolutely
ludicrous is the suggestion that because someone owns
either $43 000 worth of or 43 000 shares, that he has
got the capacity to do it. It is ludicrous to suggest that
because — —
An Honourable Member — To do what?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — To influence outcomes
such as this. Your assertion is that because he has got
shares in Rio Tinto, he is against wind power. It is a
ludicrous assertion.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Well, Rio Tinto is
against it. Why don’t you read its submission to the
mandatory renewable energy target review?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — We ought to get a lot
of submissions to the MRET review. I am happy to do
that at any time. Why do we not go and read NEG
Mikon’s submission to the MRET review? It is an
outrage and an insult to suggest that someone would be
operating in their portfolio area on the basis of the fact
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that they own 43 000 shares. It is an outrage that it
would be even suggested.
Hon. Kaye Darveniza interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — You have got to be
joking! I cannot believe it.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — What would you say if
I had shares like that?
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — That you were
supporting the coal industry? What do you think? That
is just ludicrous. It is nonsense for you to run that line.
Let me say that it diminishes the debate when you come
in and run those sorts of accusations.
Because I am conscious of the fact that others need to
speak on this motion, I want to finish my view. The
Liberal Party is very concerned that the current
approach by the Bracks government for the location of
wind farms is inappropriate. As we have heard today,
wind farms can have a significant visual impact, and
they certainly may present noise and other
environmental issues. The industry preference for
coastal locations puts precious and sensitive coastal
landscapes at risk. They are part of Victoria’s heritage
and they must be protected.
We believe that wind farms should require local
government approval — that is essential. Under the
guidelines produced by this government, of course they
do not. In addition we quite simply believe that wind
farms should not be located in sensitive coastal
landscapes, and if the government got these guidelines
right, then they would not be located in sensitive coastal
landscapes.
I am conscious of the fact that others wish to speak, but
I want to finish by commending the National Party for
bringing a measured and reasoned motion before the
house today, and to say that I am very disappointed
with the response from the lead speaker of the Labor
Party in relation to this. She led no evidence to support
her assertions. I am even more disappointed and
disgusted with her attack on the shadow planning
minister.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I
congratulate Peter Hall for bringing this motion to the
Parliament today. As the Honourable Bill Forwood
said, it is a fair and reasonable motion to bring to this
house. I also thank the Liberal Party for supporting the
motion. I am sure that without saying it again and
again, it should be said that Mr Hall’s motion reflects
the concerns of his constituents that have been brought
to him, and also the fact that he has been able in his
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contribution to put up alternative forms of renewable
energy to wind power.

status as well. It has been supported by the Mildura
Rural City Council and the Wentworth council.

I was interested in the comments made by the
Honourable Elaine Carbines. I thought they showed no
real grasp of the situation. I wondered how carefully
she had listened to Peter Hall’s contribution before she
spoke.

This project was first proposed for an area some 60 or
70 kilometres west of Mildura but now it is proposed
for a place called Tapio station, which is about
25 kilometres over the river in New South Wales. It is a
1-kilometre-high tower — it is quite a staggering
project. The cost of the tower on its own is estimated to
be $700 million — probably estimated to be an
$800 million total finish.

To reassert what the Honourable Peter Hall was saying,
the National Party’s point of view is that we are simply
asking for some time out. We are asking for the
opportunity to work the issues through. Also, Mr Hall
suggested some sensible and practical guidelines in
relation to the installation of wind power. He also
suggested some other sources of renewable energy. He
also requested some information from government on
where the next lot of wind farms might be. They were
reasonable questions. I thank the Honourable Elaine
Carbines for her comments. They are now on the
record, and I suspect they could be of great benefit to
our position indeed.
At question time yesterday the minister made great play
about wind power producing, if I have got the figures
right, 1000 megawatts of power, which by Mr Hall’s
mathematics would come up to somewhere near
2000 wind towers. I think that is quite a large number. I
would like to promote another alternate renewable
energy that has been studiously ignored by the
government — that is, the initiative of Enviromission in
the north west of the state, which has three major
advantages. The proposed large generator would
generate 200 megawatts of power, which is enough to
power 200 000 houses.
It can utilise the grid, and it is sustainable. There is a
memorandum of understanding with AGL for the sale
and distribution of clean, green electricity. It has been
trialled and tested in Spain for seven years, which has
proved that the technique of updraft and generation
systems, such as they have in this particular tower,
works well. It is at the pre-feasibility stage, and it is
working towards proving the commerciality of the
project.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — This is solar energy, and I
will describe it a bit more in a moment. This proposal
has been supported by the federal government, which
has granted it major project facilitation status, which
will certainly give it a great help with any approval
processes. The New South Wales government has
granted this proposal state significant development

To give some idea of the size of it — it is constructed
from 700 000 cubic metres of concrete and would be
the highest structure on earth, its base is about the size
of the Melbourne Cricket Ground (MCG), it has
solar-collection panels around its base which has a
radius of 3.5 kilometres, and it would require 38 million
square metres of covering. Obviously, under the skirt
around this huge tower there would be a greenhouse
effect where horticulture could be utilised.
The technique is that this huge tower, which is
1-kilometre high with a base the size of the MCG with
a 3.5 kilometre radius and a skirt with collection panels
around it, would gather the hot air and funnel it up the
tower where 32 wind turbines would generate, as I said,
200 megawatts of power — that is, it would provide
200 000 homes with clean, green energy.
Hon. P. R. Hall — It is a combination of solar and
wind.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — It is solar and wind,
Mr Hall, a very good combination. And it is in the
perfect position. There is more sunlight in that
particular area than on the Gold Coast, and we have
been advised that the Enviromission project has
memorandums of understanding with companies like
Onesteel for the design and supply of the supporting
steel work, with glass manufacturers such as Pilkington,
with the Queensland-based energy retailer, Ergon
Energy, and, as I have said, there is a memorandum of
understanding with AGL as well.
Roger Davey, the chief executive officer of
Enviromission, the company that holds the Australian
rights to this German technology, has been to Mildura a
number of times. He also estimates that it would
generate 2700 jobs during the construction phase,
which would go over three years and provide up to
40 ongoing employment opportunities when it is
completed. The company has also said it would source
much of its products locally, which would be a huge
boost to the area not only in the generation of clean,
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green electricity but also to employment opportunities
in that area.

on this environmentally sustainable form of energy for
the state of Victoria.

It might be said that it will be in New South Wales.
Who cares? We are in the region, and most of the
benefit will flow back into Victoria. Just think of the
tourism benefit of having the tallest building in the
world! It would fit in perfectly with the tourism
applications around the north-west of the state, and it
would fit in perfectly with the other attractions there.

All of us in this chamber know, as do Victorians
generally, the sorts of problems with the current energy
sources that are being used and the sorts of problems
that are being created for our global climate with global
warming and the rising sea levels. For goodness sake,
what do you guys want to do? Do you want to have a
moratorium until the sea level rises so high that it is
lapping under your chins before you decide to do
something?

I ask the government to simply show the same interest
as the federal and New South Wales governments have
shown. That would be a good start. It is an alternative
method, it has had its testing, it is very innovative and it
should receive from the government the same
recognition as wind, gas, coal and other methods of
alternative energy.
We do not want to see this initiative get into the same
position as the mineral sands industry did in the
north-west of the state where we saw very little
government action and very little government interest.
We saw no rail upgrades, no rail standardisation and
companies moving to New South Wales and South
Australia, so we lost the employment opportunities and
the freight and port services. We do not want the same
thing to happen with this initiative. I know it is only in
the formative stage but it requires support from this
government, which claims to be so keen on the
alternative sources of energy which we in the National
Party fully support.
We do not see supporting Enviromission with this
innovation as being a challenge. We think supporting it
is a great opportunity for the government, and we urge
it to pick up the ball on this innovative proposal and put
it on the same level as wind power, for example.
Someone I spoke to today said, ‘Why does the
government not put a picture of the Enviromission
proposal on its pamphlet with a picture of a wind
tower?’ That is a good challenge for the government,
and I put it to it to ensure that it is fair and even-handed
in what it might do.
I support the motion of Peter Hall, and I urge the
government to look very carefully at supporting this
Enviromission proposal. It is a good proposal, it needs
assistance, it is innovative and it would be a great
contribution to renewable energy in the state of Victoria
and indeed Australia.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
am pleased to have an opportunity to rise and speak
against this motion. I cannot believe that the National
Party and the Liberal Party are supporting a moratorium

When do those opposite want to do something about
this? The one thing that this government is really clear
about is that we want to take some positive action to put
in place environmentally sound sustainable energy, and
wind power is one of the ways in which we are doing it.
That is not the only way. We have a series of
approaches to this environmental and global warming
problem, but wind power is only one of them. It is good
energy, it is a clean energy, and we have put in place
very sound processes to deal with it.
We do not say that 100 per cent of the public in
Victoria support it, they do not; but we know that a very
high proportion of the community does support wind
power. It supports what the government is attempting to
achieve in having a more sustainable form of energy.
When we look across the other side of the chamber to
the Nationals and the Liberals, all we see is division,
division, division. They cannot speak as one opposition.
Hon. Bill Forwood — We are different parties!
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — That does not
usually stop you. You may be different, but one of you
always has a hand up the back of the other, and we are
never too sure which one is the puppet and which one is
the performer!
From the Liberal Party we had Bill Forwood’s
contribution, which is not at one with those of his
parliamentary colleagues in the other house.
Mrs Carbines put forward correspondence that has
come from Liberal Party members — Denis
Napthine — encouraging the government to support
wind power proposals. I will not go through every
element of the argument, but I certainly want to talk
about the division that exists in the Liberal Party and
highlight that, because it is very real and it is there.
Members of the opposition do not speak with one voice
on this, they do not have a policy.
Hon. Philip Davis — We do!
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Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — Show us your
policy! You do not!
Hon. Philip Davis interjected.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — That is it exactly.
Hon. Philip Davis — Our policy was released at the
last election.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — Exactly! You do
not speak with one voice. The Nats, on the other hand,
flip flop all over the place. On the one hand they say,
‘Yes, wind power is a good thing. Yes, we do care
about the environment, we do care about nature,
because after all we represent people in the country and
that is one of the regions that certainly does have an
interest in making sure that our environment and
environmental resources are preserved and kept sound’.
So they say ‘Yes, it is good idea but — —
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — ‘But’ — you are
right — ‘we don’t want to put them anywhere. We
don’t want them anywhere! No, we don’t want them
here; no, we don’t want them there. What we want is a
moratorium. We don’t want them. Go away and talk
about it. Make a committee. Let’s have a committee,
let’s have working party, let’s have a moratorium!’.
You guys will never get around to doing anything, but
this government is doing something. I wanted to pick
up the point made by Bill Forwood when he criticised
my parliamentary colleague Mrs Carbines for — he
said — not being able to produce evidence that there
were any proposals or actual projects in place for wind
power that were under 30 megawatts.
We have one that is up and running in Wonthaggi, and
that is for 10.5 megawatts. We have another
proposal — this just shows that they do not know what
is going on in Gippsland at all — in Korumburra for
10 megawatts. So we do have proposals and projects in
the pipeline that are for less than 30 megawatts. I will
not go into what that does to the criticisms Mr Forwood
made in relation to Mrs Carbines’s contribution.
In conclusion, the processes and the guidelines we have
in place allow for consultation. What we see is the
public out there having a debate and consulting with
levels of government about the issues. What we see is
the Victorian government taking up the concerns that
are being raised, whether that be the visuals, the sound
or the siting. One thing I can say for sure is that we
oppose this moratorium. It is a joke. You should be
ashamed to bring it into the house, particularly the Nats.
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We oppose it. The Victorian government is getting on
with the job of delivering sustainable, clean energy for
all Victorians.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I would be
delighted if the Honourable Kaye Darveniza could tell
us how many wind farm applications she has in her
own electorate. I can tell her that I have plenty in mine.
I am not new to this debate. I have been involved in this
debate for a period of about five years. Let me offer
members opposite a challenge. I have been to Europe to
look at wind farming, and I can tell them that the
Liberal Party’s position which it took to the last election
and which it still supports is very clear. It is that we
support renewable energy and we support wind
farming, but it has to be in an appropriate context.
The concern about this issue is that the government has
a process which is entirely inadequate. It is inadequate
in a planning sense that local communities have been
effectively shut out of any input into the decision
making in respect of the location of these wind farms.
There is a general cohort of support across country
Victoria for renewable energy. Many people have
identified the opportunity for their communities to
benefit. I recall that the previous president of a South
Gippsland shire council was instrumental as a
councillor in driving the process that led to the location
of the Toora wind farm. It is interesting that as a result
of that, clearly the South Gippsland shire has concluded
that there needs to be a great deal more local
consultation in respect to future proposals. I am
confident to say that that is the view right along coastal
Victoria.
When I was in Europe two years ago — I
coincidentally had the shadow portfolio of energy,
which Mr Forwood now has — I had great delight in
looking for wind farms. That followed a briefing from
the British Wind Energy Association about the
direction of wind energy in the UK, and that
organisation was able to provide me with the location
of all the UK wind farms and a number of locations
where applications had been made.
Of interest to me was the confidence expressed by the
wind energy association that wind would provide
50 per cent of all renewables in the UK by 2010, and
that there was a government target to achieve an
expansion of renewables from 2 per cent to 10 per cent
by 2010.
I have to say that target is ambitious. Interestingly,
nearly all of the sites where I observed wind farms
operating and where I had discussions with local
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stakeholders about the wind farm locations I would
have to describe generally as being appropriate. They
were set back. Some of them were well inland but most
of them — indeed, all of those that I physically
inspected — were set back sufficiently from the coast
that they did not interfere at all with any of the
high-value environments in terms of the social,
environmental and landscape views.
Having said that, I am personally absolutely supportive
of wind energy. I think it is something which will be of
significant import to the long-term development of
renewables in Australia. However, it can only ever
provide a very minor component of total energy needs.
We well understand — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — That is not what
Mr Hall said. He says it supplies all of California.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — The reality is that in the
Australian context we are likely to see the ongoing
utilisation of black and brown coal and of gas, although
I must say this is a personal not a policy view. I will just
write the policy for you now, Bill!
There are reasons for us not to expend too much of our
natural gas energy resources in gas turbines. The UK
has made a dreadful mistake in the direction of its
energy policy. More than one-third of its electricity is
now generated from natural gas. That is regrettable,
because gas is a finite resource. Our Bass Strait reserves
of natural gas extend out no more than 25 years, just on
present projected consumption levels, and were the
government to install significant additional gas turbine
generation the consequences for commercial,
residential and industrial users of natural gas would be
deleterious.
Government and opposition policy in relation to
electricity generation should be focused on finding
ways other than ramping up the utilisation of gas,
particularly for base load power, which is what has
occurred in the UK.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Are you supporting
coal?
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Indeed, Mr Theophanous.
I support wind, coal and gas, but clearly with a certain
priority — that is, that our base load power in Victoria
comes from brown coal, and I think there are
opportunities in the long term to ensure that we enhance
the efficiency of brown coal electricity generation.
But in the context of wind, this debate is all about
appropriate planning processes. It is my absolute belief
that the contempt and outrage felt by communities

95

along the coast of Victoria — along the South
Gippsland coast and along the Great Ocean Road —
certainly warrant it, because this government does not
listen — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You are just
scaremongering.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — No, this is a fact,
Mr Theophanous. You have overridden local
government planning processes and excluded local
communities from any stake in these decisions. The
result is that they are angry and contemptuous of your
policy. There is a letter from Noreen Wills, the
president of Prom Coast Guardians, which is a
challenge to the Premier asking him to guarantee that:
(a) Your government will ensure that future planning permit
applications for wind farms are assessed primarily on the
social, amenity and environmental impacts.
(b) Your government will not allow industry policy to
interfere with the legislation planning process.
(c) Your government will move to ensure that our precious
landscapes and our rural communities are not sacrificed
to a wind industry eager to exploit a sloppy planning
process.

This summarises, in my view, the issues germane to
wind energy. The opposition thinks wind energy is a
good thing, but the location of these wind farms is
critical.
I was speaking to a farmer in Woodside last
Wednesday afternoon in the presence of the leader of
the parliamentary Liberal Party, Robert Doyle, and we
had a discussion about this issue amongst others. He
made the observation that in his locality, which is
adjacent to Ninety Mile Beach, it would be hard to
argue that a wind farm on the coastal plain would be a
detriment to the aesthetic or environmental values.
There probably are people who would debate that, but
the point is that he clearly differentiated between the
South Gippsland coast and his own location.
That person’s name is Graeme McLennan, and I know
him very well. He is a very active community advocate
and was very involved in the No Pylons Basslink
debate, which Mr Theophanous would be well
informed about, I am sure. I do not necessarily see any
inconsistency in relation to those propositions.
This issue is dividing communities, which I think is a
reflection of the poor planning process that we have. It
is unfortunate that lifelong neighbours and friends and
indeed relations are being divided because the
government does not have a proper mechanism to
assess these propositions.
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It is apparent to me that the government is not focused
on these matters at all. I have been in regular contact
with the Minister for Planning on behalf of constituents
but regrettably have to inform the house that she is
reluctant to entertain correspondence. I wrote to her on
6 October last year, concerned about the lack of
opportunity for stakeholders to be involved in the
planning guidelines for wind farms. There was no
reply, so I sent another letter on 23 May, and there was
still no reply.
Finally, some 10 months later I received a response
from the acting minister, the Honourable Bob Cameron
in the other place. He has done something useful, I have
to say, in an acting capacity for Mary Delahunty, the
Minister for Planning in another place, who could not
sign her own correspondence. The slack, ignorant,
uninformed, negligent way in which this matter is being
handled is upsetting my constituents. I do not like it,
and the government ought to deal with the motion that
is before the house and accept that there needs to be a
moratorium to sort this out.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I want to start my contribution by
making some points that are important in responding to
this motion moved by the opposition.
Hon. Bill Forwood — No! It’s the National Party.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — A correction
from Mr Bill Forwood, who wants to make sure that it
is on the record that the motion is not from the
opposition but is from the National Party — but
nevertheless he will be voting for it.
Let me first dispel some myths about wind in this state.
The fact of the matter is that it is an important part of
the mix, the balance, that we are creating in this state in
renewable energy. It is an important part, and let me tell
you why. It is an important part because there have
been significant changes and advancements in the
technology of wind. The wind turbines that you see
now do not turn at the massive rate the old turbines did.
They are basically on a different type of technology
where the speed of the rotation is now at 14 or
18 revolutions per minute, and that has significantly
reduced the amount of noise and other issues associated
with the wind energy industry. It has made them better
for the environment.
Alongside that we have an industry that is capable of
producing a significant amount of energy for this state
and will be without the associated negative impact of
greenhouse emissions, yet we have the Leader of the
National Party, Mr Hall, saying that he did not think
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there was any evidence of global warming in this state.
I am happy to know that the Honourable Bill Forwood
at least thinks that that debate is over, that there is
global warming and we have to address that issue.
Let me make a number of points clear about this
government: we met today, as I am sure members
would be aware, with a number of people, including the
chairman of the Victorian Industry Council, John
Button, and his executive officer, John Sweetman; the
chief executive officer of the National Trust of
Australia (Victoria), Stephen Hare; the executive
director of Geelong Otway Tourism, Roger Grant; and
the mayor of South Gippsland Shire Council, Cr David
Lewis, as well as Cr Diane Casbolt of Coastal
Promontory ward.
We met those people because we consult on those
issues. We consult, and let me tell you that the outcome
of that meeting was that the people who were there,
including John Button, indicated at the meeting that
they understood much better the planning process this
government had put in place as well as our view of the
need to balance our obligations in relation to
greenhouse emissions and to develop a viable energy
industry, including wind, while at the same time
protecting important landscape values. That is what
they understand, because they are sensible people who
are interested in their communities and who also
recognise that there has to be a proper planning process
and that that process has to deliver an appropriate
outcome in terms of those values.
Let me also tell you what we told them at that meeting.
We told them this government will protect the Great
Ocean Road, despite all of the claims by the opposition
and the attempt by the National Party and others to
whip it up. We will protect the Great Ocean Road. This
is an opposition which has no policies and is simply
trying to get on the bandwagon of something they have
absolutely no understanding of nor knowledge about.
We will protect the Great Ocean Road and sensitive
landscape values. They will be taken into consideration
in the course of wind developments.
Let me dispel some other myths put up: the notion that
we are not considering inland proposals. In fact we are
considering inland proposals for wind. Proposals at
Rosedale Ridge, at Yaloak and at Ballan are being
considered by this government. As to Bill Forwood’s
statement that this government has not knocked back
wind proposals before, let me tell you, Acting
President, that in fact seven turbines will not be built on
the tip of Cape Bridgewater because of the intervention
of this government and because this government cares
about those sorts of values.
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What we have in this state is an emerging industry
around wind. It is in its infancy, and it is important that
it progress and develop further. For that industry to
develop there needs to be investment. There are those
who oppose wind, and it is not just on the basis of
opposition to wind development because of landscape
values. There are other players who would prefer not to
have wind, because it is another industry in competition
with them. For example, I am sure that the black coal
industry in New South Wales is not so thrilled about
Victoria having a wind industry and producing much of
its energy from wind.
Why would that be the case? Because it means they can
sell less power into Victoria from their operations. So
when Rio Tinto, which is one of the companies that is
involved in black coal production of energy in New
South Wales and Queensland, put its submission to the
mandatory renewable energy target (MRET), what did
it have to say? It said, and I quote from its submission:
In general, Rio Tinto does not favour mandates like MRET as
they preclude least regret market mechanisms which allow
economics to deliver the lowest cost solutions.

So Rio Tinto recognises that it is in its own commercial
interests and it has put a submission to the MRET
review that would essentially remove the MRET from
the equation. There is one thing that will create a
moratorium in this state on wind and on renewable
energy, and that is the removal of MRETs. This is in
the gift of the federal government, but we have not
heard — —
Hon. W. R. Baxter — On a point of order,
President, the Chair is at that end of the building, and I
think the minister should be addressing the Chair.
The PRESIDENT — Order! There is no point of
order. The minister, to continue.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — If Rio Tinto has
expressed a view against MRET and against wind in
this state, you would expect that the opposition and the
opposition spokesperson in this instance would be very
careful about the way he expressed opposition to wind
in this state. That is especially so given the fact, as has
been identified today by other colleagues here, that the
opposition spokesperson on this issue in another place,
the honourable member for Hawthorn, Ted Baillieu,
has $42 000 invested against wind in this state.
Hon. Philip Davis — On a point of order, President,
the house well knows that it is not appropriate for
members of this place to make connections and
imputations about members of the other place. There
are appropriate forms in the Parliament if members
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wish to take matters up concerning other members. It is
not appropriate for the minister to come into this house
and make comments about a member in the other place
who is unable to be here to defend himself. If the
minister wishes to, he can move a substantive motion.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Further on the
point of order, President, I can understand that the
Leader of the Opposition wants to stifle debate on the
issue, but a substantive motion is before the chair. It
relates to a moratorium on wind in this state, and it is
absolutely appropriate for the government to debate the
motives behind that motion. It is absolutely appropriate
for us to debate the motives behind that motion if one
of the motives involves a conflict of interest for
Mr Baillieu, a conflict of interest that should have been
addressed by Mr Doyle, a conflict of interest in which
Mr Baillieu has $42 000 worth of shares in a
company — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister is now
debating the point of order. His comments should be
made by substantive motion. I ask the minister to
address the point of order put by the Leader of the
Opposition so that I can rule on it. I ask him not to stray
into other areas.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Thank you
President. I simply reiterate that this motion has been
put up by the opposition parties in an attempt to stifle
wind development in this state, and it is appropriate for
the government to raise issues as to the rationale and
the underlying reasons that might be driving this
motion. They may well not be known to the Leader of
the Opposition. He did not seem to know when we
were talking about Rio Tinto, so — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have asked the
minister to address the point of order that was raised by
the opposition and not to stray into other areas. If he has
concluded his remarks on the point of order I will rule.
On the point of order by the Leader of the Opposition, I
draw members’ attention to standing order 9.18, which
states:
All imputations of improper motives and all personal
reflections on members will be considered highly disorderly.

I rule that the minister’s comments fall into that
category, and I ask him to withdraw.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — President, I of
course abide by whatever decision you make, and
consequently I withdraw.
Hon. Bill Forwood — You grub!
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The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Theophanous
should continue. I remind Mr Forwood that that
language is unparliamentary, and I ask him to desist.
The minister, to continue.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — We have an
opposition that is so desperate to find an issue it has
attacked the one thing in this state that is designed to
meet our obligations to the world community in relation
to greenhouse gas reductions in Australia. It is the one
thing that will have some impact on reducing
greenhouse gases and therefore go some way to
meeting our Kyoto obligations. I know the federal
government has no commitment to Kyoto. It is not
prepared to sign on to Kyoto, but that does not mean
that this state —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister should
address the chair.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — That does not
mean this state government has no obligation to the
people of Victoria, to the people of Australia, and to the
world community to reduce our greenhouse gas
emissions. We will continue to do that.
This emerging industry is a very important one for this
state, and through this motion the opposition is
effectively suggesting the death of the wind industry in
Victoria. It is arguing in favour of a motion which will
send investment dollars and jobs out of the state. That is
what opposition members are asking for. Mr Forwood
and Mr Philip Davis know very well that arguing in
favour of this motion will send investment and jobs out
of the state. They know that a moratorium will kill this
industry.
Certainly Mr Forwood, as a former director of the
Liberal Party in Victoria, would have gone around and
told many people many times that the Liberal Party is
pro-business and wants to attract investment into the
state. Now he finds himself in the situation of arguing
in favour of a National Party proposal which will kill
investment in wind in this state — and we know the
National Party has never been responsible to anybody
in the policies it has put up.
Can you imagine what it will be like for Mr Forwood
the next time he goes before a group of businessmen
and says, ‘I voted to kill off a new industry, and by the
way I am pro-business’ and then adds to that, ‘And also
can we have a donation to the Liberal Party’? Can you
imagine it? Here is an industry that is set to take off.
We know what Victorians think about wind
development in the state. We know that people want to
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see it developed in a responsible manner. That is what
they want, and that is what this government is going to
deliver, because it is interested in making sure that wind
plays a part in the overall mix in this state — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — So are we!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Mr Forwood, you
have no credibility on this. You have done so many
backflips in your time in this place, it is no wonder you
are where you are. We all remember the backflip you
did on the Auditor-General, and look where that got
you — into opposition! You did not get the name
‘Backflip Bill’ for nothing.
Mr Forwood is the energy spokesperson, and at some
point he ought to get up and say, ‘Wind energy is
important in this state’, and support its development on
a responsible basis. He should say, ‘We do not want a
moratorium in accordance with the silly motion put up
by the National Party, and we are prepared to address
issues of conflict of interest within our own ranks if we
have to, to ensure that wind energy takes place in this
state’. This is one of the most appalling motions that
has come before the house.
Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Mr Hall can use
his abusive tones and carry on because he does not like
people telling him the truth. He consistently comes into
this place without having any understanding of the
motion he is putting up. He simply works on the basis
of a few people he knows personally in country
Victoria and in whose interests he comes into this house
to try to put up a motion like this.
I am afraid I did not have time to go through all of the
issues that I would have liked to go through, but let me
sum it up this way: we will protect the Great Ocean
Road and landscape values; we will not allow conflicts
of interest to occur; and we will make sure that there is
balanced development of wind in this state to secure
our future.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I start by saying
that we support wind power. The issue is not whether
there are 1000, 2000 or even 5000 turbines; the issue is
where they are placed. It is interesting to hear the
minister come in here yelling, screaming and frothing at
the mouth. The reason he is here is a letter I received
from the mayor of the South Gippsland Shire Council
yesterday. It states:
As you are no doubt aware, the issue of wind farms is of
major concern to many residents of South Gippsland shire.
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Despite a number of letters seeking the presence of state
ministers in our shire to discuss this issue, our requests have
fallen on deaf ears.

It continues:
That as a matter of urgency councillors and the chief
executive drive to state Parliament and demand a meeting
with the Premier and ministers Delahunty and Brumby on the
issue of wind farms in South Gippsland. Further that we
forewarn both the local and metropolitan media of our action
and invite them to accompany us.

And that is exactly why the media are here.
The minister has been dragged in here screaming and
kicking, and thanks to the National Party’s motion we
are debating it. From the words of many people on this
side it is apparent government members have finally
been dragged in here against their will, otherwise they
would not have met with these people in the first place.
It is a sham, and the media is here because it was
invited by the South Gippsland Shire Council.
I fully support the National Party’s motion that the
Bracks government impose a 12-month moratorium on
any further wind farms. A couple of years ago there
was an enormous amount of goodwill for wind energy
in Victoria. I had not heard of anyone against it. In the
last 12 months the minister has destroyed all the
goodwill that was out there, and very little is left,
because the government is not prepared to listen to
local communities and the councillors who represent
their communities. It is more interested in listening to
the big companies. The government has successfully
alienated local government and local communities and
pitted neighbour against neighbour. There was no need
for any of that.
In the electorate of Western Province, where I come
from, we have a wind farm at Codrington with 14 wind
towers. It has the support of the Moyne Shire Council
and the local community and it has been going
successfully now for a couple of years
There are 35 wind towers at Challicum Hills near
Ararat. Once again it is supported by the council and by
the local communities with very little opposition. It is
another great project which is about to come on stream.
The Portland wind energy project, which has been
spoken about, has the support of the Glenelg Shire
Council, the support of the local community, and about
90 per cent of the population out there are happy to
have it there. Once again it is a case of communities
working together rather than being ridden roughshod
over, as in the cases mentioned earlier.
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The Minister for Planning has now said that if you are
building more than 30 towers you do not have local
community or local council input; the minister can
override it.
Mrs Carbines said earlier that most of these wind
turbines are not along the coast. I have a photo with me
of where the wind projects are proposed, and all except
three are located right along our coastline. The ones I
am most familiar with are at Nirranda, because that is
where I live. There are two proposed for that area; one
is for 38 turbines and the other is for 40 turbines. Once
again — surprise, surprise! — they are both over the
30 megawatt limit, as the Honourable Bill Forwood
mentioned earlier.
Where will they be built? It will be within a kilometre
of the Bay of Islands, overlooking some of our greatest
heritage coastline. We will have about 80 turbines
sitting right where we have millions of visitors coming
to admire our beautiful coastline, including the Bay of
Islands and the Twelve Apostles.
The community is absolutely furious about this, and the
Moyne Shire Council does not support them. It
supports wind turbines, but not on that pristine
coastline. I heard honourable members last night
talking about the importance of Point Nepean, and it is
important; but so is that bit of heritage coastline along
the Great Ocean Road.
It is all right for the minister to say, ‘We will protect the
Great Ocean Road’, but I would like to know how,
when these companies have already spent probably
millions of dollars developing their projects. I would
suggest that if they are not going to be allowed to
continue, we should tell them now so that they can stop
wasting their money.
As I have said before, we have an enormous amount of
goodwill out there in Victoria for energy renewal. The
opposition, and I am sure the National Party, do not
mind if there are 1000, 2000 or 5000 turbines in
Victoria — good luck to them — but do not put them in
areas where the local communities and the local
councils do not want them. Surely in an area the size of
Victoria we can find plenty of areas for them.
Challicum Hills is an excellent example. There were no
objections and it is great for the community.
Codrington is another great outcome.
We all know that wind energy is built on subsidies by
the government of the day, and it concerns me, being an
ex-farmer, that anything built on subsidies will
eventually collapse. When the subsidies disappear you
are in a lot of trouble. This thing is built on subsidies;
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and if we must have them, do not put them on our
coastline or where local communities or councils do not
want them. Listen to the communities.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — It is
important to emphasise that the Liberal Party supports
renewable energy. We support wind power as well, but
we do not support this planning process for wind farms.
That has been put on the record strongly today. I was
absolutely thrilled to hear the Minister for Energy
Industries, Mr Theophanous, categorically stating that
there will be no wind farms for sensitive coastal areas.
He said he will protect the Great Ocean Road, and there
will be no conflict of interest. I will be interested to see
how that manifests itself because we heard in the
chamber today the minister promise that there will be
no turbines on the Great Ocean Road or around the Bay
of Islands, and that they will be at Ballan and Rosedale.
I was very pleased to hear the minister put that on the
record for all of us to hear.
Tourism in this state brings in $8.5 billion. Of that, the
Great Ocean Road is a huge and very integral part of
the tourist dollar. The Great Ocean Road is one of the
iconic parts of Australia. International visitors to
Australia go to the Great Barrier Reef, they go to see
Ayers Rock as a physical icon, and the third area they
visit is the Great Ocean Road. But they will not come to
the Great Ocean Road to see banks of wind turbines.
If you look at the Great Ocean Road from a tourism
perspective, it has 2.6 million overnight visitors per
year; 5.2 million day trippers, 130 000 international
visitors, and 70 per cent of the employment on the
Great Ocean Road is from tourism. These are very
significant figures, and the people coming to the Great
Ocean Road are coming to see natural beauty — the
Twelve Apostles, the Bay of Islands, Loch Ard Gorge
and that whole area. They are not coming to see wind
turbines. The proposal is for 78 wind turbines, all the
same size as the Melbourne Cricket Ground lights.
Most of us can see the MCG lights from here and to
have those in that area would be appalling.
I know all members of Parliament have received this
very good document from Great Ocean Road
Marketing, showing very clearly what the proposed
Nirranda South wind farm would look like, and it is
absolutely horrendous. People will not come from
overseas to have a look at that fabulous view with all
these wind turbines on the hilltops.
But the minister has promised us today that we will not
see that. We will not see a wind farm and turbines on
that wonderful coast. I congratulate the minister on
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making that decision. I am pleased that it was here that
he said that.
Mrs Carbines spoke about great support for this
initiative. There is no great support for this. Some of the
peak organisations are not only not supporting it, they
are vehemently against it. Mention has already been
made today by the minister, among others, of John
Button, a former Labor senator for this state. He is now
chairman of the Victorian Tourism Industry Council.
The minister said he had spoken to John Button about
its being sustainable and how John Button understood
the necessity for having wind power renewable energy.
But what the minister did not say was that he had
promised, like his promise in here today, that there will
be no wind farms on the Bay of Islands, at the Twelve
Apostles, or anywhere on that coast.
John Button then put out a press release, probably just
after he had seen the minister, and it is printed in the
Age of 11 September. John Button, a former Labor
minister and their mate, says:
A Victorian tourism leader, John Button, has called on the
state government to stop the building of wind farms on the
coast.

I repeat that: he calls on the state government to stop
the building of wind farms on the coast.
Mr Button, chairman of the Victorian Tourism Industry
Council, said the government should protect an invaluable
tourism asset — the state’s breathtaking coastline.

We hear the government’s own Labor mates calling for
no wind farms on this particular area. But Mrs Carbines
said there is a lot of support. Here is another example of
no support — Roger Grant, the marketing chairman of
Great Ocean Road Marketing. He said in an article to
the Weekly Times:
Tourism is not some cottage industry down here — it’s the
major industry, and Cape Bridgewater is the fundamental
tourism strength of the area.

He said that approval of Australia’s biggest wind farm
at Portland had been deemed a slap in the face to the
region’s tourism industry.
Another example is the Shipwreck Coast tourism
manager, Adam Ruggero, who does an excellent job
putting Warrnambool on the map and encouraging
tourists to the area.
He is particularly concerned. He is reported in the
Warrnambool Standard of 4 February 2003 as having
said:
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The Great Ocean Road gets 2.6 million overnight visitors …
international visitors and the Bay of Islands is a real jewel in
its crown.
Conde Nast Travelling, one of the most prestigious travel
magazines in the world, rates the Great Ocean Road number
one in its top 20 journeys of a lifetime …
It brings home how incredible the area is. The visitors come
to see the pristine coastline and a wind farm would detract
from that.

I could go on and on.
Another example from the Shipwreck Coast Tourism
Association’s policy statement of 26 November 2001
is:
Country Victoria Tourism Council is strongly opposed to the
development of commercial wind turbines and wind turbine
stations in areas of high scenic and conservation value.

Today the minister promised that there would be no
wind turbines on this particular coastline. It is
imperative for the chamber to understand the
importance of tourism in the state, and it is imperative
for the government to understand how important it is.
Some $8.5 billion a year is an incredible amount of
money and some 70 per cent of employment in the
Great Ocean Road area involves tourism. It is a vital
area and a vital industry for Victoria.
Every tourism brochure shows the Great Ocean Road.
There has been a huge and expensive marketing
campaign by Tourism Victoria which shows a car
driving down the Great Ocean Road. The marketing
campaign has been shown throughout Australia and it
encourages interstate and international visitors to
Victoria.
When you go to the web site of Tourism Victoria there
it is again — every time Tourism Victoria says
something about Victoria, there are the Twelve
Apostles and the Great Ocean Road. I have been to the
Great Ocean Road visitors centre in Port Campbell on
many occasions. When you talk to the people there and
ask the international visitors from New Zealand,
Britain, Japan and other parts of the world, ‘What is
that you have come to see?’, they say that they have
come to see the Twelve Apostles, the Bay of Islands
and Loch Ard Gorge. It is absolutely vital that they
come to see this pristine coastline of which we are all
very proud and which creates a huge amount of
employment in the state. They do not want see
unsightly and ungainly wind turbines.
I support what the National Party has had to say in its
motion. The Liberal Party believes in renewable
energy. I concede it is important to the state, and I hope
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we see a wind farm and wind turbines developed at
Rosedale and Ballan. We are pleased to hear that the
minister has promised that there will be no wind farms
on the Great Ocean Road.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Today I
particularly framed the motion without using any
provocative terminology, and I particularly asked for a
sensible debate and a sensible response by government.
I said those words at the very start of my contribution.
What I got was absolute drivel. I had drivel first of all
from Mrs Carbines and then I had drivel from
Ms Darveniza. The biggest insult in this debate is that
we got this show pony of a minister standing on his feet
for 15 minutes in front of the television cameras,
demeaning the position of a minister of the Crown and
demeaning this Parliament by coming out with
provocative, uncalled-for, tenuous arguments that he
put before this chamber.
There is not one shred of decency about the minister.
He did not even have the courage to tell us about how
he would achieve what he claimed was a great victory
for the government. He said before the TV cameras —
he played to them like a thespian — that the
government would protect the Great Ocean Road.
Interestingly, he did not say anything about protecting
other parts of coastal Victoria.
He did not tell us how he would do it, yet during the
course of this debate every speaker on this side of the
house and the National Party called for mechanisms to
protect our precious coastline. He said, ‘We will look
after the Great Ocean Road’, but how he would do it
was left unanswered.
Part of the motion was to talk about planning issues so
that we could protect those assets. I suggested ways in
which it could be done, the minister says that he will do
it but gives no details whatsoever — preening to the TV
cameras is about the extent of the substance of the
minister.
During the course of the debate both the Liberal Party
and the National Party posed questions to the
government and sought responses. We encouraged and
put clearly the fact that we support some of those inland
locations, and challenged the minister to list some of
the inland locations for wind farms. We know about
Challcium Hills near Ararat, which is fine. I informed
the minister myself of a proposal at Rosedale. He added
Ballan to that when he finally said something in
response. I guarantee that I could label at least six or
eight potential coastal sites for every site that is
proposed inland.
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For example, along the coast of Victoria are Toora;
Bald Hills-Tarwin Lower; Tarwin-Walkerville;
Korumburra; Wonthaggi; Point Lonsdale;
Inverloch-Tarwin; Bay of Islands west; Codrington;
Cape Bridgwater; Cape Sir William Grant; Cape
Nelson; Portland; Fish Creek; Welshpool; Mount
Hoddle; Sandy Point; and Foster North. The
predominance of those wind farm developments is
along the coast of Victoria. The important issue is
location, location, location, yet the minister has a
half-flippant response by saying, ‘Yes, we will do it but
we will not tell you how’.
It is now up to the minister to explain how he will
protect those coastal areas. The experience overseas is
that these wind turbines are put in locations which are
not clearly visible and which protect the environmental
and aesthetic amenities of those areas. They are in the
deserts in California, and elsewhere overseas they are
set in the sea over the horizon. There is even a floating
ship, I understand, with wind turbines on it in one part
of the world which feeds power back by an undersea
cable to the particular country. There are alternatives,
yet the government has not been serious with the issue
today.
Throughout the course of debate regarding the
development of wind farms in Victoria the government
has treated the people of Victoria with absolute
contempt. There was no public input to the guidelines,
and it seems there will be no further public review of
them.
I finish by saying this, and throwing back the challenge
to the government, which I did during the course of the
second-reading debate: if it is that the people of
Melbourne, Geelong and the populous areas of Victoria
want to embrace wind energy, then they have the
opportunity to do so today. If, for example, Mr Eren
thinks it is so good to have wind towers, then why not
put 40 of them along Eastern Beach at Corio Bay?
They could sit down there at Corio Bay and Eastern
Beach just as well as they sit along the coast of
Welshpool.
Let the Premier put 40 of these wind turbines at Nelson
Place in Williamstown because he can generate power
for his community just the same as we do in
Welshpool, South Gippsland and along the western
Victorian coast. The challenge is again the
government’s. If it believes that Victorians so
wholeheartedly support wind power, then put it to the
test and put some turbines along the coast of Port
Phillip, Corio Bay, the Mornington Peninsula and the
Bellarine Peninsula — but it will not because it is weak
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and treats with absolute disregard people who live
outside of the metropolitan areas of Victoria.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr (Teller)
Bowden, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.

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

Noes, 22
Argondizzo, Ms
Broad, Ms
Buckingham, Ms
Carbines, Mrs
Darveniza, Ms
Eren, Mr
Hadden, Ms (Teller)
Hilton, Mr
Hirsh, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Lenders, Mr

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

Pairs
Brideson, Mr
Vogels, Mr

McQuilten, Mr
Thomson, Ms

Motion negatived.
Sitting suspended 1.05 p.m. until 2.07 p.m.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I rise to
advise the house that the Minister for Small Business
will be absent during question time today.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Wind farms: government policy
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct a
question without notice to the Minister for Energy
Industries, who is also the Minister for Resources.
Yesterday when questioned the minister refused to
confirm that he was meeting today to discuss the
government’s coastal wind farm policy and that
subsequent to that meeting the government would
announce a backflip on its policy and ban wind farms in
coastal areas. Given that the meeting has now taken
place, will the minister confirm that the government has
reversed its policy of placing wind farms in sensitive
coastal areas?
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Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — As I said in the course of the debate
earlier this morning, we did have a meeting on wind
energy development in this state. That meeting was a
positive one at which the government explained its
desire to continue to develop energy as an alternative
renewable energy source for this state and its
determination to continue to have appropriate wind
energy development in areas where there has been a
proper planning process and where it was appropriate to
do so. As I indicated earlier, the group that was
involved appreciated the position of the government —
it understood the planning process and appreciated the
explanations the government gave about that particular
planning process.
As I also said during the course of that discussion, the
government is going to ensure that such development is
appropriate and within the planning framework, and the
planning guidelines have been strengthened and are
appropriate for use in this particular situation.
I said during the debate this morning that this
government will protect the Great Ocean Road area,
and I said that within the context of the government’s
existing policy. The fact of the matter is that the
government has a policy which involves protecting
areas of high tourism value in a range of different ways.
That policy has already designated the Great Ocean
Road as an area of high tourism value. Of course, it is
an area of high tourism value partly because of the
landscape values that are associated with it. So when
the government says it will protect the Great Ocean
Road, that is in keeping with its existing policy on
protecting areas of high tourism value and areas of high
landscape value.
Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Given the
minister’s response I refer him to his answer yesterday
when he said in part, ‘There is no question about
backflips from the point of view of the government’.
Furthermore he said, ‘There will be no backflip from
this government’. Given that he has just done a backflip
in relation to the Great Ocean Road, will he announce
when he will do a backflip on the landscape values of
South Gippsland?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I am starting to wonder whether the
Leader of the Opposition is thick or whether he just
does not understand. I just finished explaining that our
existing policy involves protecting areas of high
tourism value; it is nothing new.
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The fact that the Great Ocean Road is an area of high
tourism value is also nothing new, so when I was asked
the question directly about the Great Ocean Road I
reiterated our current policy, which is that we will
protect the Great Ocean Road.

Gippsland: coastal land subsidence
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — I refer my
question to the Minister for Energy Industries and
Minister for Resources. My question relates to concerns
which have been expressed by residents in the
Gippsland coastal region about land subsidence in the
area. Can the minister inform the house as to how the
Bracks government has listened to these concerns and
taken real action to address them?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I thank the honourable member for his
question and his interest in this very important issue.
Let me begin by saying that once again we have shown
from this side of the house that we are interested in
Gippsland and in protecting Gippsland, including the
coastal region. That is why we listened to the
community concerns about land subsidence in the
Gippsland region and about whether this subsidence is
in some way connected to how coal is mined or
petroleum or irrigation operations are carried out or
anything else in that particular area. We listened, and
then the Bracks government acted.
The way we acted was to put our money where our
mouth is. We have allocated $200 000 to fund an
elevation study which will investigate whether land
subsidence is occurring in the Gippsland coastal area.
The first part of dealing with this question is to find out
the facts. We need to identify whether in fact there has
been subsidence and what the causes of that subsidence
might be. That is the first part of this particular
equation, and we have acted to do it. The study is to
provide a factual basis on which to assess community
concerns surrounding the potential for land subsidence
arising from fluid extraction from the Latrobe aquifer.
So we are looking after the Latrobe Valley concerns in
that area.
There has been a lot of speculation about this issue, but
the evidence is inconclusive. This study, which will
cover a period of four years, is designed to identify it.
The difference between what this government is doing
and what the federal government has done is the $200
000, because the federal government has done
absolutely nothing!
Hon. J. H. Eren — Shame on the federal
government!
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Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Absolute shame
on the federal government, because we put up a
proposal to the federal government to join with us in
funding this study and to increase its size and depth,
and despite the fact that the federal government collects
$1.5 billion annually in resource rent tax largely from
out of this area, how much was it prepared to put up to
help fund a study which is important to the local area?
Absolutely nothing! Yet we have the federal member,
Peter McGauran — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — Why should they? Why
would they?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Exactly! Why
would they? Instead, we have a Gippsland member of
federal Parliament, Peter McGauran, who wants to
arrange another talkfest down there. He has another
talkfest scheduled for Friday to hear the concerns of the
local residents and so forth, and he has invited me to go
down there to do that as well. Let me tell you, I am
happy to go down there and meet the residents, on one
condition — that Mr McGauran delivers $200 000, like
we have, for the study down in Gippsland.

Albert Park: amateur sporting clubs
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — My
question is to the Minister for Sport and Recreation.
The 47 amateur sports clubs at Albert Park are under
threat of rent increases by up to 200 per cent imposed
by their landlord, the Bracks government. What action
will the minister take to prevent the imminent collapse
of these 47 amateur sporting clubs?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I welcome the question, because we are
actively working with those sports clubs in the
community to make sure we deal with all those issues,
just as we are working with the broader community on
all those sorts of administration or managerial issues
that might be of concern for clubs, for volunteers, for
support staff and for participants in grassroots sport,
which we want to ensure is supported and enhanced.
On this particular occasion we are conscious that there
are concerns in Albert Park about the administration
through Parks Victoria, and we will be working very
closely with those clubs to ensure that they overcome
those issues and that they are supported in any
administrative difficulties they might have in relation to
this matter.
Supplementary question
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — That is very
interesting. Is the government’s pillaging in the first
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place of the Albert Park sporting clubs consistent with
the minister’s stated objectives of supporting grassroots
sport?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I reiterate to the member that we will
work with grassroots sporting organisations. We have a
commitment to grassroots sport in this state, as has been
advocated continuously not only in this place but also
out in the community, by our working alongside state
sporting organisations. Our record as a government is
second to none in supporting grassroots sporting clubs
and grassroots sporting organisations.
We will continue to work not only at the elite end of
sport but in particular at the grassroots end of sport to
make sure that we have in this state the strongest
sporting community that we can achieve. Whether it be
grassroots participation, whether it be events or whether
it be improved facilities or amenities for sporting
groups, we will continue to work on those themes with
those community groups to make sure that we continue
to deliver.

Commonwealth Games: athletic achievements
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I refer
my question to the Minister for Commonwealth Games.
The 2006 Commonwealth Games will highlight
Melbourne and our city’s supporting infrastructure to
the rest of the world. While the quality of the
Melbourne 2006 games will be judged at many levels,
the success of the sporting competition will be central
to this event. I ask the minister to outline how the recent
performances of commonwealth athletes at the World
Championships in Athletics and the World Artistic
Gymnastics Championships provide an indication of
the likely success of the Commonwealth Games in
2006.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome the member’s
question, and I appreciate her support and her interest in
the Commonwealth Games. The Bracks government is
getting on with delivering the Commonwealth Games.
We are getting on with the job of delivering an event
which will be one that all Victorians and all Australians
will be proud of, but it is particularly reassuring to see
the achievements of commonwealth athletes in the field
of international sporting competitions. That will also
contribute to the success of the games in 2006 as a
sporting contest of the highest quality.
Members may not be aware of this, but I am happy to
inform them that the International Amateur Athletics
Foundation Ninth World Championships in Athletics
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were recently held in Paris. The men’s 100 metres
event was won by Kim Collins from St Kitts and Nevis.
He also won the event at the Manchester 2002
Commonwealth Games. In the men’s 100 metres
race — members will appreciate this is often a hallmark
event in any athletics program — commonwealth
athletes claimed first, second and third places as well as
making up six of the eight competitors in the finals.

Their outstanding achievements will mean they have
qualified well and truly for the artistic gymnastics
competition in the 2004 Athens Olympics. In addition
to the outstanding athletics and gymnastics competition,
it should also be noted that the Commonwealth Games
will host the equivalent world championships in netball,
hockey, rugby 7s, squash and lawn bowls, so we
expect — —

As members would be aware, Jana Pittman won the
400 metres women’s hurdles, and Jana is the youngest
ever female to win this event at either world
championship or Olympic Games level.

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

Commonwealth athletes also claimed first and second
places in the 800 metres women’s race, with Maria
Mutola from Mozambique winning the event. Kenya
won the 5000 metres men’s race and also placed fourth,
fifth and seventh, showing the domination of Kenya in
the distance races.

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — My question
without notice is to the Minister for Energy Industries. I
ask the minister what mechanism will be used by the
government to protect the Great Ocean Road area and
other areas of high tourism value from wind farm
development?

Kenya also won the women’s marathon, with first place
going to Catherine Ndereba. Perdita Felicien from
Canada and Brigitte Foster from Jamaica claimed gold
and silver medals respectively in the women’s
100-metre hurdles.

Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I thank the honourable member for his
question. It is interesting that the opposition came in
here this morning wanting to put a moratorium on wind
farms for the whole state. I understand what the motion
was about, because the proposed moratorium did not
say it was for any particular part but on the whole of the
state, including developments like Challicum Hills and
any other development that might take place. The
opposition just wanted to kill dead the whole of the
wind energy industry in every part of the state.

The Commonwealth Games will also integrate
competition for elite athletes with disability (EAD) into
the main sports program and the medal tally for the
games. So it was heartening to see that Louise Savage
won her fifth world championship medal in the 800
metres wheelchair event — another great record set by
her. Two other commonwealth EAD athletes also won
medals at the world championships. These results
highlight the quality and strength of the competition
that we will enjoy here in March 2006 with the
Commonwealth Games.
In addition to that, I highlight the outstanding
performance at the artistic gymnastics championships
held in August in the United States, where Australia
won an unprecedented bronze medal in the women’s
team final. This was our first women’s world
championship medal, and Gymnastics Australia’s first
women’s world artistic gymnastics team placing. Two
of the six girls in the team came from Victoria, and I
would like to congratulate them as well — Monette
Russo and Stephanie Moorhouse. Commonwealth
Games athletes also medalled in four of the 14
events — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — ‘Medalled’? It is not a verb.
They might have won medals, but ‘medalled’ is not a
verb.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Thanks very much, Bill.

Wind farms: government policy

Having done that, it then wants to continue the debate
because the government has reiterated what was always
the case — that we were going to protect areas of high
tourist value, or at least those areas that were of high
tourism value because of the landscape values
associated with them, such as the Great Ocean Road.
That is an area of high tourist value; we have a policy in
relation to it and that policy is based upon the landscape
values in that particular region.
As a result, that area will be protected. Whatever
development is attempted, not just in relation to wind
but inappropriate development of any sort, it will have
to go through planning processes that will ensure, under
guidelines that already exist, that the policies we have
enunciated, and in particular those relating to the
importance of an area for tourism and its landscape
values, will be taken into consideration under those
planning processes and under the guidelines. I am
confident, therefore, that the Great Ocean Road area
will be protected by this government.
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Supplementary question
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — On a
supplementary question, given that the minister has said
he will protect areas of high tourist value from wind
farm development, I ask him: what areas of the
Victorian coast do not have high tourism value?
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I was seeking advice
on whether the member was asking for an opinion,
which he is not entitled to do.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I am not sure what this question is
supposed to identify. It is not up to me to identify
particular areas of — —
Hon. Philip Davis — You have for the Great Ocean
Road.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — But areas such as
the Great Ocean Road have been identified in our
tourism policy as areas of high tourist value. When I
was asked the question I indicated to the house and to
the honourable member that we intend to protect the
Great Ocean Road because it is an area of important
tourist value for this state. But we will also ensure that a
wind industry develops in this state. We are not
prepared to allow that industry to fall over simply
because some people do not want it on the basis of
vested interest or anything else.

Local government: elections
Mr SCHEFFER (Monash) — My question is to the
Minister for Local Government, Candy Broad. Could
the minister inform the house what recent action the
Bracks government has taken to further strengthen
democracy for local government and how has it been
received?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Local Government) — I
thank the member for his question and his continuing
interest in the Bracks government’s efforts in first
restoring democracy to local government and then
strengthening democracy at the local government level
across Victoria. Recently I announced that all Victorian
councils will go to the polls on the last Saturday in
November in 2008.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! There is too much
noise in the chamber. Hansard is having difficulty
hearing, and I am sure honourable members want to
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hear the minister’s answer. I know I do and others
ought to. Can members please lower the volume.
Ms BROAD — The government will introduce the
legislation to amend the Local Government Act in this
session of Parliament, and that will align all local
government elections to this common date and cycle in
2008. I am pleased to inform the house that this
decision by the Bracks government has been extremely
well received by many local governments across
Victoria.
Currently council elections are conducted on a
staggered timetable as a legacy of the previous
government’s forced restructuring process around
1994 — that is, the removal of democracy from local
government. There are a number of reasons why the
Bracks government has chosen to realign the election
cycle and term, as we said we would do as a
commitment before the last state election and which we
are now delivering on. Changing council election dates
from March to November will allow newly elected
councils more time to prepare their council plans before
approving their first budgets. We will no longer have
the situation where incoming councillors are
immediately expected to determine a budget to sign off
on to which they may not necessarily have had any
input and which may not reflect the policies or
commitments or the platform on which they were
elected.
These changes will provide for improved financial
planning and responsibility by local government, and
this is in line with the Bracks government’s own
policies on and commitments to responsible financial
management in state government. The government’s
decision will also ensure that voter enrolment does not
overlap the summer vacation period, which will assist
in the preparation of rolls for local government
elections. From November 2008, all councils will serve
four-year terms of office. This will give councils more
time to implement the policies on which they were
elected. It will bring Victorian local government terms
in line with not only the Victorian Parliament but in line
with local governments in most states around Australia.
The government also believes that enshrining the
election cycle and date significantly elevates the status
of local government in this state and reflects the Bracks
government’s view that local government is a valued
and equal partner in our commitment to strengthen
Victorian communities.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Ms BROAD — This decision stands in stark
contrast to the views of the opposition — and we are
still seeing that across the chamber. When it was last in
government, as we know, it unilaterally sacked
democratically elected councils, arbitrarily altered local
government boundaries and appointed hand-picked
commissioners of its choosing to do its bidding. It also
destroyed policies. I wish to reiterate the Bracks
government’s commitment to supporting democracy in
local government.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Gippsland: asbestos-related diseases
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My question
without notice is directed to the Minister for Finance. I
refer him to the Victorian Managed Insurance
Authority document entitled Review of Health Status of
Power Industry Workers: SEC Lung Function
Program. I draw his attention in particular to
recommendation 3, which arises from the review of the
lung function program. In line with the
recommendation, will the government expand
eligibility to include all asbestos-exposed former power
industry workers?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I am
delighted that Mr David Davis has finally shown an
interest in what has probably been one of the most
fundamental issues of health in the Latrobe Valley, one
that has a legacy going back many years from when the
former State Electricity Commission of Victoria (SEC)
used asbestos in the power stations.
In trailing how we deal with the critical health needs of
a community that was exposed to that process, it must
be noted that in the middle of the process the Victorian
Managed Insurance Authority took responsibility for
these things when the SEC was privatised by the
previous Kennett government. As part of that, the
VMIA took responsibility for the claims of people
suffering from asbestosis and various diseases while
they were working for the SEC.
Understandably this was an area of considerable
contention in the Latrobe Valley, because people’s
livelihoods were affected and they were seeking redress
for it and also seeking a direct link from their condition
to their former employer, the SEC. As part of this there
was considerable discussion in the Latrobe Valley, as
obviously the community was looking for remedies for
incredibly serious injuries and medical conditions.
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As part of the community debate as to the forms of
treatment, my predecessor, Lynne Kosky, established
the lung function review, which was to try to get a
sense of cause and effect, medical treatment and a
whole range of criteria for the Latrobe Valley
community.
The lung function review has given a preliminary report
to government, and I and Mr Gavin Jennings as acting
health minister went down to the Latrobe Valley to
meet with a number of the stakeholders who had shown
an interest for many years in this absolutely critical
issue. We met with them and we listened to them. They
had the draft report, and after listening to Professor Don
Campbell and others who had been involved in it, they
had an opportunity to give feedback on the draft report.
We undertook to them that we would release the final
report when we had the government’s response to it.
Since then, the government has received the final report
and has undertaken to release the report with the
government’s response to people in the Latrobe Valley
who have shown an interest in this issue for many
years. I do not intend to show discourtesy to those
people in the Latrobe Valley to whom we have
committed to release the report with the response by
commenting on individual parts of the report until it is
released in the community with the government’s final
response.
I can assure Mr Davis that this is an area on which the
government has worked long and hard across a number
of portfolios, as evidenced by the acting health minister
and me going to the Latrobe Valley to talk to people
affected. We realise this is an issue of incredible
sensitivity to people in the Latrobe Valley because this
community — as Mr Philip Davis and Mr Hall will
well understand in their capacities as its parliamentary
representatives — feels it has had its guts ripped out by
previous governments due to the dismantling of the
State Electricity Commission, high unemployment and
other issues and the health legacy that resulted from it.
So we are seriously looking at this report and we will
respond in full with our replies to it. I certainly do not
intend to reply to any individual parts before we release
it in the Latrobe Valley community, as we have
committed to doing.
Supplementary question
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — Is the
minister aware of the ongoing costs of asbestos-related
illness in the Latrobe Valley to the Victorian
government. Is it a fact that more than an additional
$500 million will be required over the next five years to
support the necessary increased services?
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Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I think I
have already replied in relation to the areas of my
ministerial responsibility which are receiving the lung
function review. I find it quite extraordinary that
Mr David Davis, as a member of the Liberal Party that
showed no interest during seven years of government in
dealing with these issues, now has suddenly an acute
interest in this area. As I have said, we are responding
to the lung function review as we in good faith
indicated to the Latrobe Valley community we would
do, and we will continue to treat that community with
the respect that it has not received for a very long time.
We will continue to work with the community on
finding a solution to this issue.
It is extraordinary that the party that ripped the guts out
of the Latrobe Valley, that privatised the SEC, took the
money and ran, is now crying crocodile tears about
what is a tragedy in that area that this government on a
whole-of-government approach is starting to address.

Fuel: ethanol labelling
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I refer my question to
the Minister for Consumer Affairs. I understand the
minister has written to the commonwealth government
in relation to ethanol labelling. Can the minister inform
the house about the response he has received from the
commonwealth to date on this issue?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I am both
delighted and disappointed to receive this question from
Ms Mikakos. In one sense I am always delighted to
speak on ethanol in this place but I am disappointed that
she feels the need to ask this question because it would
not have needed to be asked if the commonwealth had
listened and acted like this state government has done.
Ms Mikakos, in the interests of her constituents, feels
the need to ask this question, and this says something
about the commonwealth government.
The commonwealth government does not act and does
not listen. It is a government that dithers and cannot
make up its mind. It is a government that does not draw
on the experience of communities. It is a government
that when faced with a problem sets up not one, not
two, but three committees. It is a government that
cannot respond to a simple letter trying to deal with an
issue. The issue of ethanol is about more than just the
Prime Minister’s deals with his mates; it is about how
we deal with the critical issues of fuels and alternate
energy sources, and that is not my area. But it is also
about how we deal with product safety in endeavouring
to achieve those goals.
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The commonwealth government is absolutely
extraordinary. Since 1 May this great state of Victoria
has had an ethanol labelling regime in place.
Hon. A. P. Olexander interjected.
Mr LENDERS — Mr Olexander says the federal
government has acted. Yes, it has acted; it has set up
one committee, two committees and more committees.
The commonwealth ministers will not even talk to each
other. Mr Anderson, Senator Kemp, Parliamentary
Secretary Campbell, the lot of them — I would not
want them organising anything I depended on because
they just cannot get their act together. I do not know
whether it is because they are incapable, because they
are Liberals first, rather than Australians or Victorians,
or whether it is that they are just incompetent. The state
of Victoria has had an ethanol labelling regime in place
since 1 May.
Hon. A. P. Olexander interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Olexander is not
answering the question. I ask him to desist and allow
the minister to continue his answer.
Mr LENDERS — I corresponded with both
commonwealth ministers. I have raised this with
Parliamentary Secretary Campbell at a ministerial
council. The commonwealth will not even extend to the
state of Victoria and Victorian consumers and
businesses the courtesy of even looking at how labels
have worked in Victoria. It has a secretive process
where it presumably has a cosy little relationship with a
few mates. It will not even look at what has been on
Victorian petrol bowsers now since 1 May. It will not
even go to the only two places in this country that have
tried ethanol labelling — Victoria and Far North
Queensland.
The commonwealth is setting up new review provisions
under which it will not talk to the Victorian
government. It will not seek the information we can
make available. We have talked to consumers and
businesses to find out how we can protect consumers
with the lowest possible cost to business. We have
talked to all Victorian stakeholders. We have had it in
the field for many months, and the commonwealth will
not listen and it will not ask. We offer the information
but it will not talk to us, whereas Victoria as a state
listens and acts. We, as a state government, saw there
was a problem with ethanol, saw there was a danger to
some people regarding warranties and a range of other
areas with their vehicles — the second most expensive
thing a person spends money on in their life — and saw
that they were in some jeopardy and danger. Major
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organisations and major traders were there, but the
commonwealth is not interested.
When the commonwealth government has a problem it
is Sydney-centric. All it does is form another
committee, and then another committee, and then
another committee. It will not talk, it will not listen, it
will not act and it is time it got on with the job like we
have in this state — by listening, acting and looking
after consumers.

Commonwealth Games: athletes village
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — My question is to
the Minister for Commonwealth Games. I refer to the
minister’s public statements that the government took
advice from P. J. Scott and Associates regarding the
viability of cruise shipping as an alternative
Commonwealth Games village. On what basis and by
whom was P. J. Scott and Associates chosen to provide
that advice?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I welcome the question
because it is quite remarkable that the opposition would
ever want to consider cruise liners or ships or any
alternative to the Commonwealth Games village that is
to be constructed for the Commonwealth Games. It is
remarkable because it was the one that nominated the
site in the first place. It is remarkable because while it
nominated the site, there did not seem to be much done
when we came to government in terms of background
work on what was the best site.
We went through an open process, and asked those in
the commercial world to offer up any other alternative
and better sites. Whilst a number of sites were
identified, at the end of the day the best value to
government and the people of Victoria was the
Parkville site.
Why is it the best site? Because at the end of the games
we will have an incredible net benefit to the state in
terms of a new suburb, but also an array of
environmental benchmark initiatives delivered across
the village. We will also have public housing initiatives
that the previous Kennett government did not indicate
as part of the Commonwealth Games bid, but we have
been able to include those in terms of the
Commonwealth Games village.
We have been pleased by the outcome that has been
part of the process. We considered all options and came
up with the best value for the state government and for
all Victorians.
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Supplementary question
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
It is not clear from the minister’s answer, he having not
addressed the question at all, what he can tell us about
the mysterious P. J. Scott and Associates. The minister
has written letters claiming it is a respectable shipping
broker of international standing, yet no record of the
firm exists with the Australian Securities and
Investments Commission, or with Lloyds shipping
directory, and it is not even listed in the Yellow Pages.
Is it not a fact that the consultant P. J. Scott and
Associates was invented in the minister’s office?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for
Commonwealth Games) — I am entertained by the
question, but in June 2002 ship-brokers P. J. Scott and
Associates quoted a cost of US $50 million, which is
the equivalent of $80 million, for one month’s lease of
three ships, providing a total of 6049 berths on the
Golden Princess, the Marco Polo and the Millennium.
These ships would have needed a further month in
order for the necessary fit-out conversion to occur,
thereby increasing the cost to the state even further.
What that does not account for is the additional costs
that would have been incurred to upgrade Station
Pier to provide adequate water, sewerage, power and
roadways.

Dementia Awareness Week
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I refer my question
to the Minister for Aged Care. Remembering that this
week is Dementia Awareness Week, what is the state
government doing to support people with dementia and
their carers?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — I thank the honourable member for her
question and her ongoing concern for the wellbeing of
older members of the community, particularly during
Dementia Awareness Week, which is important in
terms of raising the level of understanding in the
community about dementia.
As I have indicated to the house previously, and I hope
members recall, I referred in the last sitting period to a
report that was prepared by Access Economics on
behalf of Alzheimer’s Australia which was titled The
Dementia Epidemic: Economic Impact and Positive
Solutions for Australia. It outlined that the dimensions
of dementia are profound in many ways. There are
160 000 Australians currently suffering from dementia,
with approximately 40 000 of these being in Victoria.
Over the next 40 years we would anticipate that

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
110

COUNCIL

somewhere in the order of half a million Australians
will suffer a form of dementia.
Dementia is currently the second largest cause of
disability within Australia, and in the next 15 years it
will rise to be the largest cause of disability in our
nation. The Access Economics reports indicate that the
current cumulative cost in terms of service provision
and the economic benefits that are lost to the nation
because of the care that is required for dementia
patients is currently in the order of $6.6 billion, but
within that burden of responsibility that our nation faces
to meet the challenge of dementia the report is
optimistic and says we should provide greater support
in terms of research capacity.
It also suggests we should apply the appropriate support
in terms of respite care and carer responsibilities; it
recognises the ongoing need for education and the
ongoing support that we provide to those in our
community who provide daily support and caring for
older members of the community, including residential
care.
As far back as 2000 the Bracks government recognised
this need and announced an initiative called ‘Dementia,
Care and Support in Victoria — 2000 and Beyond’.
That is the framework in which we operate our
programs of support. They include $60 million that we
provide for the ongoing care of mental health needs of
older members of the community, with $9.8 million
being currently spent on respite care for carers of
people with dementia. We provide $2 million each year
to the Alzheimer’s Association of Victoria which is
charged with the responsibility of doing great work
such as its public engagement during this week’s
Dementia Awareness Week.
In recent times I have announced a number of
initiatives that support the ongoing care and support for
older members of the community with dementia.
Indeed, $1 million was added to our recurrent
expenditure for cognitive, dementia and memory
services — known as CDAMs — which has now been
increased to $3.5 million — a significant increase that I
announced recently.
I also announced a $250 000 project operating through
four locations across Victoria to provide care in
hospitals and to add to our capacity to deal with these
issues. This week, at the beginning of Dementia
Awareness Week, I made an announcement of another
$250 000, which will provide increased carer and
respite care and a number of different services which
will add to the capacity, the rigour and the resolve of
family members to provide that degree of care for their

Wednesday, 17 September 2003

loved ones who suffer dementia. It is important that we
all recognise the substantive effort that carers make
within our community.
This issue has been discussed in Parliament previously.
The role of carers is a significant one in providing that
ongoing care, and this week I am pleased to announce
that additional $250 000 support from the Bracks
government.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
answers to a further 30 or so questions on notice: 174,
348, 550, 551, 554–60, 562, 582, 585–8,
590–601, 603, 656.

HEALTH LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 16 September; motion of
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged Care).

Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I wish to
continue the discussion on the Health Legislation
(Amendment) Bill. In the interim period I have spoken
with the Minister for Aged Care about some matters
concerning this bill and have been given some
assurances, about which we will talk further later.
I will continue from where I left off yesterday. At the
time when the government gag came down at
10.00 p.m. I was discussing the Warracknabeal
hospital, its future and concerns we have for that
hospital.
I note that today’s Wimmera Mail-Times contains a
further development in that growing and gathering
community campaign. I pay tribute to a number of
people in the Warracknabeal community who are
working so hard to save their local hospital. I know the
government continues to refuse sensible discussions
about the hospital, and I look forward to it being forced
eventually to back down from its plan to close the
obstetric and operating facilities at the Warracknabeal
hospital and to introduce cooked chilled foods — TV
dinners, as they are becoming widely known — and
force closures and job losses in the kitchens at both
Hopetoun and Warracknabeal.
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I know there is concern at all three campuses of Rural
Northwest Health, including the Beulah campus. There
is developing concern at Hopetoun. People have
contacted my office and the office of the Honourable
David Koch about this matter. The telephone has run
hot in his office with people expressing their concern
about the future of Warracknabeal hospital in particular.
I pay tribute to the work he has done in drawing my
attention to many of the issues surrounding these
important hospitals in north-western Victoria. He has
been on top of these issues and has been prepared to
intervene strategically for his community’s benefit. I
know he will be working as hard as possible side by
side with others in the community, including other local
members and councillors, to ensure there is no prospect
that the hospital will be downgraded, as the Wimmera
Mail-Times described it the other day, to a shopfront.
I know other concerns have been expressed in rural and
regional Victoria about health care. The waiting list
situation is of great significance, and I shall make some
comments about that. I mentioned the example of the
Monash hospital earlier in my contribution, and I place
on record the growth in the number of people on
waiting lists for elective surgery in the semi-urgent
category from 633 in March 1999 to 1285 in March
2003. The Bracks government’s report card has seen an
increase of 652 people on that list.
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Hospital has deteriorated massively, from no occasion
in the March quarter 1999 to 30 occasions in the March
quarter 2003. That, in my view, is an indictment of the
Bracks Labor government.
The Latrobe hospital has seen the number of people on
the waiting lists for elective surgery increase from 46 in
March 1999 to 164 in March 2003. The number of
people in the emergency department for more than
12 hours has gone from 10 to 53, a massive increase.
The number of people on the waiting list for urgent
surgery has gone from 19 to 161.
At Sunshine Hospital in the western suburbs the
number of people on the elective surgery waiting lists
has gone from 57 to 197 in the period from March 1999
to March 2003. The number of people waiting in the
emergency department has gone from zero in March
1999 to 35 in March 2003, a massive increase. The
emergency bypass at that hospital has gone from zero to
three.
At the Goulburn Valley hospital the number of people
on the waiting list for semi-urgent elective surgery has
gone from 96 in March 1999 to 267 in March 2003.
The number of people on the waiting lists longer than
ideal has gone from zero to 43, a massive increase.

The number of people waiting on the lists longer than
ideal at the Monash hospital is of real concern. The
number of people waiting at that hospital in the
emergency department in the March quarter of 1999 for
longer than 12 hours was 415. That had grown to 604 in
March 2003, a significant increase. The bypass rate has
increased significantly.

At Frankston Hospital the number of people on the
waiting lists for elective surgery has gone from 715 in
March 1999 to 2015 in March 2003, a massive increase
of 1300 people. The number of people on waiting lists
for longer than ideal has gone from 125 to 1288 in the
March quarter 2003. The number of people waiting in
the emergency department on a trolley for longer than
12 hours has gone from 87 to 198, a real deterioration
in performance at that hospital.

That is also the case with other metropolitan hospitals.
At the Northern Hospital the number of people waiting
for semi-urgent elective surgery has increased from 462
in March 1999 to 964 in March 2003, an increase of
502. The number of people on the waiting lists for
longer than ideal increased from 114 in March 1999 to
386 in March 2003, a massive increase of 272 people.
The number of patients in the emergency department
on a trolley for more than 12 hours has gone up from 37
to 293, a worrying increase.

At Dandenong Hospital, also part of Southern Health,
as I discussed earlier in my contribution, the number of
people on waiting lists for elective surgery has gone
from 173 to 1219, an increase of 1046 people in the
period between March 1999 and March 2003. The
number of people on waiting lists for longer than ideal
has gone from 9 to 757 in that period, a staggering
increase. The number of people waiting in the
emergency department for longer than 12 hours on a
trolley has gone from 199 to 325.

At the Royal Melbourne Hospital similar increases
have been recorded, with the waiting lists for elective
surgery rising from 742 to 1005. The number of people
waiting for more than 12 hours on a trolley has
increased from 122 to 929, a massive increase of 807
people trying to get urgently needed treatment. The
hospital bypass situation at the Royal Melbourne

At Box Hill Hospital the number of people waiting for
semi-urgent elective surgery in March 1999 has gone
from 430 to 675 in March 2003. The number of people
waiting longer than ideal in the semi-urgent category
has gone from 23 to 97 in the period to March 2003.
The number of people on trolleys in the emergency
department at Box Hill Hospital has gone from 72 to
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282 in the period to March 2003, a massive increase
from 1999 to 2003.

problems with respect to the need for services out there
and the government’s attempt to wind back services.

Hon. C. A. Strong — A disgraceful increase.

We know that the attempted deskilling of significant
hospitals like the William Angliss Hospital is a
concern. The government developed a plan, which was
brought forward by Clearview Consulting, to close the
cardiac unit at the William Angliss Hospital. I know
that many of us were very concerned indeed about that
move, which would have meant that people in the
eastern suburbs of Melbourne had an enormous drive to
get to secure and certain cardiac facilities in often the
most dire and urgent of circumstances.

Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — You are right, Mr Strong,
it is a disgrace.
At Bendigo hospital in country Victoria, one of our
major regional cities, the number of people on the
waiting list for semi-urgent elective surgery has
increased from 103 in March 1999 to 408 in March
2003, a staggering fourfold increase. The number of
people on waiting lists for longer than ideal has gone
from 7 to 215 in the March quarter of 2003. The
number of patients in the emergency department on a
trolley waiting for urgent attention for longer than
12 hours has gone from zero in March 1999 to 119 in
March 2003, a staggering increase and an increase that
is unacceptable by any measure.
At Barwon hospital there has been a significant
increase in the number of people on the semi-urgent
elective waiting list from 350 to 679, and the number of
people waiting for emergency treatment for more than
12 hours in the emergency department has gone from 2
in March 1999 to 307 in March 2003.
At the Austin hospital there has been a massive
deterioration in performance with an increase from
763 people — a significant number — in March 1999
to 1000 in the March quarter 2003. The number of
people waiting in the hospital in the emergency
department on a trolley for more than 12 hours has
gone from 63 to 129, which is also a massive increase.
The number on waiting lists for times longer than
ideal — that is, in the semi-urgent category — has gone
from 228 to 395 in March 2003.
At the Western Hospital a similar situation has
occurred. The number of people on waiting lists for
semi-urgent elective surgery has gone from 462 to 660
in the March quarter of 2003. The number of people on
waiting lists for times longer than ideal — that is,
semi-urgent cases — has gone from 121 in March 1999
to 312 in the most recent quarter. The number of people
who waited in the emergency department on a trolley
for more than 12 hours has gone from 181 to 193.
These are all significant deteriorations in performance.
I will leave some material about Eastern Health that I
know my colleague the Honourable Andrew Olexander
will discuss, particularly about Maroondah Hospital and
the William Angliss Hospital. I know he is very
concerned about the performance of the health system
in the eastern suburbs of Melbourne, and in particular
that he is most concerned about the developing

But it is not just in the city that these waiting lists have
grown significantly. The number of people on
semi-urgent waiting lists around the rural areas of
Victoria has gone from 445 in March 1999 to 695 in
March 2003. The number of people waiting to get into
emergency departments in country Victoria has gone
from 15 people in March 1999 to 492 in March 2003,
which is a very significant and worrying increase.
As in so many aspects of these things, this government
has not managed things well. It has not been able to
look after the finances of the state properly or manage
the huge budgets and the complex systems in our public
hospitals both in the country and in the city. There are
significant work force issues, and this bill will take
some useful steps to improve some aspects of the work
force issues concerned with nurses. I know
Ms Darveniza will have something to say about that at
a later point, and she will certainly support that move.
As I have indicated, there is considerable value from
the opposition’s perspective in the moves in this bill to
improve aspects of the rural and city work force in a
number of key areas.
When it comes to health practitioners, general health
services and the activities of many health professionals
in a range of settings, both within hospitals and in other
settings, the Bracks government has not got its settings
right at all. In particular I want to draw attention to the
Bracks government’s decision to introduce a series of
productivity cuts across non-government organisations,
many of which have a significant role.
For example, there are the palliative care organisations
where nurses, who are registered under the Nurses Act
that is amended by this bill, can have a very significant
role and may play an increasing role into the future.
That may be done in a hospital setting, in a community
setting or in a person’s home. Many of the palliative
care organisations are very concerned about the Bracks
government’s attempts to slice their budgets back
through this series of productivity cuts. I have met with
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a number of those organisations and the concern is
profound.
The idea was that the Bracks government would offer
them a three-year contract, and I know that both the
opposition and eventually the government supported
the concept of a three-year contract for non-government
agencies in the human services area. I was proud to
have served on the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee and at that time to have come to an all-party
recommendation to introduce three-year funding
agreements in the human services area.
I pay tribute to the work of others on that committee in
developing those ideas and for listening as a committee
and as parliamentarians to the input that had come from
the community. I was proud to have been part of that
committee, but what did surprise me was when the
government finally agreed to accept the
recommendations of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee and introduce three-year funding contracts.
I was very concerned to have a barrage of calls to my
office from people and agencies that were very
concerned about the impact of the cuts that were
contained within those contracts.
What occurred is that on a take-it-or-leave-it basis the
government said, ‘You will sign this contract. It will
give you a small escalation for inflation’. Clearly there
are questions about that escalation factor for inflation.
The Minister for Health in the other place is out
berating the federal government and saying, ‘You are
not providing enough money because inflation in the
health sector has gone up 8 or sometimes 10 per cent’,
depending on which occasion you hear it, but I
certainly have noted the figures that she has used there.
Mr Gavin Jennings — She is right, isn’t she?
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — You may say she is right,
Mr Jennings, but when it comes to what she offers the
sector, she has offered a far lesser amount in fact.
Mr Gavin Jennings — That is right. That is what I
am saying. If you are criticising us — —
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I am just saying there is
an inconsistency in what the minister is saying. On the
one hand she is saying, ‘Take it or leave it at 2 to 3 per
cent’, while on the other hand she is out there saying,
‘There is an 8 per cent increase in the inflation rate in
the health sector’. There is clearly some tension
between the two positions — she cannot have it both
ways and still be consistent.
What I would say is that this will impact on a lot of
non-government organisations, such as palliative care
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agencies in particular, and that they will find it very
hard. A lot of these organisations run on very little
padding; there is very little scope for moving there.
I have met with many of the drug and alcohol agencies
around the state. They will be impacted upon by this
bill because there will be some scope for nurse
practitioners and others who may play a role within
those to take a wider and greater role. I welcome that,
but I make the point that it is not smart for the
government to be slicing back the budgets of drug and
alcohol support and rehabilitation agencies and at the
same time saying, ‘You will accept this money and you
will do more with this so-called productivity aspect, but
you will get no assistance’.
The reality is that this will cause fewer alcohol and
drug-related cases to be treated. There will be more
cases falling through the cracks, and many of those
cases will appear in our acute system. They will appear
in hospital emergency departments and in a whole
range of other settings that will incur significant costs
for the community. It is not as though the minister can
avoid the costs to the community in this way, it is just
much smarter in my view to act in a way that deals with
prevention and rehabilitation rather than acute
treatment, where that is possible. For that reason I think
the minister’s cuts to non-government agencies are not
smart and are not well thought through in any respect.
I know many in the sector are quite concerned, and both
the Victorian Council of Social Service and the
Victorian Alcohol and Drug Association have spent
time talking to me and others in the opposition making
points about the impact this will have — and the impact
will be the same for both country providers and larger
city providers.
As we know, the government had a secret review, the
KPMG review.
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — The review said two
things, as I understand it. I make that point, Mr Drum,
because none of us has seen it, because it is a secret
review that was done at cabinet level. It has not been
released to the community, but it ought to have been
released to the community if this is a government that is
truly open, accountable and honest.
The review said two things — as I am informed; I put
on the caveat that I have not seen the document, but I
have had it reported to me by a number of people that
the essence of the report is twofold. On one level it says
that there is no scope for short-term productivity
savings in non-government services in disability, drug
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and alcohol and other areas. Nonetheless, the
government has pushed forward with its cuts.
On the second level the report apparently says that in
the long term there is scope for savings, but capital
assistance will be required from the government to
achieve the productivity outcomes the government
believes can be achieved. That may well be so. It may
well be a well-grounded review and one of sufficient
competence and strength for the community to be able
to rely on its findings, but we cannot assess that at the
moment because the minister and the Premier will not
release this document. I think most Victorians will find
those sorts of cuts — cuts done without proper
explanation — to be disgraceful and quite worrying.
There are other manifestations of the difficulties in our
health system at the moment. A number of people have
come to my office and explained the difficulties that are
being encountered in getting good service and the sort
of treatment and care that many people would expect.
There is a greater scope for nurses with the
amendments to the Nurses Act and the Drugs, Poisons
and Controlled Substances Act in this bill, and those
amendments may well assist with the management of
the broader system, but there are certainly massive
problems.
One example that came to my attention is a worrying
and tragic event involving an emergency department
issue. It occurred at the Royal Women’s Hospital. The
parents of the child involved have written to the health
minister, and I have a copy of that letter. I can only say
that this is a terrible story. The subject matter is the
death of Ugar Arslangedikli, who was born on
27 August and died on 29 August at the Royal
Women’s Hospital. His parents tell a tragic story of his
attendance the day after his birth at the hospital’s
emergency department, where they sought assistance.
Unfortunately the care was not delivered in a way that
most Victorians would expect, and without prejudging
this case, which I understand the coroner will look at, I
point out that one of the nurses in question has written a
document which indicates very clearly that the patient
was not assessed in the normal way.
This is a matter of great concern to our community. I
have met the parents, and I was deeply upset by what
they relayed to me. I do not know the full medical
details of this case, and at the end of the day it will be a
matter for the coroner to make a statement on, but I do
know that the family is very upset. I was certainly
greatly moved during my meeting with them.
In discussing this bill I also want to place on the record
a number of other concerns I have with respect to the
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health system at the moment. I make the point that this
bill touches on a number of legislative areas, including
the Lord Mayor’s Charitable Fund Act and others
relating to health funding — indirectly perhaps, but
nonetheless realistically. We know that in our health
system at the moment significant budget deficits are
likely to appear in most of our public hospitals and
health networks. That is of great concern, because if
these large networks and hospitals are not able to
function properly and within their budgets it is clear
that either the management is inadequate, the funding is
inadequate, a mix of those two is inadequate or the
oversight by the department and the minister is
inadequate.
I know most Victorians would not believe it is
satisfactory for networks to be turning in massive
deficits. I am informed, for example, that significant
money was pumped into the hospitals in the last week
to 10 days of the financial year for the purpose of
propping up the financial figures of the networks to
make their books and annual reports look a bit brighter
than they would otherwise have looked.
The amounts that I have heard of are extraordinary. In
one case it was $10 million. In another case $18 million
is widely said to have been pumped into a hospital on
30 June. If those stories are true, that is a disgrace in
terms of the administration of our system. It ought not
to be done that way, which is not to say that some
networks do not need more money because some do;
but they need the money throughout the year so that
people coming into the emergency departments or
having elective surgery are able to be treated
appropriately right throughout the year, not just on the
last day of the financial year.
It is not suitable to pump money in in that way; it needs
to be put in as it is needed during the year. Managers
need to be given clear budgets and clear targets, not
arrangements where poor managers may be rewarded
by having money pumped in at the end of the year. I
know some of the hospitals I have visited that have
been successful in keeping their budgets in surplus or
close to surplus have railed against the fact that they see
themselves as having been penalised because they are
good managers. I think it sends a bad signal to the
boards and the chief executive officers (CEOs) of our
major and smaller facilities.
I also want to say something about the changes to the
administration of hospitals through the Hospital
Governance Reform Panel that the minister initiated —
let us be frank — on the quiet. There has been no broad
public consultation with respect to the panel, which will
bring about a significant change to our system. I
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understand that the final report is, if not with the
minister, very close to being with the minister. I
understand there are a number of recommendations that
ought to have been debated more broadly in the
community. I am pretty reliably informed that perhaps
as few as 40 people may have made substantive
submissions and most of those are CEOs or chairs of
major networks and major hospitals. That in my view is
not sufficient; that is not broad community consultation.
We need to look at a service like Geelong and Barwon
Health. I do not believe the Geelong community would
believe it is acceptable to change the governance of its
hospital without the opportunity for that community to
have some input. I do not believe the Geelong
community would want to see control ripped back from
the boards of Barwon Health and to see changes in the
decision-making arrangements by Barwon Health
without that community in Geelong having some input
and having a chance to pass judgment on the matters
that surround that change.
I call on the minister to pause in her attempt to change
hospital governance and, in pausing, to open this up to
broad community consultation. That is a much fairer
way to undertake changes in this area. Of course it is
always possible to introduce sensible and balanced
changes to administrations, boards and governance
arrangements, but there has been no broad consultation
about the relationship between network governance,
hospital governance and clinical governance. That
seems to me to have been a significant omission.
Clinicians across the state have not been involved,
academics have not been involved and people who
understand about insurance and major incidents and
adverse events have not been involved.
We know in this state at the moment — I note the
changes to some of the health acts are significant
here — that there are far too many adverse and
significant events. Sentinel events appear to be not as
well understood as we would like, and the adverse
events are certainly not catalogued and understood in
the way that most Victorians — those who have an
interest in this legitimately — but more importantly the
broader community would believe is necessary. The
government has to do better in this area.
I do not put at the foot of government all blame in this
area. Obviously this is a very complex area that goes
across many governments over a lengthy period and
obviously there are changes in understanding how we
can better deal with sentinel and adverse events that
occur in our health system. Obviously the collection of
data is a first step, and steps have been taken to collect
better data and I welcome them. But the data is still
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hopelessly incomplete. Even on the most cursory
examination — that article that Tom Noble wrote some
weeks ago — there was clear confusion in the exact
numbers of these adverse events, different authorities
having different numbers and the basics that I would
believe were necessary to any understanding.
I am sure Mr Viney would agree with me: I am not
making this as an overly partisan point. I am saying that
we do need to have a proper system. Obviously the
coroner is playing an increasingly important role, and
I welcome that, but if the community is to do better in
this area we would want better data. I know when it
comes to health registration all of that is important. I
also know that when you look at the administration of
large institutions, large hospitals and health networks
and community health centres and so forth, there is
every reason to believe there is a strong link between
the governance of the organisation and clinical
governance. Yet when it comes to the changes in
hospital board governance that the minister is flirting
with — and flirting with to the extent of legislation in
this session — Mr Jennings, the minister, may wish to
tell me that I am wrong on that but I am informed that
there may well be legislation this session on those
matters of governance. When the minister goes out and
does a secret backdoor review of hospital
governance — —
An Honourable Member — You said you were not
being partisan!
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I am now when it comes
to the way this government is going. I was not being
partisan when I talked about the adverse and sentinel
events and the fact that we needed to do better in that
area, but I was being partisan when I said to Mr Viney
that there is a link between governance and networks
and clinical governance
Mr Gavin Jennings — Give us a signal so that we
know!
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I do have some views
about the way the minister has gone about this review
of hospital governance, and I do not believe she has
done it the right way. I do not believe clinicians have
been involved in the way they should have been.
Mr Viney interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I was not in a position to
have direct influence. We are very aware that this
governance review will have major impacts. We know
that along with that governance review a significant
guideline has gone out to hospital boards in terms of
reappointments, and along with but not exactly part of
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that the guideline that has gone out has signalled clearly
to boards and to CEOs that the minister does not want
doctors on the boards. I know that rural doctors in
particular are very concerned about this matter — —
Mr Viney interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I am telling you that is
what they are saying, and that is what my impression of
the guideline is when it is being read to me in clear
words. What is required is a clear statement from the
minister that doctors can go on boards. The minister
needs to step back from that guideline and to think very
carefully about how that guideline is implemented.
Mr Viney interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — In small country towns
the doctor is often one of the main sources of clinical
knowledge in that town, and to pull that doctor off the
hospital board is, frankly, nuts and misguided. Is that
what the minister is intending to do through this
guideline? Is that what she is intending to do through
this reform process which initially is targeted at the
major hospitals and the major networks in the
metropolitan area and the major regional hospitals? If
the longer term outcome is that she is going to change
the governance of smaller hospitals as well in rural
Victoria and strip away some of the clinicians on those
boards, that would be a great concern to me and it
would be a great concern to many others in country
Victoria. But again the thing about this process is it has
all been done in secret. it has all been done behind the
door. No-one knows what is going on unless you are on
some inside groove with one of the CEOs of the
hospital networks or someone senior in the health
department. You might have got a guernsey to make
some input, but you just tell me: which municipal
council in Victoria has been asked for its view on
changes to hospital governance in its community?
Which of the medical organisations, which of the
nursing organisations, which of the allied health
organisations?
An Honourable Member interjected
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — This is a very serious
point. Which of those organisations has been consulted
about these changes to governance? The answer is
none.
Hon. Kaye Darveniza interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — You tell me,
Ms Darveniza. I am very happy to see a list of who has
been consulted on this. I have been reliably informed
that it is a very short list. I do not believe there has been
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broad advertisement — I have seen nothing in the way
of newspaper advertisements on this, for example —
and the opportunity for people to have input. Where
have those newspaper advertisements been placed?
Where have those articles that allow people to be fully
involved been placed?
Mr Viney — Send the minister a submission,
David. Come on!
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I will tell you what I am
doing, Mr Viney. I have written to many hospitals and
organisations and asked for their views on this. I can
tell you there is a flood of responses coming back with
a whole range of views, many of which I am sure have
not been heard by the minister or the panel that has
undertaken this review.
Mr Gavin Jennings — Share them with us.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — The process will take a
little time, but I may well share them with you,
Mr Jennings. I would welcome the opportunity to do
that.
Mr Viney — When are you going to release your
policy?
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Yes, I will.
Mr Viney — When?
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — When I have collated
them. They have come in slowly; they are only just
starting to return now.
Mr Viney — So are we going to wait a while?
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — We have been collecting
them for 10 days; they will take a little longer than that.
But we certainly will release them, Mr Viney. I look
forward to doing so, and I challenge the minister — and
Mr Jennings might want to make some comment on
this, considering that this act directly touches on the
registration of health professionals and so forth — to
make the commitment that she will release the
submissions made to that inquiry.
Mr Gavin Jennings — Which one?
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — The Victorian Public
Hospital Governance Reform Panel. Give us a list of
submissions and some copies of them. It would be very
instructive to the community to see who submitted to
that inquiry, who did not and what was the substance of
their submissions.
Mr Gavin Jennings — That was your inquiry.
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Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — No, it is your minister’s
inquiry, so we look forward to that.

also to state from the outset that the National Party will
not be opposing the bill.

In conclusion I make a number of brief comments. We
are not opposing this bill. We welcome certain aspects
of it, and I think a significant number of work force
issues will be assisted by this. I have already made
comments about that. One of the things which is most
concerning is the serious decline in aspects of our
health system under the current minister and
government.

Hon. Kaye Darveniza — Go the extra half a yard
and support it.

Mr Viney interjected.

Hon. D. K. DRUM — If only we had the courage.
The bill touches six different acts: the Drugs, Poisons
and Controlled Substances Act 1981, the Nurses Act
1993, the Lord Mayor’s Charitable Fund Act 1996, the
Mental Health Act 1986, the Health Services Act 1988
and the Human Tissue Act 1982.

Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I look forward to seeing
some reconsideration of some aspects of the
government’s programs — for example, as they touch
non-government organisations with the productivity
cuts that are currently slicing hard into them, forcing
them to consider who they will have to lay off and what
services they will have to cut due to this government’s
decision to introduce productivity cuts to these
organisations. Be clear here, Mr Viney — the Kennett
government did not support these cuts; we removed
those sorts of productivity cuts from these sorts of
organisations.

I would like to thank a colleague in the other place,
Hugh Delahunty, who has done a lot of research on this
bill and has helped me with the preparation for the bill
coming through this place.

I also challenge the minister to release, for example, the
KPMG review as it relates to these non-government
organisations.

Clause 4, which deals with the Health Services Act,
deals mainly with the term ‘relevant person’, giving
greater definition to the people who are involved. It is
simply an amendment of terminology and is really just
a play on words. The words ‘person to whom this
section applies’ will be substituted with the term
‘relevant person’.

Hon. R. G. Mitchell — When is your policy
expected?
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Our policy will come out
in a steady way including — —
An Honourable Member — When?
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — I will tell you what we
would not do: we would not, for example, close the
important birth unit at the Moorabbin hospital.
Mr Viney — It is not being closed.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Yes, it is. It is having its
services reduced significantly, and I think many
Victorians will believe that is the wrong thing to do,
Mr Viney.
But the central point I want to make is that the
government has to manage better. It has to deal with the
finances, and until it does that many of the welcome
changes in this bill will be overwhelmed by the
government’s mismanagement of our health system.
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — I would like
to take this opportunity to rise and talk on this bill and

Clause 3, which deals with nurse practitioners, gives
greater definition to their roles and duties. It talks about
their roles and duties in distributing drugs and how they
can be authorised or not authorised to distribute and
prescribe certain drugs and poisons. We firmly concur
that this is a good piece of legislation that simply gives
greater definition to their roles and duties.

Proposed new section 141(2B) in clause 4 deals with
privacy. It deals with the sharing of information from
within the health sector. It talks about the collection of
information and says that the people who collect the
information are bound by the federal privacy legislation
and that once you have collected that information, you
are duty bound to make sure that that information stops
with you. Not only is the inter-campus sharing of
information covered by the provision but so too is a
medical facility that may go outside its campus to share
information with a legal firm or to get a legal opinion
on where it stands on a particular issue.
I also share Mr David Davis’s concerns about patient
details being given to insurance companies. We may
look for guarantees from the government that private
patients are forced out of public hospitals, or vice versa.
We think that if the sharing of information, according to
the terminology used here, is in the interests of the
patient, then we have no issue with that provision. It
also allows hospitals to declare information about
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patients to their lawyers, and we think this is a good
step provided that this information stops with them.
Clause 5, which deals with certain rural matters,
provides that the Numurkah and District Health Service
will now be known simply as the Numurkah District
Health Service. It has had two or three different names
and has been able to use those names concurrently
while it has been in operation.
With that lead-in to the rural sector I would also like to
touch on the north-west health situation as did
Mr David Davis earlier in his speech. We have been
aware of the situation coming to the fore in the districts
of Warracknabeal, Hopetoun and Beulah. Yesterday we
received a petition of some 411 signatures from the area
of Hopetoun from people who are up in arms about the
potential closure of the kitchens at Hopetoun and
Beulah and possibly even Warracknabeal.
Hon. B. W. Bishop — Only 635 people live in
Hopetoun, so there’s a lot more to come.
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that is, all the fruit and meat — will be sourced locally
which I hope will have far less effect on the
communities in this region than would otherwise have
been the case.
It has been mentioned that the kitchen was never going
to leave the region. I place on the record that these
kitchens were all but closed down until an employee
who was about to lose her job blew the whistle and
went to the media. With that, a whole chain reaction
has started and it looks like now a disaster has been
averted in the region. When the North-West Health
Centre was under fire with a substantial deficit — in the
vicinity of $3 million — a consultant and an
administrator were put in place to look at the system
and come up with a plan. Their instructions were quite
clear: ‘Go up there to the region and have a look
around. Understand and take in the situation, including
the debt. Talk to the people, come up with a plan and
then take that plan back to the people’.
Hon. B. W. Bishop — They didn’t.

Hon. D. K. DRUM — I am glad you have
mentioned that, Mr Bishop. The fact is that 411 people
were able to sign this petition within 48 hours and
apparently, as we speak now, more and more signatures
are being gained to be added to another similar petition.
We will be glad to bring that to the minister’s attention.

Hon. D. K. DRUM — They did none of that. They
simply decided to pick on a very small part of the
problem, which was the cost of preparing food. They
decided to close the catering process down and take it
to Ballarat. We must understand what is happening in
this case.

I would like to congratulate the work of my colleague
in the lower house, the member for Swan Hill, Peter
Walsh, and my colleague in the upper house Barry
Bishop who work this area particularly hard. The work
they have done to build their relationships with the
people involved in that health system and that health
service in north-western Victoria is to be commended,
as is the work that the member for Swan Hill, Peter
Walsh, is doing at the moment with the minister in
trying to get a true and just outcome for the present
situation at Warracknabeal.

With all the talk and all the spin and whatever might
have been said, we want to have it on the record as to
what actually happened up there. There was no
consultation and no plan was put in place with the
overall aim of assessing the situation as a
whole-of-health-service plan, which is what you would
expect.

It seems that it certainly was on the cards that the entire
kitchens of that region’s health service would be forced
to close down and go to what I think is called the
cook-chill method that will be based completely in
Ballarat. People who are aware of the size of the
communities we are talking about would understand
that something of this magnitude would have a definite
and detrimental impact on the communities of
Hopetoun, Beulah and Warracknabeal.

Mr Viney — He said that he was doing something
about it.

Late last week a press release was issued from
North-West Health, and so far it has resulted in a
fantastic outcome. We believe that up to $500 000 will
be spent to upgrade the kitchen facilities at
Warracknabeal and just as importantly, the produce —

We often hear in this chamber about how Bracks listens
and acts. Well, in this instance there has been a
breakdown of the listening.

Hon. D. K. DRUM — Okay. Clause 6 of the bill
deals with the Human Tissue Act. We are talking now
about tissue banks, an issue I was in the dark about until
we were briefed by the department, and I would like to
thank the people who came into Parliament and give us
a briefing. Although it was a little bit late, we did
appreciate the manner in which the briefing took place.
Tissue banks are on the increase and are a growing
industry. They are moving into a situation where they
are using experimental products such as blood plasma
and other blood products that are classified as tissue.
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This industry is growing, and we need to regulate this
growth. We have created a situation where these tissue
banks are now going to be able to recover costs, and the
fees they charge will be just that: cost recovery only.
The implication is that there will be no profit associated
with the tissue banks.
Clause 8 deals with the Lord Mayor’s Charitable Fund
Act. It is the longest running charitable fund in Victoria,
and subtle changes are being made to the tenure of the
board. At the moment the board is in place for exactly
one year. Under the new legislation the tenure of board
members will be extended to two years. Again I
highlight the fact that the honourable member for
Lowan in the other place, Mr Hugh Delahunty, when
researching this report found that whilst this is an
improvement he felt very strongly that it could easily
have been extended to a three-year term, giving the
people on the board of the charitable fund the
opportunity to develop some longer term policies and
enable a little bit more stability to be put in place and
greater succession consideration as the members come
up for election.
Clause 10 deals with the Mental Health Act. As I have
said in this place before, I must congratulate the
Minister for Aged Care, who is in the house at present.
He has shown a genuine interest in this issue, even
though it is not his portfolio. The clause deals with the
apprehension of mentally ill patients. Currently the
situation is that should anybody be apprehended by the
police for roaming the streets and causing concern to
the public, they would have to be picked up and taken
straight to a medical practitioner. The bill will broaden
the scope a little bit, and these people will be able to be
taken to a mental health practitioner. This is a
commonsense approach, and the government should be
congratulated on addressing the human side of this
problem.
There are sometimes difficulties in areas as large as
Bendigo, because we do not always have people
available to deal with the problems. I know we are
supposed to have people on stand-by who can take
these people, but what is supposed to be the case and
what is the situation are sometimes quite different. We
must continue, when we get the opportunity in this
chamber, to push for these serious issues to be
addressed, because we do indeed have people with
nowhere to go.
This clause in the bill highlights the plight of over
2000 people throughout Victoria who are now
classified as urgent in relation to their special
accommodation needs. We now have over 2000 people
throughout Victoria who have gone past being
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classified as having low needs, gone past being
classified as having high needs; they are now into the
urgent needs classification. From personal experience I
know there is a group of 54 people in the Grampians
region who have been classified as having an urgent
need for special accommodation. Their families have
been told that they will have to wait a minimum of
10 years before they can have any additional
accommodation set up to cater for their children. By the
way, some of these children are now in their 50s, and
their parents are becoming quite elderly. The only
concern these parents have is what is going to happen
to their children when they die.
As I said, they have gone past the low needs
classification, gone past the high needs classification
and are sitting in the urgent needs classification. The
truth is that action is only happening once these people
enter the crisis mode, and that situation is creating a
terrible problem. I know that it is a complex problem
and there is no simple solution, but it is an issue that
needs to be addressed and needs to be continually
highlighted. When you look at the seriousness of the
problem and the individual cases that we are talking
about — people with autism, for instance, a condition
that a lot of people with mental issues have — you
realise that if we can create a situation where they have
familiarity around them, with people around them that
they know and a regular routine that runs like
clockwork, they will be able to live independent and
fulfilling lives.
If you take people away from that environment and
plonk them into a facility where they have no
familiarity and a change in routine, we will end up with
high-needs people who require a larger degree of help
and assistance from the government and from the
system, and that is something that we need to
continually push.
It also highlights another situation which exists in my
region, with drug addicts having nowhere to go should
they require help late at night or at the weekend. There
are the emergency departments, but we have heard
about the waiting lists from Mr David Davis and do not
want people turning up at an emergency department
and expecting someone there to understand their
situation and offer them meaningful and significant
help. We need to spend more of our resources on
making people available when the target group will be
more likely to want to use such services.
The productivity dividends Mr David Davis spoke
about certainly feed into the same situation. We all
know that they equate to funding cuts for
non-government organisations. I have had a bit to do
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with St Luke’s in Bendigo, which does a tremendous
job. Its estimated reduction in funds is $500 000 over
three years. I agree with Mr Davis that there is no fat
left. I would be really interested to hear Mr Jennings
and particularly Ms Darveniza, with her history of
working in the health system, go on the record saying
whether it is their opinion that places like St Luke’s
have enough fat and enough scope to cope with a
$500 000 cut over three years. All we are looking for is
an opinion from someone who has been in the system,
because from my limited experience in talking to the
people involved, it is very hard to see where those
savings are going to come from.
We commend the government on clause 12 of the bill,
which relates to the Nurses Act 1993. The clause deals
with qualifications and will allow nurses who are
studying to become division 1 nurses, once they reach a
certain stage of their qualification, to work part time as
division 2 nurses. We think that is a fantastic policy.
We probably like it so much because it was first raised
by the Vic Nats in its own health policy, and we
commend the government for taking it on board. We
see it as being a win-win situation all round. More
nurses will be working in hospitals as division 2 nurses,
thus alleviating the nurse shortage that is quite often
spoken about.
We also see it as a situation where nurses can gain
greater clinical experience working in a practical sense,
so that on the way through to their full qualifications
they will have had far greater experience working in the
field, gaining first-hand knowledge. It seems to be a
great situation, and it is a wonder the government did
not accept our help earlier. It is commonsense that
nurses will not now have to find waitressing jobs or
work at McDonalds to earn extra money to get
themselves through their nursing training. They will
now be able to work as division 2 nurses on their way
through to their chosen profession. The government is
to be commended.
I do not wish to repeat the extreme list of damning
statistics about waiting lists that was documented by
Mr Davis, although I urge members, when reading
those statistics, to remember their human side. We talk
about people waiting longer than 12 hours to see an
emergency doctor. We have people waiting on trolleys
and waiting longer than the required time for
non-urgent, semi-urgent or extremely urgent operations.
We have a lot of statistics, but when we take our
children to hospital and are forced to wait, it shows us
the human side of the statistics. I urge all members in
the chamber to understand that there is a very human
side to every one of the statistics; people who are forced
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to wait for assistance for longer than we all believe to
be the ideal time in a hospital.
I will conclude my contribution, and on behalf of the
National Party I point out that we will not oppose the
bill; in fact we congratulate the government on the
majority of it. I again stress that I would like an opinion
from the government in relation to things such as
productivity dividends. Most other things have been
well and truly covered.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) —
May I say how pleased I am to have an opportunity to
make a contribution to the debate on the Health
Legislation (Amendment) Bill 2003. It always gives me
pleasure to make a contribution on a bill that is not
opposed by the opposition and where it can see the
merits of the amendments the government is putting
forward. The opposition never ceases to amaze me —
in fact to astound me; I am often flabbergasted by it —
when it comes to health.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — You are easily
flabbergasted!
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA — The gross
hypocrisy of these guys! Mr David Davis is right, it
flabbergasts me. He gets up on his feet and criticises the
government. The Bracks government took office
in 1999 and took over a health system that was in
absolute disarray.
He has the audacity to talk to us about governance of
networks and hospital boards. What lay in the wake of
his party’s term in government? Bankruptcy! The
opposition, when in government, went through a whole
process of rejigging and reconfiguring the health
network.
As part of the process there were huge cuts to staff and
to services. There was no consultation. Mr Davis
criticises our government, which is happy and proud of
its record of consulting with stakeholders about changes
that we intend to make. There was no consultation
when the guys opposite were in office, when they
gutted our health system.
I know because I was there. I saw what that
government did to our health services. I saw the nurses
it sacked. I saw nurses it gave voluntary departure
packages to. What did it leave? It left beds empty,
services unable to operate, and nurses were not the only
ones. I have a soft spot for nurses, having been one
myself — I declare my interest — but it was not only
nurses. Other health professionals were affected as
well.
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A whole range of health professionals — radiographers,
pathologists, medical scientists, physiotherapists,
dietitians — were affected. All these health care
professionals who play such a vital role in our health
care system were sacked. They were given termination
separation packages if they would not take the
voluntary departure packages. Yet Mr Davis has the
audacity to talk to us about corporate governance issues
to do with hospital boards, and the operation of our
healthcare networks.
What state were our healthcare networks in? I refer to
my electorate of Melbourne West and the western
healthcare network. When we took office in 1999 the
network was bankrupt. It had no assets left. It had been
forced to sell off every asset it had. It had had huge cuts
to its staff and to its services.
It was not just hospitals. I am not just talking about the
number of people that waited on trolleys for long hours
when the opposition was in government. I am talking
about the critical community care services. I am talking
about the sorts of services Mr Drum has been talking
about in the area of mental health and disability. These
were not safe from the Kennett government.
I know because I was there. I saw what that
government did to disability services. I saw what it did
across the board — physical, sensory, intellectual. It
was cut, cut, cut and slash, slash, slash.
Alcohol and drug services were closed. The former
government closed Pleasant View — one of the largest
detoxification facilities for alcohol as well as for drug
addicts and substance abusers generally. It was one of
the few services with detoxification beds.
What happened to the Smith Street clinic? It undertook
detoxification, and it was closed; not to mention other
hospitals that were closed. So the hypocrisy never
ceases to amaze me. I never cease to be gobsmacked
and flabbergasted, and more.
I am particularly pleased with the clauses in the bill that
deal with some of the changes to the Mental Health Act
and to the Nurses Act. They have already been spoken
about briefly by previous speakers, but I would like to
put on the record these changes and the fact that I think
they are very good changes.
One that Mr Drum, the previous speaker from the
National Party, spoke about and one that I would
wholeheartedly concur with, is clause 12, which
changes the Nurses Act. I know that both clause 12 and
clause 10 — which deals with people apprehended by
the police and deemed to be a danger to themselves or
to others — will be welcomed by the health industries
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and by health professionals and nurses in particular, as
well as hospital administration and service providers
more generally.
It is particularly good to see nurses who are doing
degrees being able to get registration now once they
have completed the part of their course which gives
them the competency to work as division 2 nurses.
They also have to complete a section that is specifically
related to division 2 nurses — a module on the role of
division 2 nurses.
I agree with Mr Drum that this will give students
undertaking university courses — and they do clinical
placements as part of that university course and as part
of their training leading to registration — some
hands-on experience and will enable them to develop
some skills as well as rapport with the patients and
clients they care for.
I believe this will be an invaluable experience for them.
I also think it is particularly good that once the bill is
passed, as outlined in clause 10 dealing with the Mental
Health Act, after apprehending a person who is deemed
to be a danger to themselves or somebody else, in the
near future police officers will be able to take them for
assessment to a range of health professionals and not
just a medical practitioner.
Those people would make an assessment about whether
or not that person needs involuntary treatment if they
were not prepared to voluntarily take treatment. You
would have to assume that, given that the police have
apprehended the person, they are not very willing to
accept voluntary treatment. This new provision in the
act will allow for mental health practitioners who are
division 1 or division 3 registered nurses, psychologists
who are registered under the Psychologists Registration
Act, social workers as well as occupational therapists
who are employed by an approved mental health
service in the provision of mental health services to
make a determination regarding that particular
individual.
I take up the point that Mr Drum raised about
availability. It is envisaged that the crisis assessment
and treatment teams (CAT teams) would ordinarily be
the people whom the police would go to for the health
assessment. CAT teams exist right across the state and
of course if a CAT team is not available, certainly
medical practitioners would be on call for the police to
confer with.
In my experience, having worked in the mental health
area for many years, the police never have any trouble
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tracking down a health professional to deal with
somebody who they deem to be psychiatrically ill.
There are a couple of other things I shall deal with
quickly, because the bill amends a number of acts that
Mr Drum has gone through in his contribution. The bill
refers to the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
Act and brings it into line with the Nurses Act, which
provides for the role of health practitioners. Those
health practitioners are nurses who have qualifications
that allow and authorise them to prescribe particular
medications.
The Nurses Board of Victoria has a function where
under certain circumstances it may be necessary to
restrict in some way a nurse’s authority to dispense that
kind of medication. From time to time there are
limitations or restrictions on the practice of nurse
practitioners. The bill will ensure that that authorisation
or restriction also applies to the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances Act. That will be welcomed by
stakeholders, nurses and the Nurses Board of Victoria.
The bill has gone through extensive consultation with
stakeholders. Again you can see that the government
has been prepared to listen to ideas and ways of
improving our health system and services provided by
health professionals and service providers. We have
taken on board many of the suggestions that have been
put to the government by those stakeholders following
an exhaustive consultative process.
The bill also deals with information and disclosure
under the Health Services Act. It sets out that
information must generally be kept confidential if a
patient could be identified from that information, and
that is subject to a list of exemptions. Where a patient
consents to disclosure the amendment will allow the
disclosure of a patient’s information when necessary to
hospitals or mental health services, to legal advisers or
to insurers. Statutory powers already allow for that
information to be disclosed. It also clarifies consent to
include both expressed and implied consent. The bill
will assist both health and mental health service
providers in carrying out their responsibilities as well as
applying the law. The bill is explicit in that it only
covers disclosure to third parties and not disclosure to
other staff in the same facility. It is important that staff
in a particular hospital have pertinent information
relating to the patient they are looking after.
The bill deals with, among others, the Health Services
Act, the Human Tissue Act and the Lord Mayor’s
Charitable Fund Act. It is good legislation and deserves
support of all members in the house. I commend the bill
to the house.
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Hon. R. DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I am happy
to talk on the bill as we enter this next sitting of
Parliament. I do not support the Health Legislation
(Amendment) Bill, but I do not oppose it. I thank the
Honourable David Davis and the Honourable Damian
Drum for their contributions regarding the logical
outcome to the health system and the rationale behind
the bill. They also spoke about the current state of the
health system, but what they did not rely on was the
notion of spin-doctoring that we continually get from
the government.
Ms Darveniza said that she was flabbergasted and
gobsmacked. The community outside of this castle
would have words other than flabbergasted and
gobsmacked about how they see the health system. The
health system in this state has gone from operating
effectively to operating atrociously. What we rely on is
evidence. Clearly the government has failed to
understand the evidence. In 1999 the government said a
number of things about the health system, one being
that it was in dire straits.
I turn to the facts, not spin, rhetoric, being gobsmacked
or flabbergasted, but the truth. Figures provided by the
Department of Human Services in its quarterly Hospital
Services Report show that at the Box Hill Hospital the
number of people on waiting lists for elective surgery in
March 1999 was 430 and in March 2003 it was 675.
That is an absolute disgrace! I recall a certain shadow
health minister at the time talking about people on
hospital trolleys waiting more than 12 hours. The
rhetoric from the new government was that it would
attend to the problem and come up with a solution.
I shall look at the facts, not the rhetoric, concerning
patients in hospital on trolleys waiting more than
12 hours at the Box Hill Hospital. In March 1999, when
the government was in opposition talking about spin,
rhetoric and what it would do to fix the problem, the
figure was 72, but four years later in March 2003, when
it was in government and telling us how great the
system was, there were 282. An absolute disgrace! I am
flabbergasted and gobsmacked, and the Victorian
community can only take so much spin and rhetoric
before reality of delivery of outcomes comes home to
roost.
The government can put as much spin on it as it likes,
but the opposition does not oppose the bill. It is
important to clarify what Ms Darveniza said. There are
fundamental changes in an omnibus bill, which always
concerns me, because when a bill makes significant
amendments and changes or impacts across a variety of
acts it is important to put on record that as legislators
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we should always be cautious to ensure that we do not
have an open book support program.

Mr Jennings? Of course there has not been — in fact it
is a lot worse.

So if there is some rationale — government members
may have heard of that word ‘rationale’; if not, they can
look it up in the dictionary because it is a word that is
quite often used — it is about outcomes and outputs. It
is about delivery of service. It is about providing a
service to the community for every dollar we receive,
unlike the government, which spends every dollar it
receives on advertising to tell everyone how great it is.
It is more about spin!

And so back to the rationale. Thank you for raising it
and the government should continue doing so because
clearly there is no rationale on the other side. You
would have to say government members are almost
irrational. But thank you very much, Mr Jennings, for
bringing that to my attention.

This bill is very important. I hope that with the millions
of dollars the government spends each week on spin
and rhetoric, it might be able to explain to the Victorian
community how great it is doing with the health
system. I am sure that as we come closer to the next
election the government will be telling everyone how
great it is, but I can tell you that on this side of house
we will be telling everyone exactly how bad it is — if
not how bad it already is.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell interjected.
Hon. R. DALLA-RIVA — One of the things you
find very difficult, Mr Mitchell, is the truth. Often the
truth hurts and the fact that you cannot get through the
spin makes it very difficult.
It is important to put on the record that some of the
amendments to the Health Services Act, which have an
impact on the Health Records Act, could in some way
be used by a government in providing and getting
information. The opposition sees that as potentially
inappropriate down the track, so there are some
concerns we need to put on the record about those
issues. I certainly see that the amendment to the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 has
certain impacts on the Nurses Board of Victoria.
Mr Gavin Jennings — What is the rationale for
saying that?
Hon. R. DALLA-RIVA — As I explained to the
government members, they need to look the word up
because it obviously does not fit within the spin that
this government continually puts out. Government
members do not understand about rationale. They are
on about spin and rhetoric. They get flabbergasted and
gobsmacked about something that happened four years
ago.
Mr Gavin Jennings interjected.
Hon. R. DALLA-RIVA — We are now in 2003!
Has there been an improvement in the health system,

The other thing that I would like to refer to is the Lord
Mayor’s Charitable Fund Act. This has not been spoken
about much, but it is important in relation to the
hypocrisy of this government. Clause 9 of the
explanatory memorandum states that the government is
intending to have the fund’s board elected every
alternate year. It states:
This will ensure that sufficient continuity of board
membership is maintained to assist in the management of the
fund.

That is fair enough, because every time you have an
election you would like there to be some remaining
board members to review and keep an overlay of
security. We had the opportunity in the upper house to
do that, but, no, it was wiped out. That again shows the
hypocrisy of this government.
What happened? This piece of legislation actually talks
about ensuring continuity of management. The upper
house is meant to be the house of review and to be the
protector of all Victorians. But what has the
government done? It has caused it to be re-elected
every four years en masse, without any continuity and
without any of the checks and balances. Again it goes
to the rhetoric and spin doctoring of this government,
and the way this government delivers any outcomes. It
shows the hypocrisy of this government.
Hon. A. P. Olexander — The utter hypocrisy!
Hon. R. DALLA-RIVA — ‘Utter’? I thought he
said ‘art of hypocrisy’. I read through that and I have to
say I was flabbergasted and gobsmacked. I put that on
the record because it shows the hypocrisy of this
government, because it does these things for the Lord
Mayor’s Charitable Fund, which is a great fund and we
should support it. But I do not know why we do not do
it for the whole of Victoria. I guess that is for the voters
to decide in the future. We look forward to that election
when we can actually demonstrate the hypocrisy of this
government, and the spin, the rhetoric, the expense and
large amounts of money wasted on telling everyone
how great it is.
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This omnibus bill is important. I want to say one final
thing about the Mental Health Act. Again I am relying
on Ms Darveniza, but she is walking out of the
chamber.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Viney — Cheap shot.
Hon. R. DALLA-RIVA — It was not a cheap shot.
I was going to explain that it is good to use the
experience of members in the chamber and one thing
we have on this side is depth of experience. We draw
on that depth of experience in debates, unlike the
government members on the other side who have
limited experience other than being professional
politicians.
Clause 10 is important. It concerns the apprehension of
mentally ill persons. The Honourable Kaye Darveniza
has had experience of this with nurses, and I draw
experience from law enforcement agencies dealing with
the apprehension of mentally ill persons. Of all the
amendments within this omnibus bill, I think it is
important to put on record my whole support for
clause 10.
Mr Viney interjected.
Hon. R. DALLA-RIVA — I will vote strongly for
clause 10 because it allows police to deal with those
who are mentally ill more quickly and in a more
compassionate way. Of all the clauses in the bill, this is
an important legislative change and I support that
wholeheartedly. It will mean a more compassionate and
effective delivery to those who are mentally ill within
our community, and that needs to be commended.
Thank you very much, Acting President, for the
opportunity to speak on this bill. In summary, it is good
to know that the Health Legislation (Amendment) Bill
has given us the opportunity to talk about the Victorian
health system. It was important for me to put on record
the fact that it is in crisis, despite the government’s
rhetoric and spin. The realities are that the Bracks
Labor government cannot manage money. It is in a
situation where it is now pulling back, taking cuts and
causing cuts within hospitals, and that is neither
beneficial for Victoria nor for our future. I do not
oppose this bill.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I am
very disappointed with the contributions to the debate
from members on the other side. They have said
nothing about the bill. They have totally attacked the
government’s health policy. They are wrong to criticise
us and say we are not doing a good job. They are trying
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to mislead the public. The government has done a very
good job. We are improving a lot of things for health
services — things that the Bracks government was
elected in 1999 to do. It is about four years since the
victory of the Bracks government, and opposition
members have to learn the lesson of why they lost again
in last November’s election. But still they say that the
government is not doing a good job.
The opposition has tried to mislead on a lot of things.
The government has started improving the health
system in Victoria, and it continues to do that. We have
produced this bill to improve the standard of our health
system in Victoria. The Health Legislation
(Amendment) Bill 2003 improves and amends six acts
related to health matters. They are the Drugs, Poisons
and Controlled Substances Act 1981, the Nurses Act
1993, the Lord Mayor’s Charitable Fund Act 1996, the
Mental Health Act 1986, the Health Services Act and
the Human Tissue Act 1982. We should be debating the
amendments to those, whether the opposition agrees or
not. I have not heard the opposition say anything about
those amendments to be made by the bill — all it does
is take the opportunity to attack Labor Party policy.
If the opposition compares the government’s policy
with its policy, it will see that the health system in
Victoria is improving a lot. The opposition talks about
emergency services and people waiting on trolleys. For
God’s sake, they have to know that a lot of people
cannot afford to go to a GP because they have to pay
the money up front. Many people have to go to the
hospital instead of going to their family or local
doctors. They cannot afford to see them because they
have to pay an up-front fee, so many people have to go
to the hospital. That is why the doctors in hospitals are
busy — they have to serve these patients. People go to
emergency services to see doctors and nurses. People
have said to me, ‘I do not want to see my doctor again
because I cannot afford it’. That is why they go to
hospitals to see doctors. The federal government is
passing the problem on to the state services.
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN — It is true. If you speak to
elderly people or to mothers with children who cannot
afford to pay, you will see the difference. They go to
the doctors in the hospitals — that is the problem. The
federal government is pushing people into using the
state services, but the state government has to carry the
burden and the waiting lists are getting longer. When
you go to emergency services you see that people have
to wait for a long time because the doctors are busy
doing other things — that is the problem.
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Opposition members should go back to their electorates
and speak to the patients or people who need doctors
because they will tell them how happy they are at the
moment. But they forgot to mention that, and Mr David
Davis does not understand that problem. All he did was
attack the waiting lists and the people waiting to see
doctors in hospitals.
This bill aims to improve the health services. Clause 3
amends the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
Act 1981 by allowing nurses who are qualified for
advance practice to use the title ‘nurse practitioner’, and
with additional training they may prescribe certain
drugs and poisons. This will help nurses to perform
their jobs more easily. A lot of things have to be
changed to ensure that everything to do with drugs is
under control. The nurses should receive more training
so they can perform their jobs easier.
Clauses 4 and 11 amend the Health Services Act 1988
and the Mental Health Act 1986. These clauses amend
section 141 of the Health Services Act and
section 120A of the Mental Health Act to clarify their
operations. The amendments will, firstly, allow the
disclosure of patient information, where necessary, to a
hospital or a mental health service’s legal advisers and
insurers. Such disclosures are currently made pursuant
to another statutory power. Secondly, they clarify that
‘consent’ includes both express and implied consent.
This will assist hospital and mental health services in
applying the law. Thirdly, they clarify section 141 of
the Health Services Act to make it explicit that it only
covers disclosures to third parties and not disclosures to
other staff of the same hospital. This is important for
this sector to be able to deal with people in the mental
health services.
I feel able to express an opinion because I serve on the
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee. A few years
ago committee members visited many places. We
looked at the provision of services for people with
mental problems. Under clause 10 of the Mental Act
1986 the police have power to send a person to a
medical practitioner for an opinion. If the person has a
problem with their mental health, the police have the
power to send the person to a medical practitioner or
another health professional to get their opinion before
any further action is taken.
In our society today there are a lot of people with
mental health problems, and sometimes they do illegal
and other wrong things, but they are not aware of the
things they do. The community has to make sure that
the people can get treatment, that the police have the
power to send them to get treatment and seek the
opinions of medical practitioners and other health
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professionals so the police can form opinions about the
cases.
It is good to see that we as a society care about people
with mental health problems and that we do not make
tough decisions without understanding their mental
health. These clauses are important to allow people
with mental health problems to get better treatment and
enable them to be sent to their families or guardians to
be looked after when they do something wrong. We are
avoiding giving heavy treatment.
The bill also amends the Lord Mayor’s Charitable Fund
Act 1996. That fund is very important for Melbourne,
because we want to show to the people, show to the
community and especially show to the patients that we
are a caring community. We try to invite the
community and business people to a boardroom
function so people can buy tickets and donate the
money, and the funds can be distributed to different
organisations to do with the hospital or with
health-related things.
The last matter is clause 12. This will allow the Nurses
Board of Victoria to assist nursing students who have
completed part of a Bachelor of Nursing degree. It will
allow a student studying to become a division 1 nurse
to work in nursing services as a division 2 nurse while
studying.
That is important to give our nursing students an
opportunity to get into the work force when they have
finished their training. It also gives them some hope
that there is a future in the health sector. We are trying
to encourage more people to study nursing because we
need more nurses now and in the future, and we would
like younger students to see that there is a career, a
future, and that they can be well trained and that there
are professional jobs in the health area.
In conclusion, the Bracks government has tried to
provide first-class services for the Victorian health
system. We understand the problems of the health
sector, and we have covered many issues, from the
training of student nurses to the mental health sector, to
drugs, poisons and controlled substances. We have
covered almost everything. I hope the opposition has
learnt something about what we are providing to the
community.
The opposition takes the opportunity to attack
government policy, but it does so without any
substance. I listened to the last two speakers, and I hope
they will tell the truth about the services of our
Victorian government to their federal health minister,
and I hope they tell their federal colleagues that they
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have not done enough work to help save the health
system in Victoria. I commend the bill before the
house.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I have
pleasure in speaking on this bill and in agreeing that the
Liberal Party does not oppose it. The main purpose of
the bill is to make miscellaneous amendments to the
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981,
the Health Services Act 1988, the Human Tissue Act
1982, the Lord Mayor’s Charitable Fund Act 1996, the
Mental Health Act 1986 and the Nurses Act 1993.
I have to say I would like to put on the record the
excellent contributions made by my colleagues the
Honourables David Davis and Richard Dalla-Riva and
to reiterate what they were saying about the current
disastrous situation in our health system in Victoria. It
was interesting to hear David Davis itemise so many of
the problems and concerns that we have and to hear
Richard Dalla-Riva so aptly say that it is all spin. We
remember when John Thwaites was the shadow
minister he was almost chasing those ambulances to see
where they were going. He was scrabbling after them,
he had his photograph — he of course was very keen to
do so — in every paper, but we have not seen his
comments on trolleys or anything like that, and he has
some significant hospitals in his electorate.
It is about time the Minister for Health in another place
accepted responsibility. We have had four years of this
government sitting here, blaming the Kennett
government and the federal government. In the
contributions we have heard here today it is still
blaming the federal government. The minister has been
blaming everybody but herself. She should have a good
look at herself, and we are starting to see the figures
increasingly come out to prove exactly how hopeless
she is. She does not have a grasp on the whole process,
and the health system in this state is declining before
our very eyes.
Very shortly we will start to see people coming out in
great numbers saying how disastrous this is and how
very difficult it is. But the minister has to start taking
some sort of responsibility and having a look at just
what it is she is presiding over. She is very keen to
blame everybody else. It is her responsibility and her
responsibility only, and it is about time she had a close
look at it.
I would like to talk about the Alfred hospital and
statistics. I recall when the former Minister for Health,
Mr Thwaites, was the shadow minister he used to be at
the Alfred just about all the time. He came out with
how bad it was and talked about the trolleys and how
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difficult it was et cetera. The Alfred hospital is also in
my electorate, and I have some statistics here from the
quarterly report of the Department of Human Services.
I will read these statistics out in a moment, but I would
like to remind the house that when we talk about
statistics, although it is numbers on a page we are
actually dealing with people who are waiting for these
services. They are not just waiting; they are anxious and
distressed and so are their families. Indeed, each
statistic represents a family that is under severe
pressure, and it is not good enough for the people of
Victoria to be let down so dramatically.
I refer to the Department of Human Resources quarterly
Hospital Services Report of March this year. The
Alfred hospital has people on waiting lists for elective
surgery. In March 1999 under the Kennett government
there were 802 such people. In March 2003 there were
939, an increase of 137 people. That is 137 people who
were waiting to have elective surgery on hips, for
example, people in pain and concerned. This is the
Alfred hospital, and it is not good enough.
It gets worse. People whose cases are semi-urgent and
are on waiting lists for longer than ideal: in March
1999, 370; in March 2003, 497 — an increase of 123.
This statistic is absolutely unacceptable: how many
patients stay in hospital emergency departments for
longer than 12 hours? Let us cast our minds back to the
human element in this to see the people who have gone
into the emergency department. I do not know if
anybody in this chamber has sat in an emergency
department, but I suggest they go and have a good look.
I commend the nurses and the doctors of the Alfred
hospital, who do the most extraordinary job under very
difficult circumstances. I have sat there and watched
exactly what they do.
When you look at these statistics and see that in March
1999 we had 69 people who waited for longer than
12 hours — this is the time when John Thwaites was
out there saying how dreadful it was — you might ask
where he is today when for the quarter to March 2003
we had 415 people, an increase of 346 people, waiting
for longer than 12 hours in the emergency centre. It is
absolutely outrageous; it is a scandal!
As I say, these are people who are under stress, their
families are under stress, they need to be dealt with, and
they would not have gone to the emergency department
unless they were in need of some significant support
and help.
If you go to the emergency department you will see a
whole range of people, from people with gashed heads,
to drug overdoses, psychotic episodes and on it goes.
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Emergency departments do a remarkable job, but under
this sort of stress and pressure, with 415 people waiting
longer than 12 hours, pressure is being put on clients,
their families and indeed on the nurses and doctors who
are trying to deal with them.
The number of people waiting on urgent elective
surgery lists has gone up by 23 in that same
period between March 1999 and March 2003. This is a
litany of failure from this government ‘that is so good
on the spin’, to use Richard Dalla-Riva’s words. We
have heard its spin; this is the reality. It is getting worse
by the quarter. The people of Victoria are suffering and
the people in my electorate and at the Alfred hospital
are suffering unnecessary stress and pain. It is just not
good enough.
Going back to this omnibus bill and having a look at
some of the aspects of it, clause 3 talks about amending
the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act of
1981, which enables the Nurses Board of Australia to
limit or impose conditions on a nurse to obtain or
possess certain schedule 2,3,4 and 8 poisons. This will
allow flexibility to discipline nurses, to enable them to
continue working as nurses while preventing access to
these poisons.
I thought it was worth putting onto the record what the
poisons listed under schedule 2,3,4 and 8 are.
Schedule 8 poisons include morphine, codeine
phosphate, Endone, Proladone, pethidine, Ritalin,
Fortral, Rohypnol and Hypnodorm. Schedule 4 poisons
are all other prescription-only medicines. Schedule 3
poisons are medicines including antihistamines and
O-agonist sprays. They are included in schedules 2, 3, 4
and 8.
The peak organisation for the health sector — the
Victorian Association of Health and Extended Care
(VAHEC) — supports extending the scope of practice
of division 2 nurses to enable them to administer
medication, and encourages the government to finalise
and implement the appropriate legislation to allow this
to happen as soon as possible. The government has the
opportunity in this clause, but I do not think it will have
met the VAHEC requirements. I think VAHEC will be
disappointed to see that its request has not been
addressed at this time.
Clause 5 deals with the change of name of the
Numurkah and District Health Service to the Numurkah
District Health Service. I visited Numurkah, and it was
very encouraging to see that the state government has
given funding for an upgrade. Numurkah is only one of
the aged care facilities that has some funding. Ten rural
nursing homes got only $25.5 million in the 2003–04
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budget papers, but $70 million was promised for their
upgrades.
The 10 includes one at Yarrawonga, which is the city
right next door to Numurkah, and I went to visit that
nursing home as well. It runs an excellent service and
has some dedicated staff. They do an extremely good
job under very difficult conditions. As I said, I then
went to Numurkah and saw that it did get some
funding.
In a very big failure of the Bracks government other
nursing homes have missed out on promised funding. It
has failed the people of rural areas in aged care and has
seriously failed the people of Yarrawonga Nursing
Home; Seymour Nursing Home; Mornington Hospital;
Mount Alexander Hospital, Castlemaine — and I have
visited there too, and it provides an excellent service,
once again under great difficulty — the JR and AE
Nursing Home, Warracknabeal; Beaufort and Skipton
Nursing Home; Seymour District Nursing Hospital; and
the Seymour Cundy Nursing Home in Portland.
One of the biggest funding disappointments in the
budget — and I am very pleased the Minister for Aged
Care is here to hear this — was the Grace McKellar
Centre. The $50 million that was promised to complete
stage 2 of the upgrade was not delivered. It is not even
on the never-never list; it is nowhere to be found. The
people of Geelong have some significant issues here.
Mr Gavin Jennings — The people at Barwon
Health are not worried.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — We know very well
that the whole of the population of the Bellarine
Peninsula, and indeed Geelong, is ageing at a rapid rate.
It is going to need first-rate facilities. The government
made promises it has not kept. It has not kept promises
to any of these 10 rural nursing homes — not any of
them. However, it is true to form with this
government — the spin sounds good but the reality is
very light on. Of that $70 million that was promised to
upgrade those 10 rural nursing homes, only
$25.5 million is listed. The rest of them did not even
rate.
What is the Minister for Aged Care going to say to the
people in these hospitals? What is he going to say to
people in Yarrawonga Nursing Home? What is he
going to say to the Grace McKellar Centre? Will he
say, ‘I promise: look for it in next year’s budget.’?
Maybe, maybe not. Once again, there is the whole
range of spin and the people of rural Victoria are
missing out dramatically.
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Clause 12 changes the Nurses Act 1993. The
amendment will allow a nurse to be registered as a
division 2 nurse by the Nurses Board if that person is
deemed to have achieved the competencies required.
Nurses completing division 1 training will, when
meeting examination and other competencies, be
allowed to practice as division 2 nurses. This may assist
with nursing work force issues. Having travelled in the
winter break right across this state, from Mildura to
Morwell, I have had a look at a number of nursing
homes, and the ability for division 2 nurses to work in
aged care homes will be extremely helpful and is
welcome.
It is important that we have flexibility in the work
force; it is very important that we increase the number
of nursing staff and make everything available to
encourage nursing staff, particularly in geriatric
nursing.
It is very important, as I think we all acknowledge, to
note that the population of Victoria is ageing rapidly.
The minister spoke today about dementia, and dementia
itself is very intensive as far as nursing is concerned. It
is extremely important that we get good numbers of
competent and capable nurses. Indeed, it is quite
welcome that division 2 nurses can now be classified,
having completed a single part of the division 1
training, and so we do not oppose this bill. We certainly
need more nurses throughout the state. The situation in
hospitals and the views of the Minister for Health are
absolutely outrageous. The people of Victoria are
suffering and the next quarter is going to be even more
disastrous. I charge all members to make certain,
particularly with the Alfred hospital in the next quarter,
that those statistics look better than they do now. It is
absolutely outrageous.
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — I made a decision last
night to participate in this debate after listening to the
initial part of the contribution of the Honourable David
Davis. On re-reading Hansard today I see that he used
his prerogative as lead speaker for the opposition to
launch a wide-ranging attack on this government and its
record of health service delivery. I have to say that I
have sat in this chamber and listened to the entire
debate because I have a passionate interest in health
services.
That theme was continued by Mr Drum and
Mr Dalla-Riva. It has just been continued by
Mrs Coote. It is extraordinary to sit in this chamber and
to know that they will be talking history lessons again,
but we will also deal with what is happening today. I
find it extraordinary that members on the other side,
who sat mute like a bunch of jellybacks when the
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Kennett government ripped into the health system and
had nothing to say about the devastation that was being
wreaked on our health service, now come into the
chamber and try to suggest that somehow they are the
representatives of the health system.
It was they who cut the 2000 nurses out of the health
system and closed 12 Victorian hospitals. It was that
side that ripped into our health service and dealt with
the governance of the hospitals — and Mr Davis
brought this matter up — by creating massive
bureaucracies to run health services, which had no
relationship at all to local community interests. It is this
government that has undertaken the reform of our
health system to put community interest back into the
governance of our hospitals. It is this government that
has put 4000 nurses into the system and spent billions
of dollars. It is this government that has put in
additional beds. I recall very well, in 1998 and 1999,
when I was running a campaign called ‘More beds for
Frankston Hospital’ that it was members of the then
Kennett government who attacked me for talking down
the hospital. They pretended there were plenty of beds
at Frankston Hospital and went on to tell the people that
there were plenty of beds there, but they did not tell
them the truth. What they did not tell the people of
Frankston or Victoria was the fact that the Peninsula
Health board had made a submission to the government
for more beds. They did not tell us about that. They said
there were plenty of beds there.
I was very proud to be a parliamentary secretary and
part of the government that delivered those additional
beds in a 100-bed redevelopment and invested over $20
million in that hospital. It was the people on the other
side who covered up what they were really doing to the
health system. Under them we saw waiting lists blow
out by 22 per cent and ambulance bypasses increase by
359 per cent. For Mr Davis to get up here and talk
about what has been happening in our health system in
Victoria under this government reminds me of the
firebug who calls 000 and says ‘Quick, there’s a fire!’.
That is what happened. They were the ones who were
fire-bugging our hospital system. They were the ones
who were ripping into it.
Let us put some of the history aside for a minute and
talk about the untenable position members of the
opposition are adopting today. On the one hand they
want to tell us how bad the health system is but on the
other hand they sit mute while John Howard cuts into
our hospital system by $350 million in the Australian
health care agreement. What sort of untenable position
are those opposite adopting here? They are not prepared
to stand up for Victoria and what Victoria needs. They
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are Liberals first and Victorians second. That is what
they are. They run out the John Howard line.
I have to say that the contribution by Mr Nguyen got
right to the nub of the problem. We are experiencing
massive growth of 6 per cent to 8 per cent per year in
our emergency departments in Victoria. Let us have a
look at what might be behind that. It is the ripping into
our Medicare system being conducted by John Howard.
It is dishonesty on behalf of the Howard government,
pretending that it is somewhere out there defending
Medicare. We well remember many years ago the
Fraser government saying it was going to defend
Medicare, then Medibank, and it ripped the heart out of
it and destroyed it. We are seeing exactly the same
process by the Howard government now, because it is
the same philosophy. As Mr Nguyen said, one of the
clear things that happens as a result of the destruction of
our Medicare system is that increasing numbers of
people who cannot access bulk-billing are coming to
our emergency departments.
So instead of standing in this chamber crying crocodile
tears about how stressed our hospital system is, perhaps
the opposition might like to be honest and suggest to
the Howard government that it properly funds our
public hospital system, as has been traditionally done
by federal governments for many years.
What we have seen is a ripping into hospital funding by
the Howard government where instead of dollar for
dollar, we now get 78 cents in commonwealth funding
for every dollar of state funding for our public hospital
system. That difference of 22 cents per dollar represents
$350 million. Mr David Davis cried crocodile tears
about country hospitals and started to give us a range of
examples, but where does he stand on federal minister
Tony Abbott’s proposal that nurses in country hospitals
should be paid less than nurses in metropolitan
hospitals? Where does the opposition stand on that?
They are mute on that. They want to try and pretend
that there is some crisis in country hospitals caused by
this government but they are not prepared to stand up
for nurses and to say that nurses working in country
hospitals deserve a fair and reasonable rate of pay
equivalent to nurses in metropolitan hospitals.
It is quite interesting because the opposition cannot
quite get consistency in its argument. On the one hand
we are hearing all about the crisis in the country
hospital systems, but I have here a quote from the
member for South-West Coast in the other place,
Dr Napthine, on the ABC Online program in which he
says that in country areas you do not have to line up to
join a golf club and so on, and he says that there are
great health facilities there. Hear, hear, Dr Napthine! I
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agree, there are great health facilities in the country and
there is a simple reason why — because the change of
government in 1999 delivered substantial
improvements to country hospitals, with massive
investments in their capital infrastructure. We have seen
improvements in the number of nurses, and we have
seen improvements in the nurse-patient ratios.
We have seen significant benefits that were recognised
by the people of country Victoria in the last election
and which in part delivered a majority to the Bracks
government in this very chamber. We have seen new
members come into this chamber who represent
country areas that Labor has not represented before.
Country people recognise the great benefits that this
government has put into our health system.
We heard Mrs Coote’s comments on nursing homes,
talking about the terrible things that are happening in
them. But we did not hear her once in her contribution
talk about where the real problem is in nursing homes,
and we know where the real problem is. The real
problem is due to the fact that Victoria is 4500 nursing
home beds short because the Howard government will
not fund them — it will not deliver them.
Hon. Andrea Coote interjected.
Mr VINEY — I can tell you that even on the
Frankston and Mornington Peninsula there are 500 beds
short. What is the consequence of this? The
consequence is that 621 patients are inappropriately
located in acute beds in our hospitals instead of getting
the proper care that they deserve at a time of
rehabilitation or in their last months of life. Instead of
getting proper care in a nursing home they are in acute
beds in the hospital system. The reason for that is
because the Howard government has again failed to
deliver proper services for nursing homes in Victoria.
Hon. D. McL. Davis interjected.
Mr VINEY — Mr Davis brought up the issue of
maternity beds in Moorabbin. I checked on this
situation. I am not the parliamentary secretary in this
term of government, so I was not completely familiar
with the information, but I did check on what is
happening there. In fact there is no closure of beds;
there is a transfer of the birthing services to Monash, to
Dandenong and the new facility in Casey. This transfer
of those beds is supported by the obstetricians in the
region because of the declining demand in that
particular area.
Then I wondered about what is happening at this site. In
fact the government is investing $19 million in a cancer
centre in Moorabbin to address the growing need in that
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region and a further $3 million on a waiting list centre
to be developed to help continue the program of
reducing waiting lists for elective surgery in Victoria.
So it was an extraordinarily misleading representation
from someone who is again demonstrating his
continued capacity to be the firebug that rings 000 and
says, ‘We have a fire, we have a problem, we have a
crisis’. The people on the other side sat mute as a bunch
of jellybacks whilst the Kennett government ripped the
heart out of our system. I found it extraordinary that in
a debate in this chamber about a number of fairly
technical and routine amendments to legislation, some
of which are important in areas such as mental health
and improving legislation in relation to nurses and
updating legislation where there are changes as there
are in the Human Tissue Act, opposition members
would use the opportunity to launch an extraordinary
attack on this government without any reflection on
their own responsibilities and participation in the
destruction and cutting of our health services.
It was an extraordinary attempt last night and here
today. Mr Dalla-Riva talked about spin, but the
opposition’s launch of an attack on this government for
none other than political purposes was the most
extraordinary example of spin that I have seen in this
chamber on an omnibus bill that deals with some
important but routine changes.
It is this government that has reduced ambulance
bypasses by 80.8 per cent. It has reduced 12-hour bed
waiting lists significantly. It has cut waiting lists such
that they are 6.6 per cent below where they were when
we came into government, and as of March there are
now 6237 fewer people on waiting lists than there were
two and a half years ago.
It is the investment this government has made into our
health system that is delivering for Victoria. I am sure
the people of Victoria will not forget the complicit
nature of the people opposite and what they did under
the Kennett government and what they are continuing
to do with their silence on the Howard government’s
appalling destruction of Medicare and failure to fund
public hospitals properly.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — Mr Viney said
he had heard nothing from other speakers about what
was in the bill, then he spent 12 minutes doing exactly
what he claimed everybody else had done! So I might
as well join in the fray. I am speaking for rural Victoria,
and once again this information is taken out of the
quarterly hospital services report. It gives the true
picture of the government record on rural health.
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Like everybody else, rural Victoria has people on
waiting lists. In 1999 there were 445 people, and in
March 2003 the figure was 695 people — an increase
of 56 per cent. In terms of people on waiting lists for
elective surgery, in 1999 the figure was 1269, and in
March 2003 the figure was 1998 — an increase of
57 per cent.
This next statistic gobsmacks even me. For patients
who stay in each hospital emergency department for
longer than 12 hours the figure for March 1999 was 15
and in March 2003, 492 — an increase of 3180 per
cent.
I will concentrate on how this bill relates to the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981. The
amendment will enable the Nurses Board of Victoria to
limit or impose conditions on a nurse to obtain or
possess certain schedule 2, 3, 4 and 8 poisons.
However, it does not address the most important
problem facing many of our aged care facilitators —
that is, the inability of division 2 nurses to administer
medication to aged care residents. That is the main
concern of the aged care facilitators. Both state and
federal governments are working hard to keep people in
the home longer, and that has been fairly successful.
When people are kept at home or with their children
they have access to Webster packs and can administer
drugs or whatever is needed for their elderly or aged
and frail relatives.
In aged care facilities it is very difficult to find
division 1 nurses because they have gone where they
should be — into acute care. It amazes me that
division 2 nurses are not allowed to distribute drugs out
of the Webster packs. That is how I understand it. If the
minister can enlighten me when he sums up, I would
appreciate it, because it would appear that that is the
biggest problem for our aged care facilities, especially
out there in rural Victoria.
I have visited a number of facilities in the past and
operators are concerned about meeting their quality
assurance obligations in two or three years because
what they are doing is basically breaking the law. The
division 2 nurses have to administer drugs out of
Webster packs even though it is not allowed.
I believe there are some good amendments in the bill,
but what most of our aged care facilitators are looking
for, especially in rural Victoria, is the ability to have the
division 2 nurses administer the drugs that are needed.
That has not been addressed in the bill.
There has been talk about hospitals closing and this is
Dementia Awareness Week. I read an article in a
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Geelong newspaper, The Echo, which is headed ‘Aged
care lodge for sale’. The article states that dementia unit
residents will be relocated out of Sims Lodge, which is
based at Point Lonsdale. They are very upset about that.
A dedicated dementia unit at Point Lonsdale is being
closed down and sold off, no doubt because it is sitting
on a beautiful spot overlooking the ocean. The money
from the sale will probably go back into consolidated
revenue. The article states:
Recent Australian Bureau of Statistics figures highlighted
St Leonards, Portarlington and Indented Head as having
among the highest aged population in the state, at three times
the national average.

So why on earth would you sell a dedicated dementia
unit in that region and shift patients? I believe they are
going to share a facility in Portarlington. The last thing
one should do is put dementia patients in with other
aged care patients. In my experience dementia patients
cause a lot of stress for nursing staff and probably other
patients. That is not their fault; it is just the way it is. It
is difficult if you have them all in one facility. Having a
dedicated facility at Point Lonsdale would have been
the ideal system. However, it is being closed down and
sold off.
I conclude by reading a letter I received from the then
Minister for Housing and Minister for Aged Care,
Bronwyn Pike, in 2001. I wrote to her on behalf of one
of the hostels in my area which was having a problem
with division 2 nurses not being able to administer
medicine. She said:
The government is committed to fostering and strengthening
the work force in health and aged care services.

I applaud that stand. I think that is excellent. She also
said she was:
… keen that measures for expanding the scope of practice for
division 2 nurses are implemented as soon as possible.

I was hoping that would include these nurses being able
to administer drugs in aged care facilities. However,
there has been some progress.
I support the bill. However, it does not address the
major concerns of some our aged care facilities.
Hon. D. KOCH (Western) — Quite obviously we
have a very broad bill before us in relation to health
legislation. It touches on many areas of our health
system, as we are all aware. It is important to realise the
purpose of the bill — that is, that it is intended to make
miscellaneous amendments to or impact on the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981; the
Nurses Act 1993; the Health Services Act 1988; the
Health Records Act 2001; the Human Tissue Act 1982;
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the Mental Health Act 1986; and the Lord Mayor’s
Charitable Fund Act 1986.
Some of the proposed amendments have already been
addressed, but the others that need addressing include
the amendment to the Health Services Act 1988. This
clarifies the confidentiality clause of the act, permitting
the exchange of patient details between the staff of the
same health service. It prohibits the exchange of patient
details to a third party.
This amendment clarifies that it is acceptable and
practical for staff of the same health service to
exchange patient information such as billing details
when an emergency patient has stabilised and is now
under general care.
The Human Tissue Act 1982 is amended to allow tissue
banks to recover reasonable costs. This will not allow
them to make a profit. However, the administrative
costs related to the operation of a tissue bank will be
recoverable.
The Lord Mayor’s Charitable Fund Act 1986 is
amended to provide for the Lord Mayor’s Charitable
Fund to elect half of its board one year and the other
half the next. The aim of the amendment is to provide
greater continuity across each year. As we are probably
all aware, that board position currently only remains in
place for one year.
The Mental Health Act 1986 will be amended to allow
police officers to take a person for assessment by a
crisis assessment and treatment team, better known as
CATs, instead of the current requirement for
assessment by a medical practitioner. The CAT team
will then, if required, be able to recommend admission
to a hospital and transportation.
It is important for the house to note that with all these
variations we recognise that we have a health service
that is in crisis in many areas. I recognise many of the
concerns that stretch across regional Victoria and reflect
heavily on the communities I represent in this place —
it does not matter whether it is a large provincial
service, the likes of Barwon Health, or whether it is a
smaller regional service as in Rural North West Health.
From the point of view of larger service providers like
Barwon Health there is great angst in the communities
and in the management of the service providers
regarding the funds promised for redevelopment that
regrettably evaporate before they land.
There are concerns in relation to the new accident and
emergency department at the Geelong hospital campus,
and Barwon Health is not far short of being in crisis
under its current framework. The further redevelopment
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of the Geelong hospital offered viability, but the
$20 million envisaged for that redevelopment
regrettably has been put on the backburner and is not
forthcoming.
We see a similar situation in Geelong with the proposed
upgrade of the aged care facility at the Grace McKellar
property. As we are all aware, Grace McKellar does a
magnificent job in support of aged care services in the
Geelong region. The promised development of stage 1
to the tune of $50 million that is dearly looked upon
regrettably has not been delivered to this date. Grace
McKellar is in a position where if some of these
redevelopments do not take place in the near future
there will be a crisis in aged care accommodation and
assistance in the Geelong region.
We also have concerns not only in regional Victoria but
statewide about waiting lists. As we appreciate, the
Bracks government now has seen waiting lists blow out
further than was ever anticipated, especially in
emergency departments, with people sitting for longer
than 12 hours on trolleys waiting for beds.
Waiting lists statewide have moved dramatically away
from where we would like to have seen them. I can cite
a couple of examples, particularly in Barwon. In March
1999 there were 350 people waiting for elective
surgery, but regrettably four years later in March 2003
the waiting list has expanded to 679, an increase of 329
from the figure of 350 four years earlier. That is in
excess of a 90 per cent increase.
The Bendigo hospital has a worse situation. In March
1999 it had 103 people waiting for elective surgery. By
March 2003 that figure had increased to 400 people, an
increase of 305. In West Gippsland in March 1999
there were 30 people on the waiting list, but there are
now 166, 136 more in that four-year period — some
400 per cent.
In relation to patients’ stay in each hospital emergency
department for longer than the 12-hour period, in
Barwon in March 1999 under the previous government
that had been brought down to only 2; today that has
gone to 307, an increase none of us would ever have
imagined over that four-year period. In Bendigo, where
there was absolutely nobody waiting longer than the
12 hours, four years later the figure is 119.
There are big concerns in relation to health service
provision, especially in our provincial cities. Mr Viney
cast us back, but I am an immediate past board member
of Western District Health Services. I came into that
position due to lack of funding in the Cain and Kirner
years. The hospital was brought to its knees and had to
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be redeveloped in the mid-1990s with a great injection
from the Kennett government. That hospital has
soldiered on and offered a marvellous service back to
members of the community, who in the late 1980s and
early 1990s had wandered to other service providers.
After getting back on its feet, in the last 12 months it
has found itself in the position of gaining only a 0.3 of
1 per cent increase in its operating budget in an
environment that was not even keeping pace with the
consumer price index. I have grave concerns, as does
the management, about the outcome for that hospital. In
the last six years it has travelled with an operating
surplus, but regrettably, like many others, it will
possibly see an operating deficit this year.
Rural North West Health centred in Warracknabeal,
which has three campuses — at Warracknabeal,
Hopetoun and Beulah — has gone back into the
administration of a sole director. The board retired
earlier this year and to the best of my knowledge the
hospital has a current deficit of about $2.88 million.
That is a modest amount on a state global basis. That
strong community in regional Victoria which services a
wide area of population now finds itself with an
operating theatre that has been temporarily closed and
with the obstetric services that were previously offered
having at this stage temporarily ceased, and that
community is very concerned about where its health
service provision is going.
As recently as last Friday the kitchen at Hopetoun was
closed down at the cost of eight full-time positions,
which has created much angst in the Hopetoun
community. It has also been touted that $500 000 will
be made available to upgrade the kitchen at
Warracknabeal to offer meals to the other campuses.
Those communities are concerned about where their
service provision will come from in the near to far
future.
In the last fortnight the shadow minister, the
Honourable David Davis, and I have travelled through
many areas in western Victoria, and we looked at the
situation in Warracknabeal. We had a look at service
delivery in the areas of drug dependency and
rehabilitation across the Wimmera. There is further
angst where 1.5 per cent has been removed from
budgets across the board as so-called productivity cuts.
This is giving further angst to the providers of those
services, which I might add are usually done by
non-government agencies and private industry. With
growing needs and less operating grants these service
providers find themselves in great difficulty. I do not
wish to be painting a bleak picture across regional
Victoria, but from a health service provision and
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financing point of view there are certainly some grave
concerns. Regrettably I think we will see deficits like
we have not seen for quite some time in the health
sector.
The other issue I would like to touch on before sitting
down relates to the provision of public dentistry. Our
public dental waiting lists have blown out beyond what
we would ever have believed possible. This directly
relates to underfunding by the Bracks government. In
the Barwon region, and I will have a look at my own
home area of Hamilton, we see that general waiting
times now have gone in the last six months from
37 months out to 44 months. In relation to dentures, we
see that the movement has bettered itself, which is
absolutely fantastic, from 42 months down to 32. But if
we go down to Portland we can see a complete reversal
from the general waiting time for general dentistry. It
has gone from 43 months to 51. This is in excess of
four years and there is an expectation that people in that
community will wait for public dentistry! In relation to
dentures at Portland, it has gone in a similar fashion —
that is, from 42 to 50 months.
The opposition can appreciate what is taking place and
the concerns right across regional Victoria with the
underfunding of not only health services but certainly
dental services. This in itself is giving major concern,
and I implore the minister not only to come out and
visit regional Victoria and see what the impacts are, but
to have a serious look at some of the operating budgets
and costs of these services to our communities and
grow them to a more realistic figure in order that some
of these waiting lists can be curtailed.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I rise to
make a contribution to the Health Legislation
(Amendment) Bill debate. In doing so I want to restrict
my comments to probably not all of the six acts of
Parliament that this bill amends, but just some of them.
As my honourable friend Mr Koch already has
outlined, the six specific acts this bill deals with are the
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act, the
Nurses Act, the Lord Mayor’s Charitable Fund Act, the
Mental Health Act, the Health Services Act, and the
Human Tissue Act. As I said, in my contribution I am
going to limit my points on the specifics of the bill to
just a couple of these which are of particular concern to
me.
Firstly, I would like to discuss the implications that the
amendments have for the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances Act. The last time this act was
amended was in 2000, when the Nurses Act and the
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act saw the
introduction of a new category of the nurse practitioner
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or the nurse practitioner role. This saw the
empowerment by the act of the Nurses Board of
Victoria, the responsible body in Victoria, to
appropriately qualify nurse practitioners. It was an
expansion of the role that enabled this category of nurse
to prescribe some particular drugs and poisons or
substances listed on the drugs and poisons schedule.
The bill before us today sees the inclusion of a new
subsection in that act. I will restrict myself to
commenting on it — that is, section 14(3). The
condition imposed through this amendment is going to
give additional power again to the nurses board to
ensure further public protection through the restriction
on a nurse where the board wishes to stop that nurse or
estop that nurse from having the authority to prescribe
certain drugs. Now there is going to be a restrictive
power conferred on to the board and it will be able to
exercise that power as a result of these amendments
today. The nurses’ authority pursuant to the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances Act will
automatically restrict the nurse to the same extent, and
the intention here is simply to bring Victoria into line
with other jurisdictions in the area of prescribing rights.
Opposition members do not oppose this move. We
think it is a very sensible thing to be getting into
national alignment with other states.
Also I want to talk about regulations regarding privacy.
These are in conjunction with other laws and
regulations regarding the upholding of a patient’s
privacy and affect hospital/client or doctor/client
privacy issues which relate to national privacy
principles. These were promulgated by the Howard
federal government and upgraded in 2001. The bill
before this house is designed to clarify a number of
points that may be contentious regarding a client’s or
patient’s privacy rights.
Again, this is a sensible thing to be doing in a bill such
as this. A hospital has to be able to fulfil its statutory
obligations while at the same time providing the best
possible care and level of information to the patient.
This bill sets out guidelines for appropriate decisions
that should take place with a client’s or patient’s family
and hospital staff. It outlines the information that should
be provided to the Red Cross for the purpose of
tracking back the recipients of infected blood should
that be the case. It also outlines the rules for a patient or
client consenting to a staff member providing
information about them to another person or agency.
These are very sensible provisions, and they have
become standards that we operate by in a whole range
of sectors, the privacy of clients and patients and their
rights to choose being paramount.
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The initial part of this bill also deals with the provision
of information about a client or a patient in the instance
that a health service provider may wish to initiate or
defend legal proceedings. They might want to obtain
legal advice or notify their insurers about a particular
circumstance or accident that has taken place in the
course of their duties.
On the point of insurers, I have to express my
disappointment at the ineptitude of the Bracks
government in this area. Its members have displayed an
enormous amount of ineptitude in dealing with the
whole issue of public liability in its current form. I note
that there have been positive moves at the federal level
to address this very vexing problem, not only for the
health sector but for every other area of the community
sector in particular.
In my comments this afternoon I would also like to
look at a couple of the issues related to the Lord
Mayor’s Charitable Fund Act, which is another that is
to be amended under this bill. This is a great institution.
It has been serving sick and disadvantaged people
across the Melbourne metropolitan area for almost
80 years. The fund annually appropriates public
donations to over 150 hospitals as well as other
organisations that aid community health and welfare
across Melbourne. The organisation’s slogan is
appropriate and accurate: Sharing your Caring.
Keeping up to date with and developing for the better
the government’s arrangements with the various
Melbourne charities is a vital role that needs to be
played, and certainly in this time of financial stricture
and mismanagement by this government it must be a
welcome respite to some of the recurrent funding
challenges which are facing the Bracks government.
This proposed bill amends the Lord Mayor’s Charitable
Fund Act with regard to the members of the governance
board of that charity and to their terms and time periods
of office.
At the moment board members serve for 12 months
with the option to stand for re-election. Under the
proposals before us today the term will increase to two
years, and this will allow half the board to retire
annually.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — I am absolutely
shocked to see that my honourable friend, Mr Atkinson,
has been elevated to the position of a government
minister!
The process of staggering board elections is also
initiated in this bill. The government believes, and the
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opposition tends to agree with it, that this will help
bring more diversity and experience to the board. On
the point of the government’s interest in the board and
its operation, it is a sensible move. We see a lot of
examples of boards and their governance in the public
sector which we wish the Bracks government would
pay just as much attention to, because it seems not to do
the same in a range of other areas where there are
serious governance issues.
The proposed amendments in the Health Legislation
(Amendment) Bill, which I have addressed, work well
to update and develop the current arrangements. They
bring us into line with other jurisdictions, and they are
generally sensible. I do, however, want to follow the
lead of virtually every other speaker in this debate and
talk a little bit about the predicament of the Victorian
health system.
Members opposite — possibly with the exception of
Mr Atkinson who is not in his place! — are living in a
world of delusion if they think all is well in ‘health land
Victoria’, because that is not so. The health care system
here in this state is definitely in crisis, and anybody who
seeks to tell the community that it is not is either in
denial or is exercising a piece of deceptive political
spin. It is a very sad fact that our current government is
having enormous difficulty managing its finances and
money, and this is having an impact on our large public
hospitals.
That is why there are now so many hospitals and
networks experiencing massive budget deficits and
blow-outs. They are coming to light every day, and the
government is aware of these blow-outs and deficits,
but it is not prepared to tell the community about them.
The government is aware of them and is now going
around engaging the services of consultants to make
cuts to our health system by stealth. There are
numerous examples which have been outlined
extremely well by my colleagues on this side of the
house. There are also examples in the Eastern Health
Care Network which I will outline for the house.
I think it is time the Premier and the Minister for Health
in the other place, Mrs Pike, started to accept
responsibility for the parlous financial condition of the
sector and its poor performance. I do not think it is
good enough for the health minister to blame
everybody else for the deterioration of the health
system in Victoria. When she is asked — by the
community, the media, the opposition or anybody
else — to talk about why certain problems exist in her
system, she usually blames the federal government. She
blames the Prime Minister or anybody at the federal
level she possibly can — it has a broken record effect,
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and she does it ad nauseam but she will not accept
responsibility for her own governance of the system in
Victoria.

people will believe in the spin and the lies for only a
certain period of time, and they will eventually see the
reality of the system falling apart.

But she gets a little bit creative every now and again
and varies the script, changes the broken record and
blames the previous government. If it is not the federal
government’s fault, it is the evil, nasty Kennett
government’s fault! Sometimes she trots the Kennett
government excuses out.

The reality is that this government is no different from
any of its Labor predecessors. It cannot manage money.
This government is mucking up the finances, and as a
result it cannot deliver adequate services for Victorians,
despite the spin.

The minister has also been known to get the excuse
machine wrong. I can recall an instance when the
minister blamed bad weather for poor hospital figures.
She seemed to ignore the salient fact that we have bad
weather in Victoria every year! We had bad weather
under the Cain and Kirner governments, we had bad
weather under the Hamer government, we had bad
weather under the Bolte government — —
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — Probably in winter,
and winter happens every year! This is the thing the
minister seems to ignore. She says, ‘We are going to
blame it on bad weather, but we are not going to say
that that bad weather benchmark has been with us for a
very long time’. Every government has had bad
weather, but she has blamed bad weather, too. What she
will not do is take a look in the mirror or have a look at
the endemic planning and funding difficulties that the
Bracks government has brought to the system.
To add insult to injury, the government for the first time
will impose on the small non-government organisations
which provide various health-related services what it
calls a 1.5 per cent productivity cut each year for three
years — that is, a cut of 1.5 per cent in year 1, and a cut
of 1.5 per cent in year 2 and in year 3. These cuts are
having an enormous impact on people who are
providing services to the community through
government funds in the palliative care area, in drug
and alcohol agencies, in disability services and the like.
This government is the first government in Victoria’s
history to impose this productivity requirement, which
is actually a cut in funding by stealth. It is a cut over a
three-year period of 4.5 per cent for most organisations,
resulting in their need to slash staff, cut services and
withdraw from certain sectors of the community where
they had been providing a good service. At the end of
the day, this cut has been imposed by stealth and the
Victorian community will suffer.
Those sorts of issues, including financial
mismanagement by this government, will become more
starkly clear to the community as time goes by, because

Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — I rise to
speak on the Health Legislation (Amendment) Bill. As
other speakers have said, this bill amends various parts
of the health system — and goodness knows, it needs
amendment because it is a mess on every count! Our
current health system is a disaster. One of the things
which must haunt the government is that the
benchmark for an effective health system, whether it be
an ambulance bypass or the waiting lists, is the 1999
figures of the Kennett government.
I want to focus more particularly on my local area of
Higinbotham Province where the main health provider
is Southern Health. The main provider in Southern
Health’s network is the Monash Medical Centre. So
how is that going? How has that tracked over the last
three or four years of the disastrous stewardship of the
Labor government? I will tell the house.
If we look at the latest figures, it is going broke. In
2000–01 it had a deficit — —
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — Well, you listen to the
figures! It had a deficit of something like three quarters
of a million dollars. The following year, 2001–02, that
deficit had gone to $10 million. The current year, 2002–
03, on which it is about to report, looks to have a deficit
of something like $20 million. No wonder they are
under stress! No wonder Monash is having to make
cuts to essential services. It is having to do that to
balance the books!
With all this, how is it tracking? What are the major
outcomes? How is Monash performing? The budget is
clearly a disaster, but how is it performing? Let us look
at the figures. If we look at people on waiting lists for
semi-urgent elective surgery we find that in March
1996, which is the benchmark year, the waiting list was
something like 633. It has gone up, would members
believe, since March 1999 by 200 per cent.
The number of people waiting on lists for longer than
ideal periods and in the semi-urgent category has gone
up, would you believe — wait for it; guess; is it 10 per
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cent per cent or 50 per cent? No, it has gone up by
300 per cent!

forced to go down to Mordialloc or alternatively, to
Monash Medical Centre.

Look at how many patients in each hospital emergency
department wait for longer than 12 hours — guess at
the rate by which it has gone up. Would it be 10 per
cent? Would you expect with all the wonderful things
we hear Labor has done for the health service that it
would have gone down? How much would you think it
had gone down — 10 per cent, 5 per cent? No, it has
gone up by 50 per cent! How often do hospital
emergency departments go into bypass? That has also
gone up 50 per cent.

This strategy has never been denied because the funds
have never come to Sandringham. After repeated
requests from the hospital, from the local council and
from local people no money has ever come. That is
reflected in the figures for Sandringham Hospital. If we
look at the waiting list figures for Sandringham
Hospital, the number of people on waiting lists for
semi-urgent elective surgery has gone up since March
1999 — the benchmark date of the Kennett years and
the benchmark of which the government could be
proud, if it could achieve it — by 200 per cent.

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — Government members
may chip from the side and try to make cheap shots
such as asking whether we know where the hospitals
are — of course we do. We have been working for the
last 12 years to see that they perform well, and it is a
disaster to think that the government has brought them
to such a low where waiting lists have blown by an
average of 300 per cent when the benchmark of quality
for waiting lists was set under the Kennett government
in 1999. Government members could be proud if they
were able to reach the benchmark set by the Kennett
government in 1999.
Moorabbin Hospital has run a wonderful birthing
service for quite some time. What is happening? That is
about to be closed and moved simply because Monash
is in such financial straits. It has to try to find money, so
it is closing this birthing centre which people value very
highly. Members of the government can make snide
remarks, but a petition with over 800 signatures — no
small thing! — organised by people who have used that
birthing centre will shortly be presented to the
Assembly. The petition will be from the friends of the
birth centre and it will draw the attention of the house to
the potential closure by Southern Health of this centre.
It is an absolute shame and disaster that the figures for
health in our local area have worsened.
Sandringham Hospital is another very important
hospital in my area. I know where that is, even if
Mr Pullen does not, because basically that hospital is
also under threat. It has been there for a very long time
and is getting a bit tired. It is in need of capital funding
to improve it. It is under stress. But the government has
repeatedly failed to allocate any funds to do anything to
improve Sandringham Hospital. Quite clearly the
government’s hidden agenda is to starve Sandringham
Hospital of the funds it needs so it is not able to operate
at the level it should, so it will ultimately be closed
down and put out of business — then the people will be

The number of people on semi-urgent waiting lists for
longer than ideal times has also gone up. What do
government members think would be the increase —
200 per cent? No, they have gone up by 300 per cent!
Mr Pullen interjected.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — I know as well as
Mr Pullen does that this hospital has been starved of
funds. It has been deliberately run down by this
government, which is just not good enough. The
number of people on waiting lists for urgent elective
surgery at Sandringham Hospital has gone up by 33 per
cent. What is being done to the health system in this
state is an absolute travesty because the truth is that this
government is simply unable to match the standards set
by the Kennett government for waiting lists and
bypasses in 1999. People will increasingly realise what
has been the benchmark; they will realise that the
government is full of excuses.
It is endemic with the rabble opposite that it should find
excuses. It does not matter what it is — they say it is
not their fault. They say, ‘It is the federal government’,
‘It is the weather’,’ The sun is out’, ‘It is raining’, ‘It is
snowing’, ‘It is Monday’ — but whatever it is, it is not
the government’s fault. But if something goes well, we
hear, ‘Oh, aren’t we wonderful! We can do wonderful
things’, but if anything goes wrong, it is not the fault of
the government.
The government has been in office for four years. It is
about time it started to accept responsibility for
something. It runs this state, why does it not get out and
run it, and stop trying to blame everybody else when
things do not go as well as they are?
Things are not going as well as they should be in health.
You are not able to meet the 1999 benchmarks of the
Kennett government for waiting lists. It is nowhere near
the waiting lists figure. Its waiting list blow-out is
worse, its hospital bypass situation is worse and it has
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no solution except to blame other people. It blames the
Prime Minister and it blames increased numbers
coming into the medical system.
Surprise, surprise! Is it anything new that more people
are coming into the medical system? That has been
happening for years. But the government suddenly
says, ‘All our problems that happened yesterday are
because more people are going into hospitals’. I remind
members that for years and years more people have
been going into hospitals — at the rate of tens of
thousands a year!
But no — this is a surprise. ‘Oh, there are more people
going into hospital! Isn’t it terrible!’. That has been
going on for years. The people opposite ought to get
real and try to match the benchmarks the Kennett
government established in the health system for waiting
lists and bypass in 1999.
It is a great shame that the area which I represent with
Mr Pullen, Higinbotham Province, is unfortunately
suffering. The figures show that the delivery of health
services out of the Monash Medical Centre — which, I
must say, has always been under stress; I would not for
a moment say that that hospital system has always been
under very considerable stress — is not coping as well
as it did under our government. When you look at
Sandringham hospital, which this government is
deliberately starving of funds — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — If members opposite want
to counter that then let me see a commitment by them
to put some capital funding into Sandringham hospital
so it can operate at the level of a good hospital. Let me
have that commitment. Rather than just throwing mud,
let us say, ‘Okay, we will put some money into
Sandringham hospital to make it work properly’. What
we want is a commitment for Sandringham hospital,
and I hope Mr Pullen will join me in that and that we
will work for a commitment for Sandringham hospital.
With those few words I wind up my contribution on
this bill.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — This piece of legislation has been described
during the course of the second-reading debate as an
‘omnibus bill’ on any number of occasions. The reason
why it has that pithy description is because it tries to
amend a number of other pieces of legislation to form a
sensible, rational way for a number of technical
amendments to take place within the health sector.
Indeed, a number of these amendments are quite
technical and dispassionate by nature, but the bill has
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generated quite a passionate debate before the house
this afternoon.
The bill makes a number of amendments that deal with
the way in which information will be dealt with and
patient records and information will be transferred
within the health and mental health system. As
members would be aware, the privacy principles are
outlined in the Health Records Act 2001, which
provides a comprehensive regime for the way in which
information can be communicated in the health
industry.
These amendments attempt to clarify the transmission
and scope of that information. They clarify that consent
of a patient to the transmission of information — used
appropriately to provide for their health care — can be
implied or explicit.
The Health Services Act is amended in clause 4 of the
bill, and the Mental Health Act is amended through
clause 11. Indeed, a number of issues relate specifically
to the amendments to the Health Services Act —
section 141 — which Mr David Davis was concerned
about in his contribution. He sought assurance from the
government that the scope of changes that come
through the implied consent provisions would not be
used by the hospital system to override the obligations
underpinned by the Australian health care agreement,
which requires patients to designate, on their admission
to hospital, whether they will be treated as a public or
private patient. The consent provisions within this bill
would not impact adversely on patients determining
their treatment regime and would not lead to
manipulation in the health care system that patients
were not fully aware of.
As Mr Davis is aware, I have been advised that
section 141 has not been designed to override the
obligations underpinned by the health care agreement.
They would have primacy in this legislative regime, as
it is not the intention of the government for these
provisions to be used in a way that would undermine
the integrity of patients consenting and identifying
whether they are to be treated as public or private
patients.
A range of issues dealt with related to the activities of
nurse practitioners and the registration of division 2
nurses. Clause 3 outlines amendments to the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 which
will enable the regulation of the activities of nurse
practitioners to be roped into that act. The conditions
that may be set by the nurses board under the
provisions of the Nurses Act would apply under the
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act.
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There is an opportunity for division 1 nurses in training
to be registered during the course of that training as
division 2 nurses. That is dealt with in clause 12. The
intention of this is to provide useful work experience
and opportunities for those nurses in training to get
on-the-job experience but also, in terms of work force
planning issues right across the health system, it would
be useful in terms of making sure there was a greater
coverage of registered nurses who can operate within
the system.
An ongoing set of issues has been identified by a
number of members including Mrs Coote and
Mr Vogels. This relates to the scope of practice of
division 2 nurses in terms of their capacity to
administer medication. This is a work in progress. It
will be concluded shortly and will be dealt with by
subsequent regulatory changes that are in the pipeline
now and should be concluded by the end of the year.
But they are not dealt with in the current legislation.
There are a number of items that relate to the
appropriate mechanisms within the Mental Health Act
and the treatment regimes that will apply to members of
the community who may be apprehended by the police
in the name of protection so that these individuals do
not do harm to themselves. Subject to that degree of
apprehension by the police they would be referred not
only to a medical practitioner, as is covered by the
existing provisions of the bill, but the referral process
will be enhanced to allow for the appropriate attention
of the medical health practitioner, and that referral will
now be enabled within the Mental Health Act.
That leads to a number of concerns that have been
expressed in the Parliament about the appropriate
resourcing that underpins this regime, but the
government is mindful of those issues and is confident
that sufficient support will be provided to the mental
health field to enable the appropriate referrals and
treatment of individuals who are affected by this bill.
There are a number of changes to that effect which
relate to the Human Tissue Act and its capacity to
regulate the sale of tissue products. As members of the
house will be aware, the head of power under which
tissue banks are licensed is the Commonwealth
Therapeutic Goods Act. All these facilities have to
comply with the licensing and regulatory regime of that
commonwealth head of power. There are eight facilities
in Victoria which are all attached to public health
institutions, all of them not-for-profit organisations, and
it is clearly the intention of the government not to allow
the sale of tissue products for profit and that the
amendments to the Human Tissue Act will enable,
subject to a permit being granted by the minister, the
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sale of those products to cover the costs of their
production.
There are other small amendments to the Lord Mayor’s
Charitable Fund and to the Health Services Act 1988
which, as I shared with Mr Baxter earlier, remove an
‘and’ that has inappropriately been in existence in the
determination and description of the Numurkah District
Health Service. For the last seven years this aberrant
‘and’ has got in the way of the Numurkah District
Health Service being appropriately treated within the
legislative and regulatory regime within the Victorian
statutes. Mr Baxter and I share some enthusiasm for the
correction of that matter.
With the government’s confidence that this piece of
legislation will improve the regulatory regime within
the industry and its belief that it has been responsive to
the issues raised by opposition members, I commend
the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Third reading
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — By leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In so doing I thank the following members: the
Honourables David Davis, Damian Drum, Kaye
Darveniza, Richard Dalla-Riva, Sang Nguyen, Andrea
Coote, John Vogels, David Koch, Andrew Olexander,
Chris Strong and Mr Viney.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
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ALBURY-WODONGA AGREEMENT
(REPEAL) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 16 September; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).

Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — I am
pleased to speak to the Albury-Wodonga Agreement
(Repeal) Bill on behalf of the Liberal Party, and in
doing so I say that the Liberal Party supports this bill.
The purpose of the bill is to repeal the
Albury-Wodonga Agreement Act 1973 and the
Albury-Wodonga Land Acquisition Act 1973 and to
dissolve the Albury-Wodonga Victoria Development
Corporation. The bill provides for the transfer of assets,
contractual rights and obligations and liabilities of the
Victoria corporation to the Albury-Wodonga
Development Corporation and provides for the
winding-up agreement between Victoria, New South
Wales and the commonwealth for those purposes. As a
member for North Eastern Province, Wodonga is an
area in which I have spent a great deal of time in the
last 12 months. The Rural City of Wodonga is a very
impressive rural city, an area I am proud to represent
and which I am sure my colleague the Honourable Bill
Baxter is also proud to represent.
On 25 January 1973 an historic meeting took place
between the then Prime Minister, Gough Whitlam; the
Premier of Victoria, Rupert Hamer; and the Premier of
New South Wales, Sir Robert Askin. At this meeting it
was decided that Albury-Wodonga should be
designated a centre for national growth. The
appropriate bill was first introduced into the Legislative
Assembly in November of the same year. It represented
the first administrative step taken and set out the policy
and administrative arrangements of the scheme.
The original agreement occurred in response to
concerns that existed as to the social and economic
disadvantages of what was considered to be an
excessive concentration of population in the capital
cities and was intended to reduce pressures in
metropolitan areas.
The Albury-Wodonga growth centre was a visionary
project that produced an extraordinary city. It is a good
example of how regional development can flourish.
The project produced the first cross-border city of any
magnitude in Australia and the growth in AlburyWodonga reflects the enthusiasm of those who live in
and do business there.
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One of the reasons why Albury-Wodonga was chosen
to become the first centre for national growth or
decentralisation was its central location. It is located on
a major highway and rail corridor that links Australia’s
two major cities of Melbourne and Sydney, making it
central to approximately 75 per cent of Australia’s
population. This location has proven to be an asset to
the many businesses located there and continues to
assist Albury-Wodonga in attracting new industry.
One example is Visy Industries which has opened a
new factory, creating over 100 jobs in Wodonga. Visy
brought with it an experienced management team
whose members have settled in Wodonga and their
skills will enrich the local community. Another
example is the recently announced $90 million
Woolworth distribution centre to be built near
Barnawartha, which will create more than 600 new
jobs, with approximately half of them being full-time
positions. A development of this size will contribute to
Wodonga’s ongoing growth. It will require affordable
housing to be available in the city, and the flow-on of
economic benefits that the Woolworth centre will bring
are far too numerous to mention.
The winding up of the Albury-Wodonga Development
Corporation was to take place in 2005, but it has now
been extended to 2007. It is estimated that in 2007 the
corporation will still have approximately 1500 hectares
of urban land or approximately 20 years of future
development remaining. It will be essential that there be
a body responsible for the development of the balance
of the land. This land will need to be managed
responsibly to prevent any fire sales that could seriously
affect land prices. At the same time there always needs
to be enough land available to ensure that it is
affordable and to promote growth.
Councils are the planners for these cities and should not
take on the role of land developers, so there will need to
be a successor body to the development corporation to
manage the land.
The Albury-Wodonga Development Corporation has
done a wonderful job over the past 30 years and
deserves to be congratulated for the part it has played in
creating the well-planned, vibrant and thriving city that
Albury-Wodonga has become. When the corporation
was first formed, the Victorian government contributed
$1.5 million to ensure that the project was a success.
New South Wales did not make any contribution. A
formula has been worked out to calculate the current
value of Victoria’s contribution, which is
approximately $3.7 million.
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In winding up the corporation consideration also needs
to be given to what should happen to this original
investment. I have discussed this matter with the
honourable member for Benambra in the other place,
Tony Plowman, and it is our belief that these funds
should stay in the community and not be returned to
consolidated revenue. It is quite clear that the
government of the day intended that these funds should
ensure the success of the Albury-Wodonga project, and
I ask the present government to honour the
commitment made to this project by the former Hamer
government and to use these funds to provide benefits
for the Albury-Wodonga community.
I could speak all day about the success of this project
and what it has meant to Albury-Wodonga. I could talk
about the benefits that were achieved through the
cooperation of the federal and two state governments
working together, but I do believe that while
governments cooperated in the development of this
city, they missed an opportunity to solve some
significant problems. They should have used this
cross-border experiment to address some of the
cross-border anomalies that towns along the Murray
River face every day.
Health has always been the number 1 cross-border
issue, although with the signing in July this year of an
agreement between New South Wales and Victoria for
Albury-Wodonga, it appears to have been resolved for
that area, but still remains a problem for other towns
such as Echuca and Moama.
I will read a small excerpt from an article in the
Border-Mail of Saturday, 26 July, entitled
‘Cross-border health service a tribute to cooperation’
which gives an idea of how the local community feels
about the cross-border issue. It reads:
The concept of a genuine cross-border health service to
administer and meet the health needs of border residents
became a reality yesterday.
When New South Wales Health Minister Mr Morris Iemma
and his Victorian counterpart Ms Bronwyn Pike signed a
letter of intent to set in motion Wodonga Regional Health
Services management of Albury Base Hospital for the next
three years they did something many border residents doubted
would ever happen.
A cross-border health service has been a long time coming,
but now the process is in motion the two governments and the
local players have to make it work.

Education is another major cross-border issue, with
many families from New South Wales choosing to
access schools on the Victorian side of the river. Bus
travel for students can also be a problem. The Victorian
government caps payments for bus travel to a student’s
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second-closest school at $800 per annum, providing the
bus only travels in Victoria. I have a group of students
and parents located at Picola who are paying over
$2000 per annum for their children to travel to Echuca
Secondary College because part of their bus journey
travels through New South Wales. If you looked at a
map of north-east Victoria you would see that Picola is
north-east of Echuca. Just out of Echuca the Murray
River meanders to the north through the
Barmah-Milawa forest before heading east again
towards Albury-Wodonga. This means that the shortest
route between Picola and Echuca is through New South
Wales; otherwise the children would have to travel
back to Nathalia to catch a bus to Echuca, which would
take an extra hour of travelling each day. The Bracks
government persistently refuses to fund or to cap the
fees charged for these children to travel from a
Victorian town to a Victorian secondary college.
Infrastructure is another problem. There is always a
fight about who is going to fund bridges across the
border. A good example of this is the
Echuca–Moama bridge.
In 1998 the federal government committed $15 million
to this project. Because of delays in committing funds
by both state governments and because of planning
issues, here we are five years later, still waiting for a
decision let alone any construction. In preparing for this
debate I asked three of my border councils to give me a
brief run-down of some of the cross-border anomalies
they face. This significantly large pile of paper in front
of me is what I got from the three councils.
Staff at the Wodonga City Council nominated some of
the issues that they face every day, and I will quote
from the list some of the things that affect their lives.
Under the heading ‘Police and regulatory bodies’, it
states that road rules, speed limits and law enforcement
differ between Victoria and New South Wales.
Members can imagine travelling across town and
crossing a road and suddenly being in another state.
That is what it is like for us. We cross the river and we
are in New South Wales and as soon as you cross the
river there are different road rules, speed limits and
laws.
Car registration costs in Albury are significantly
different to those in Wodonga. There are different
regulations for car inspection and roadworthy costs. A
taxi can only pick up in the state in which it is
registered so if a taxi picks you up in Wodonga and
takes you to Albury, it cannot then pick somebody else
up in Albury and take them back to Wodonga.
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Fishing licences and rules differ between the two states.
You live in a town that is located on a river and fines
and penalties are different in the two states, so if you
commit an offence in Albury, the penalty for that
offence is different there to the penalty for the same
offence in Wodonga.
Road licensing requirements are different, so children
can access their driving licence at a different age in
Albury to Wodonga. The conditions on P-platers are
different. Police salaries are different. Police working in
Albury are paid entirely differently to those working in
Wodonga.
Staff members at the Wodonga City Council said that
after consulting with nearly all of the private health
funds in Albury and Wodonga, they found that it is
cheaper to join a private health fund in New South
Wales than Victoria, and Medibank Private is
substantially cheaper in New South Wales. There are
different laws for accessing some pharmaceuticals in
both states.
In respect of welfare services they say that the majority
of services are state funded and are not able to be
provided to people wanting to change states. This
particularly applies to accommodation and public
housing. Entitlements for Centrelink recipients differ on
either side of the border, and Victorian Seniors Cards
are not recognised in New South Wales and vice versa.
In respect of education, staff at the Wodonga City
Council say that TAFE certificates will sometimes not
satisfy employment conditions in both states. Each state
high school system has different educational standards
and procedures for difficult students and different
access to services. School holidays do not coincide so
while it might be a school holiday in Wodonga, the kids
in Albury are still going to school and vice versa.
School curriculums and regulations are different.
School and preschool fees and services are different.
Wages for teachers and preschool teachers are different
in Albury to those in Wodonga.
For building and associated industries they say that
building permit systems are different in the two states.
There are two entirely different planning systems
operating on either side of the border.
Swimming pool safety rules and the level of
enforcement differs from Albury to Wodonga.
Tradespersons regulations vary. Tradesmen have to be
registered in two states, copping two sets of fees. There
are differences in real estate laws, including
commission levels and also tenancy laws —
commercial, retail and residential.
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Property stamp duty is the big one. Stamp duty is much
higher in Victoria under the taxing Bracks government
than it is in New South Wales. Specific owner-builder
registration procedures operate in New South Wales,
but there is none in Victoria.
Bank loans and housing fees and charges are different
and of course, there is no financial institutions duty
(FID) in New South Wales, but we still pay FID under
the taxing Bracks government. Most businesses need
two Workcover policies and insurance to cover their
activities in both states.
Conditions of employment are different in both states.
Utility costs are different in Albury and Wodonga.
Public holidays do not coincide so while we are on
holiday in Albury, people in Wodonga are not. Daylight
saving often starts and finishes at different times. Can
members imagine living in Wodonga where it is
2 o’clock and having an appointment in Albury at
3 o’clock? How do people cope when there is a time
difference on either side of the border?
There are different approaches to waterway
management and licensing requirements for works and
development near waterways, and there are restrictions
on cattle movement between the state borders.
To illustrate the frustration of this to metropolitan
members, they need to imagine the suburbs in their own
electorate. Crossing the Murray is moving from suburb
to suburb. Imagine crossing Punt Road from East
Melbourne to Richmond or moving between suburbs
like Williamstown and Newport and facing a whole
new set of laws and regulations. It is ironic that the
communities along the Murray River were the
communities that pushed for Federation because of the
difficulties they faced with trade between the two
colonies of New South Wales and Victoria. The same
communities are still facing all of the cross-border
difficulties more than 100 years later.
In closing I once again congratulate the
Albury-Wodonga Development Corporation, the city
councils in both Albury and Wodonga and the people
of Albury-Wodonga for the way in which they
embraced this project. If the project had not been so
well supported it would not have been the success it has
proven to be. Albury-Wodonga is a wonderful place to
live, and I wish both cities a prosperous future. I
commend the bill to the house.
Sitting suspended 6.29 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.

Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — On
23 October 1973, almost 30 years ago to the day, I was
privileged as a very new member of the Legislative
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Assembly for Murray Valley to attend a very important
function at the then Travelodge Hotel in Dean
St, Albury, attended by the Prime Minister of the day,
the Honourable E. G. Whitlam; the then Premier of
New South Wales, Sir Robert Askin; the then Premier
of Victoria, Sir Rupert Hamer; their respective
ministers for decentralisation — in the Commonwealth
case the Honourable Tom Uren; for New South Wales
it was the Honourable Sir John Fuller; and in Victoria
of course it was the redoubtable Murray Byrne — a
former member of this place and a man for whom I
have the highest regard and who I believe put
decentralisation on the map in this state if not this
nation. Country Victorians owe him a lot.
That very important function that day was the signing
of the Albury-Wodonga agreement. It was subsequently
brought into being by legislation, and here we are today
repealing some of the legislation that flowed from that
particular historic meeting in Albury on 23 October
1973. I can claim to have been with the formation,
growth and development of Albury-Wodonga right
from the start, and I am very proud of that fact.
It was a most worthy initiative and one of the best
actions that the Whitlam government took, supported
by the states of New South Wales and Victoria. If I can
be permitted to reminisce for a moment or two, one of
the reasons I am a member of this chamber and not still
a member of the other place was that at the subsequent
election in 1976 I was branded by my opponents —
some of whom had been my traditional supporters — as
too much of a friend of the Albury-Wodonga
Development Corporation, and I was defeated.
That, of course, as honourable members who have
fought tough elections and particularly those who have
lost them would know, is pretty hard to bear indeed, but
I have no regrets. I believe my support for the
Albury-Wodonga Development Corporation has been
proven because of the development that has occurred,
the tremendous benefits it has brought to country
Victoria, particularly to north-eastern Victoria, and to
the southern Riverina area of New South Wales.
When one looks back at those proposals, one can see,
of course, that some mistakes were made. Some of the
targets at the time were clearly overambitious. For
example, it was suggested that we would have 300 000
people living in Albury-Wodonga by the year 2000.
Clearly that did not eventuate, but it was realised fairly
early in the piece that 300 000 was an unattainable
target within that time span and by 1983, for example,
that target had been reduced by some 50 per cent. In
fact that is where Albury-Wodonga is now in terms of a
regional population — about 150 000 — and despite
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the fact that Wodonga is the fastest growing regional
centre in the nation, it clearly could not have grown
faster than that without a lot of growing pains indeed.
The Whitlam vision of the time was a bit over the top,
but who cares? He set the scene, he put the money in
and he set in place mechanisms to get Albury-Wodonga
on the go as a growth centre. That government
attempted to achieve this in other parts of Australia. We
had Orange-Bathurst, for example, which did not get
off the ground. We had Monarto in South Australia,
which did not get off the ground at all. It was a
greenfield site, and it actually did not gel whatsoever.
We could have had Lake Bolac and Wickliffe
amalgamating as a single city, but that has not
happened either.
Albury-Wodonga, though, did gel, and it has proven
itself to be a regional city that has become
self-generating, a very attractive place to live, and it is
now drawing people, particularly from Melbourne but
also from Sydney, Canberra and other parts of
Australia.
Of course that should be the case. It has all the natural
attributes. It is on the major highway between our two
principal cities, it has a good rail service, an excellent
air service, it is near the snowfields, it has water from
the Murray River, a Mediterranean climate, good
seasons, and it is a very, very pleasant place to live.
But it needed that bolstering, that focus, which the
formation of the Albury-Wodonga Development
Corporation gave it. I pay tribute to the people who
have served on that organisation over the years. I do not
intend to name them all, of course, but I will name the
people who were there at the beginning.
I have already referred to the ministers, and in the case
of New South Wales Sir John Fuller was soon
succeeded by the Honourable Tim Bruxner as its
Minister for Decentralisation and Development.
The inaugural chairman of the corporation was Gordon
Craig. He served as chairman for some 18 years or
more. He was an outstanding public servant, an
outstanding chief executive and manager, and I think in
that time Gordon survived some 49 ministers that he
had to deal with on the ministerial council.
He was faced with certain U-turns in policy as
governments came and went, yet Gordon absorbed it
all, dealt with it and rolled on remorselessly. The
community of Albury-Wodonga owes a lot to Gordon
Craig. Mel Read was the deputy chairman of the
Victoria Development Corporation. He subsequently
became commissioner of the City of Wodonga after the
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local government restructure, and is currently a
councillor of the City of Albury and the immediate past
mayor. He has been a very accomplished contributor to
Albury-Wodonga.
The deputy chairman from the New South Wales side
was Mr L. T. Muir — the late Les Muir — again,
another outstanding personality. The fourth member
was the then shire president, subsequently mayor of
Wodonga, Mr Les Stone. Les was the father of the
former chief minister of the Northern Territory and now
federal president of the Liberal Party, Mr Shane Stone.
It is interesting to note the people who contributed to
Albury-Wodonga and subsequently went on to make a
contribution in the Parliament. There was a consultative
council representing local government. The councillor
representing Wodonga was Cr K. A. Coghill who,
members would be aware, subsequently became the
member for Werribee and later the Speaker of the
Legislative Assembly of Victoria.
Also representing the community on the consultative
council was one L. S. Lieberman who subsequently
became the member for Benambra and then the federal
member for Indi. It is interesting to note that
Mr Coghill, Mr Lieberman and I, each from three
different political parties, each played a significant role
in the formation of the Albury-Wodonga Development
Corporation, and each served in the Parliament of
Victoria.
I have noted that some of the ambitions were not
reached in what would be achieved by the corporation,
but nevertheless we did achieve extraordinary
developments and advances in the way certain
environments can be structured if they are properly
planned and some infrastructure provision is made
beforehand. It is true to say that Wodonga has
developed from a dusty country town, colloquially
known as struggle town, up against the regional city of
Albury based on wool, when wool was king, and
Wodonga almost a collection of second-rate buildings
and homes. Wodonga now is one of the most attractive
and progressive regional cities in Australia. It has some
very lovely residential land, delightful parklands, bike
paths, lakes and the like, largely through the vision of
the early planners, such as David Winterbottom who
came out from England and was employed by the
corporation as town planner.
A lot of people thought he was a dreamer. I think he
was a visionary, and now, 20 years later, we are reaping
the benefits of many of the concepts that David
Winterbottom put in place in Albury-Wodonga,
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although at the time many people thought he was trying
to do something that was foreign to Australia.
We have also seen subsequent planners and chief
executives such as Ron Dennis come on the scene.
Mr Scantlebury is the current chief executive. All those
people’s hearts have been in the project, and they have
given a lot. I pay tribute to each and every one of them.
I am not sorry that the corporation is being wound up,
because in a sense I believe it has served its purpose
well. This is the time to move on.
It is worth noting that because the border situation
applied in Albury-Wodonga we had somewhat of a
legal fiction. We have three corporations — the
Albury-Wodonga Development Corporation under
federal legislation; the Albury-Wodonga (New South
Wales) Corporation under New South Wales
legislation, and the Albury-Wodonga (Victoria)
Corporation under our own act, some of which is being
repealed tonight. The corporations acted as one and
acted with unanimity but because of legal reasons and
the commonwealth not being able to acquire the land
easily, that acquisition was done by the states, and some
of the planning powers were exercised by the states.
I said earlier that some mistakes were made — yes,
there were mistakes. The first planning area was a
radius of 55 kilometres from the Union Bridge which
links Albury to Wodonga. That was subsequently
reduced to an area known as the reduced acquisition
area of 56 000 hectares. We set off to acquire
56 000 hectares.
Mr Forwood laughs, and well he might. When I look
back on it I cannot understand how we were so stupid
that we actually thought we would purchase
56 000 hectares. More than that, we did not actually
decide where we should start. We had a very rowdy
public meeting in Galvin Hall at Wodonga High School
in October 1974 or 1975. I was there being assailed;
Murray Byrne was there being assailed; the Honourable
Keith Bradbury, a former member for North Eastern
Province, was chairing the meeting; and Sir Rupert
Hamer, the Premier, was under a great deal of pressure
over land acquisition. Sir Rupert made what appeared a
reasonable decision at the time but turned out to be
somewhat extraordinary — he issued an open invitation
to anybody who wanted to sell land to come in and the
corporation would deal with them.
The result of that was that we had people
higgledy-piggledy from all over the place coming in to
sell their farms, blocks and houses to the corporation,
but at the end when we wanted to start at Middle Creek,
we owned none of the land. The people at Middle
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Creek did not want to sell their land. Peter Street, for
one, took a dispute to the High Court. When you think
back — I was going to say it was crazy but that is not
the appropriate word — it should have been prioritised
as to where we would start through a much more
formal process, but hindsight is a wonderful thing.
There were political pressures at the time with people
believing that they would be ripped off and that their
land would be bought at less than market value, but one
has to remember that this was in the early 1970s,
probably only 20 years after the land acquisition
schemes sold land for soldier settlements, where clearly
some farmers had been treated less than fairly.
I do not think anyone could say that they did not get
good prices for land in Albury-Wodonga. In fact, after a
while we christened Mercedes-Benz cars DC cars —
that is, development corporation cars — because it
seemed that everyone who sold their farm to the
corporation went out and bought a Mercedes-Benz.
When you think back on it, they were great times even
though it cost me my seat in Parliament.
Subsequently it has gone on, and I believe it has gone
well. We now see all sorts of investment coming in. We
had Uncle Ben’s before the development corporation
days and it is still making two million cans of dog food
today — that is a lot of dogs.
Hon. Bill Forwood — A lot of food!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, indeed. We have
seen Visy come in over the last couple of years and
create 700 jobs. We are now seeing the Woolworth
distribution centre about to start building a warehouse
which will cover some 8 hectares under one roof. If you
can imagine 8 hectares under one roof — that is a lot of
supermarket to be serviced as well.
Albury-Wodonga now has that critical mass to go on
from here and continue to be the fastest growing area in
regional Australia. The Victorian government assisted
immensely in its local government restructure. It gave
the City of Wodonga parts of the adjoining
municipalities and we got away from the awkwardness
of having part of the development area of the former
shires of Chiltern, Yackandandah and Tallangatta. The
Wodonga City Council is going gangbusters and that is
why we are attracting more of the capital investment on
the Victorian side than is Albury, because I believe the
Albury City Council is in some difficulty. The New
South Wales government does not have the gumption
that the Kennett government had in putting in place a
local government boundary arrangement which reflects
the 21st century, not the 19th century.
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Hon. Bill Forwood — They are talking about it.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, they are talking
about it, but of course that is a decision for them to
make.
I want to say that at times I am disappointed in this
Labor government’s attitude to Albury-Wodonga. This
legislation was introduced into Parliament in May
2002, more than 12 months ago, and we are just getting
around to debating it because it kept dropping off the
list. But worse than that, the commonwealth and New
South Wales passed their versions of this
complementary legislation in the year 2000. Why has it
taken Victoria three years to get around to passing this
legislation? I think it says something about the lack of
interest of the Minister for State and Regional
Development, Mr Brumby, in this region of Victoria.
I often used to run into Brian Scantlebury, the chief
executive officer of the Albury-Wodonga Development
Corporation, who has been somewhat in limbo lately
waiting for this legislation to be passed. He has asked
me when I thought it might happen. I was foolish
enough to say, ‘I am sure they will pass it before the
election, Brian’. How wrong I was! It is nearly
12 months later and we are only getting it now. I just
say that the Whitlam government put its heart behind
the project and subsequent governments put their all
into the project. We are being let down by this current
Labor government. It just cannot draw the loose strings
together as we move to the next phase in
Albury-Wodonga’s history.
I also want to make an observation about stamp duty,
because it has been referred to in a number of debates.
The state government is creaming a poultice of money
out of the sale of corporation land in Wodonga, because
whenever blocks are put on the market they are
snapped up. We have not had a block passed in at an
auction — there is usually an auction of housing blocks
every six or seven weeks — for months, because the
demand is so great, and many blocks of land are
making $120 000 or $150 000. Victoria’s Treasury is
doing immensely well out of the stamp duty receipts. I
would have thought that the government could have
given a little more attention to this piece of legislation,
that being the case.
I also want to sound a warning or make a plea. Yes,
there is a deal of land still to be sold. The corporation
goes out of existence in 2007. It may not be all sold by
then. Yes, we will need a mechanism if anything is left,
but I would rather increase the flow of blocks of land
onto the market now, because I think the price is being
to some extent artificially pushed up because we have a
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land shortage in Albury-Wodonga, particularly on the
Wodonga side.
I have builders complaining to me that they cannot get
blocks to build homes on. I have first home buyers
coming to me saying, ‘You have got to get them to
release more land. We are having to go down to
Barnawartha or Chiltern or somewhere to get a block of
land that we can afford’. I think there is a tremendous
opportunity now. I know there is a lead time. The
infrastructure, such as sewerage, water, power, roads
and so on, has to be put in. I think we are sufficiently
well off for schools at the moment, in the sense that that
is not the hold-up.
I make this plea to the corporation: I think its land
release program has been overtaken by events and it
ought to speed it up because it is penalising some home
buyers at the moment. I would also say to this
government that, if it wants to show its good faith in
Albury-Wodonga, it should get on with the project of
shifting the railway line out of the main street.
Hon. Bill Forwood — I thought you would get
there.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I started on it in 1973, and
I want to see it shifted before I leave here, Mr Forwood.
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — At least Jeff Kennett put
$20 million on the table, which was matched by John
Anderson, the federal Leader of the National Party.
Mrs Powell and Mr Plowman, the members for
Shepparton and Benambra respectively in another
place, and I were at Uncle Ben’s when John Anderson
produced his cheque for $2 million, so we have the
money on the table. But now with a Labor government
in Victoria we cannot seem to get the bulldozers out to
get on with it. What happens? The Minister for
Transport, Mr Batchelor, says, ‘It is all Vicfreight’s
fault. It will not cooperate’. Vicfreight is only the
lessee; it does not own the railway line.
I think it is all part of Treasurer Brumby’s circumstance
of running short of money or thinking that he is going
to run short of money, and here is some money that can
be put off into the never-never — ‘We need not do this
project for the time being’.
I say to the government that the refurbishment of the
Wodonga central business district (CBD) is on hold
until this rail project is completed. Yes, we have this
tremendously attractive residential area. It is beautiful;
there are good homes and amenities. There is a main
street which is still a bit of a dog’s breakfast because,

145

understandably, businesses are not going to expend
money and invest until the rail project is complete, and
we get Jack Hore Place realigned, High Street
straightened out and what are some pretty ugly bits of
railway land made available for development.
Once that happens the CBD is going to blossom, and
High Street, Wodonga, is going to rival Dean Street,
Albury. But it is not going to happen until the railway
line is shifted. We thought we were going to have it
done simultaneously with the bypass of the Hume
Highway at Albury-Wodonga. That would have
synergy. We would do the two projects in parallel.
They are parallel; they run beside each other. Surely it
is going to be a waste of taxpayers money if the
highway is built first and we do the railway later on.
They have got to be done together. I make a plea to this
government, and particularly to the Minister for
Transport, to pull out all stops to make sure that the
taxpayer can get value for money by the two projects
being done simultaneously, so that the people of
Wodonga at last get the opportunity to renew and
refurbish their CBD, because they have been waiting
for so long and have seen so many promises made in
the past that have not come to fruition.
Bearing in mind that we have a program ahead of us
tonight, and some of us have a commitment tomorrow
at Tullamarine, I will restrict my going back in history
to that.
I just want to make reference to one further document,
because I was talking about the number of people
involved in Albury-Wodonga who subsequently
became members of Parliament. I did overlook one,
and I think I should mention him because he would be
known to honourable members. I have with me an
insert from the Border Mail dated November 1980. It is
about Albury-Wodonga, ‘the growing place’, which
was the slogan we used at the time. The journalist is a
bearded young fellow by the name of Craig Bildstien,
subsequently the member for Mildura in another place.
You can see that the Parliament of Victoria was a good
breeding ground for helping Albury-Wodonga, or
Albury-Wodonga was a good breeding ground for the
Parliament. Perhaps I should put it that way.
I think governments of all persuasions learnt a lot from
the Albury-Wodonga experiment. It was criticised in
many quarters, but it has proved its worth. I am very
proud of it. I am proud to have been part of it, and I
think the experience of Albury-Wodonga can certainly
be used as a pattern elsewhere. Yes, 30 years later we
would do things differently, but at least it has proved
that, if you have governments with commitment who
are prepared to put a few bob in and take the people
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with them, this is the sort of outcome you get, and if we
are ever to stop the crazy situation we have in this
nation of people clustering around the coastline in great
urban ant heaps we ought to do a few more
Albury-Wodongas.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL (Central Highlands) — I
have pleasure in speaking on this bill, and I will try to
stick to the bill and not talk about buses and daylight
saving. Obviously the Liberal Party has an agenda to
get rid of state governments, which is very interesting.
After Mr Baxter’s comments I really do feel sorry for
the Minister for Transport. His shoulders are very sore
from carrying the can for the stuff-ups of the Kennett
government with the rail corporations and the problems
we have had and continue to have.
The bill before us is basically designed to wind up the
Albury-Wodonga (Victoria) Corporation and transfer
all the assets, contractual rights, obligations and
liabilities to the commonwealth’s Albury-Wodonga
Development Corporation, with Victoria having no
further involvement in the administration of the
corporation.
I will go through the different clauses. Clauses 1, 2 and
3 are procedural provisions of the bill. Clause 1 deals
with the purpose of the bill. Essentially the purpose of
the bill is to repeal the Albury-Wodonga Agreement
Act 1973 and the Wodonga Area Land Acquisition Act
1973. It will dissolve the Albury-Wodonga
Development Corporation, as I said, and it will provide
for the transfer of assets, contractual rights and
obligations and liabilities from the Albury-Wodonga
(Victoria) Corporation to the Albury–Wodonga
Development Corporation. Clause 3 provides the
interpretation of various of words and terms in the bill.
Clause 4 repeals both the Albury-Wodonga Agreement
Act and the Wodonga Area Land Acquisition Act.
Clause 5 dissolves the Victorian corporation. I will not
go through every clause, because a lot of the bill is
administrative.
The winding up of the agreement is currently being
negotiated between Victoria and New South Wales and
the commonwealth, and it deals mainly with a range of
transitional arrangements. The bill follows the New
South Wales and commonwealth legislative models and
provides for the development of the winding-up
agreement as a disallowable instrument determined by
the minister. This allows the repeal legislation to
proceed in advance of the finalisation of the winding-up
agreement and assists in the alignment of the legislative
schedules of the three governments.
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The process provides for the minister to table the
winding-up agreement in each house of Parliament. It
can be disallowed by either house within 15 sitting
days. If it is not disallowed the minister can sign the
agreement on behalf of Victoria. When the agreement
is signed by all three governments it is approved by
Parliament.
Hon. W. A. Lovell interjected.
Hon. R. G. MITCHELL — Thank you. It is better
than your contribution on the Echuca bus service. This
will ensure that there will be effective administration
and application of state and council planning laws and
powers for the Victoria corporation land being
transferred to the commonwealth.
I want to talk about what will happen with the moneys
returned to Victoria. As a result of the financial
contributions totalling about $1.5 million, Victoria is
entitled to a refund of its equity. The precise amount of
the equity will not be known until the date of payment.
This amount is based on a previously agreed formula
that was part of the financial agreement made by the
three governments in October 1984. Consistent with
our longstanding financial management practice, the
funds will be returned to consolidated revenue.
The Bracks government has invested well over
$3.69 million in economic development initiatives in
Wodonga. Projects funded to date include $30 million
over three years for the Wodonga rail bypass — that
would have been a hell of a lot easier if someone had
not sold off the railways about 10 years ago! — and
$2.75 million for the new joint library learning resource
centre at the Wodonga Institute of TAFE. We have
$3.3 million and $1.46 million respectively for capital
works at the Mitchell Secondary College and the
Baranduda Primary School, which I had the pleasure of
visiting recently. There is $1.5 million for the relocation
of the Murray-Darling Freshwater Research Centre to
La Trobe University’s Wodonga campus. There is
$1.2 million to help establish the Wodonga Enterprise
Business and Technology Park. This investment
through the Regional Infrastructure Development Fund
was vital in securing a $60 million investment by Visy
Industries, which has generated 140 new jobs in
Wodonga in its initial phase. There is also $2 million
from the Regional Infrastructure Development Fund
and $4 million through the Department of Infrastructure
for the development of a rail freight terminus at the new
$90 million Woolworths distribution centre near
Wodonga. The centre will create around 300 new
full-time jobs. These important achievements have been
made by the Bracks government in continuing to grow
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the whole of the state, promising what it can deliver and
delivering what it can promise.
Following discussions with the Wodonga Rural City
Council it was agreed that it makes sense to transfer this
power to the council at this time to enable it to
administer development covenants being given to the
council. Advice from the Albury-Wodonga
Development Corporation suggests that the
administration of all covenants would not be onerous or
overtax the council’s resources. However, this matter
can be discussed as part of the consultation process that
the government has negotiated. The regular meetings
between Regional Development Victoria, the
Department of Sustainability and Environment, the
Wodonga Rural City Council and the Albury-Wodonga
Development Corporation have already commenced.
We have talked about why this bill has taken so long.
The action to implement this decision was delayed by
the inability of the commonwealth to obtain a timely
opening in its legislative timetable, so the bill was not
introduced until November 1999. Additionally, the
commonwealth did not provide Victoria with an initial
draft of the winding-up agreement until late 2000. I
commend this bill and congratulate the government on
getting it through.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

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

In doing do I wish to thank honourable members for
their contributions.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

SUPERANNUATION ACTS (FAMILY LAW)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
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Read first time for Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance)
on motion of Hon. J. M. Madden.

CHILD EMPLOYMENT BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 16 September; motion of
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged Care).

Hon. Philip Davis — I have a point of order,
President, that requires advice from you. I believe there
is a material error in the second-reading speech
circulated in this house and read into Hansard last
evening in relation to this bill. The second-reading
speech is entitled ‘Child Employment Bill 2003’. I refer
to a statement in the text of the speech under ‘Purposes
of the bill’:
In the first instance, the Child Employment Bill seeks to
repeal the child employment provisions from the Community
Services Act and enact a new statute — the Child
Employment Act 2002.

That is what the second-reading speech states, but the
bill that I have before me deals with the Child
Employment Act 2003.
I am seeking your advice as to whether this error in the
second-reading speech is material and, if so, should the
second-reading speech not be withdrawn and a new
second-reading speech dealt with?
Mr Gavin Jennings — On the point of order,
President, my apologies to the house, but obviously we
are dealing with a typo within the second-reading
speech that the member has obviously been vigilant
enough to pick up. This is an error in the
second-reading speech.
Hon. Bill Forwood — On the point of order,
President, I thank the minister. I am pleased that he
acknowledges there is an error in the second-reading
speech. Why does he believe it is a typographical error?
Mr Gavin Jennings — I want to be sincere rather
than facetious about it, but typographical errors occur
because the wrong key is keyed, and as a consequence
of that in the bill’s transmission to the house this error
was not detected or drawn to my attention until this
matter became subject to the discussion before the
house at the moment.
Hon. Philip Davis — On the point of order,
President, what I am candidly concerned about is that
the house well knows that a bill entitled the Child
Employment Bill was introduced into the Assembly in
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the 54th Parliament and that bill was not dealt with and
was discharged from the notice paper.
I am not sure that we are not dealing with a great state
of confusion between what occurred in relation to the
government’s intention to legislate in 2002 and the bill
it introduced in the Assembly and the 2002
second-reading speech and the separate and different
bill that has been introduced in the 55th Parliament. I
am not going to debate in this point of order whether
they are the same bill because, frankly, I just do not
know. I know there was an amendment to this bill in
the Assembly just a fortnight ago, so I cannot be sure
that it is an identical bill.
What is of concern to me is that the minister has
brought a bill to the house and in his second-reading
speech purported it to be something which clearly it is
not in terms of the text of the bill that we are now
considering. I would have thought that this is a serious
matter, because the bill with which we are dealing has
profound effects in law. I would not like this to be dealt
with lightly by an assertion that it is ‘just a
typographical error’, because we do not know that that
is actually the case. I think the minister has presumed
that that is what it is.
Mr Gavin Jennings — On the point of order,
President, there have been a number of amendments
made to the second-reading speech that was delivered
in the Legislative Assembly and they are totally
consistent with the amendments that have been
foreshadowed by the government in terms of the
different nature of the amendments that it is my
intention to move in the committee stage of the
discussion of this bill.
If I were given a few minutes before Parliament I could
draw attention to those matters within this
second-reading speech that we are currently discussing.
Because the changes that were made to the
second-reading speech in its transmission to this place
were made on the basis of the revised second-reading
speech that the Minister for Industrial Relations in the
other place provided me with to deliver to this place, I
am confident that the remainder of the content of the
second-reading speech is totally consistent with the
amendments that I have circulated to opposition parties
within this place and with undertakings that the
Minister for Industrial Relations has made in the public
domain over the last 48 hours in the preparation of this
matter.
So while I understand the concerns of Parliament, and I
am responding in all sincerity and hopefully in a
considered fashion to Parliament this evening, I indicate
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that it is clear to me that because I took the opportunity
to read — read — the second-reading speech into
Hansard yesterday — —
Hon. Philip Davis — As you are obliged to.
Mr Gavin Jennings — In fact the advice of the
Clerk as recently as yesterday was that I was not
obliged to.
Hon. Philip Davis — That would be an interesting
interpretation of your standing orders.
Mr Gavin Jennings — Exactly. My understanding
of the standing orders is consistent with Mr Davis’s and
consistent with undertakings that I have made on the
public record previously that where amendments occur
between the transmission of a bill from one place to the
other it should be incumbent upon the government to
read the alternative second-reading speech. In reading
the 10 pages into Hansard yesterday, I must say that I
obviously missed the typo, but I am absolutely
confident that it is a typo.
Hon. Bill Forwood — On the point of order,
President, I thank the minister for his sensible approach
to the issue before us. I just want to clarify: is the
minister giving the house an undertaking that the
remainder of the speech is entirely in keeping with the
bill?
Mr Gavin Jennings — I am confident that that is
the case on the basis of the advice I have received, on
my reading of the second-reading speech and on the
basis of the amendments I intend to move in the
committee stage of the bill. They are totally consistent,
with the glaring exception — now that it is pointed
out — of this reference, which is almost a passing
reference, to entitle the creation of a new statute, as the
Leader of the Opposition has indicated — the Child
Employment Act 2002. Indeed, the act — if and once it
passes through Parliament, and in fact it is only a matter
of time in my opinion before it passes through
Parliament — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr Gavin Jennings — I say with confidence that in
my opinion there will be a bill — —
Hon. W. R. Baxter — You cannot be that
presumptuous.
Mr Gavin Jennings — I am absolutely confident
that the Parliament of Victoria will pass a bill in 2003 to
create the Child Employment Act. I am not being
facetious or flippant about this; I am responding
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seriously to the issues raised by the opposition parties. I
am absolutely confident that the typo in its current form
is the limit of problems in the second-reading speech
that I have read into Hansard. Indeed, I am confident
that it complies not only with the bill that has been
transmitted to us but the amendments I shall seek to
move at the committee stage of the debate.
Hon. Philip Davis — I accept the assurance of the
minister, but bearing in mind the import of this
legislation and the minister’s, in my view, arrogant
presumption that this bill will pass through the
Parliament in a very short time, I think it is unfortunate
that he is being so disregarding of the processes of this
place on such a material issue. I am concerned that this
is more than, as the minister presumes, a typographical
error, but I will hold him to account for the
commitment he has made to the house.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I rule that the minister
has indicated to the house that the error in the
second-reading speech was a typographical error, that
the bill before the house, the Child Employment Bill, if
passed by the Parliament, will become the Child
Employment Act 2003. That second-reading speech is
associated with this bill. I rule that the house can now
deal with the bill.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Many people
in the community are concerned about this legislation,
the Child Employment Bill. Only on Monday this week
Mr Ken Treasure, a beef producer in Gippsland,
discussed on radio the fact that he had painted slogans
on the hides of his cattle for the Bairnsdale cattle sales
on Friday. The slogans were to the effect of ‘This
animal has been fed by a child’. That highlights in very
stark terms the concern that is being felt amongst
families in country Victoria particularly but also
throughout the metropolitan areas of Melbourne about
the nature of the legislation which we are dealing with.
The Liberal Party strongly supports child protection,
but that is different from the legislation which is now
before us in its entirety. For that reason I will make
some fairly direct remarks about the bill
notwithstanding our general support for legislating in
this important area of law.
Child employment legislation is enacted to protect
children from exploitation and/or abuse by adults. Such
legislation is not, in principle or practice, the
appropriate vehicle to deal with workplace safety
issues, which should be and are dealt with under
occupational health and safety law. This bill, despite the
spurious rhetoric from the government, deals with child
protection and not safety.
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The bill manages, however, to transform what has been
a straightforward and bipartisan policy area for the last
30 years into an issue of complex bureaucratic and
political intrigue. It has become divisive, and the
community at large feels threatened.
Community interest in this bill is very high and wide
because it turns five and a half pages of law in the
Community Services Act into 42 pages in this bill,
which turns child employment away from child
protection and into industrial relations. This is some of
the worst social engineering we have seen for many
years.
The bill proposes to define a new concept of deemed
employment — that is, a voluntary unpaid activity
which occurs alongside a business activity will now be
treated and regarded as an employment contract. I
repeat: unpaid work by a child helping out or just
having fun will be deemed to be employment under this
bill. This issue of deeming employment, combined with
a new permit system that involves police checks, will
have many draconian impacts on our citizens and
particularly on families. I will come to the detail of that
shortly.
In summary, the issues which I am particularly
concerned with go to deemed employment, the permit
system, police checks, the new inspectorate — the
right-of-entry provisions, in particular — the creation of
a mandatory code for the entertainment industry by
ministerial fiat without parliamentary scrutiny, and the
ill-defined concept of light work. Irrespective of what
the current law provides, it is clear that the new
legislation is much more restrictive, has significant
penalties and will involve a much greater compliance
effort, as the government has clearly articulated.
Why should we be concerned with this bill in the way
that we are? The case is that the Australian Labor Party
took an industrial relations policy to the 1999 election
and made it clear at that time that it would legislate in
this policy area. It talked about the appalling record of
the previous government in regard to child exploitation.
However, it is four years since the change of
government, and we have been operating under exactly
the same legal framework as applied in the previous
government’s term of office and with exactly the same
resources being committed to the administration of this
area as far as I am aware.
I challenge the government to demonstrate that if there
was in fact any abuse of children’s employment
circumstances under the previous administration it has
continued. I would also like to challenge the
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government to say why it has taken four years to
respond in this area of policy.
For the record I wish to have it noted that the minister
responsible for industrial relations in the previous
Parliament is now the President. Of course, President,
you have no current role in the administration of the
government, but it is the case that the initial discussion
paper, the Children at Work? issues paper, was released
by you. There are a number of interesting points in that
paper, but I will very briefly refer to some particularly. I
quote a comment in the overview about young people
at work:
For young people, work has a central role for the same
reasons as it has for most of us: it can provide a source of
income and is a source of satisfaction and personal
development.

I think that is absolutely right; I concur with that.
It is important to note the various references throughout
the paper to differing aspects of the current law’s
administration. I found it intriguing, given that the ALP
went to the 1999 election talking about the level of
abuse in relation to the exploitation of children, that
notwithstanding the Bracks government has had
administrative responsibility for some considerable
time, this paper advises that since 1987 there has been
only one prosecution for failing to observe child
employment laws. One prosecution! What does that tell
us? There could be many interpretations.
Just as the Minister for Aged Care a few moments ago
chose to interpret in a particular way an error in a
second-reading speech, I presume he would put his own
interpretation on this. It demonstrates the inconsistency
of fact between the policy claims made by the Labor
Party at the 1999 election and the reality of what we are
dealing with in these reforms. It does seem that it is like
using a sledgehammer to crack a nut.
President, that discussion paper really did not provoke
the depth of community engagement which I am sure
that as the Minister for Industrial Relations you would
have probably hoped for. In fact, looking at the various
submissions that were received, I was surprised by the
absence of individuals submitting to that process.
Mostly they were peak bodies and trade union labour or
employer organisations, but I did note an apposite
submission from the secretary of the Hogsons and
Horseshoe Creeks Landcare Group, which is based at
El Dorado. This submission, dated 13 February 2002,
more than 18 months ago, is useful because in my view
it sets out the concerns that have existed over the last
several weeks as this bill has made its passage through
the Parliament. It states:
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At our last Landcare meeting a motion was passed
unanimously: ‘That our Landcare group write to the minister
to object to the proposed law re permits for children under
15 years old to help on family farms’.
Our Landcare group is very concerned that the government’s
Children at Work? paper would make it illegal for children of
15 years to work on their family farm without a permit. This
would undermine the family unit structure of the farming
communities, affecting not only the current family but the
extended family when the grandchildren come to visit.
Farming communities should be exempt from this type of
law, as the fabric of a family farm is totally different to any
other workplace situation. We agree that children need to be
protected and not exploited, but we are totally opposed to the
idea of farming parents having to apply for permits for their
family to continue with its normal daily lifestyle.
Hogsons and Horseshoe Creeks Landcare Group is also
concerned about the ramifications of the Children at Work?
recommendations on junior Landcare groups. These groups
have undertaken excellent work particularly in planting trees,
providing corridors for endangered species and addressing the
problem of salinity.

I read that letter in its entirety for a specific reason: that
in a nutshell it sums up the issues that have been
alarming communities across country Victoria.
Hon. B. W. Bishop — Pity the government didn’t
read it. It might have acted on it.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — The pity of it is that this
was in fact a submission to the minister, not just to the
inquiry process. It was a submission to the minister.
The minister responsible at the time is now the
President of this house.
The Victorian Farmers Federation is another peak body
which made a submission, and it would be useful to
reflect on what was in its submission. It said in part, and
I quote:
Child employment means assisting in any business, trade or
occupation carried on for profit. The word ‘assisting’ can be
interpreted broadly. Assisting may encompass many
activities, including feeding stock animals or feeding the
sheep or cattle dog. Under the existing legislation there is no
direction on what constitutes and whether work should be
paid or unpaid. For example, if a 12-year-old child feeds a
working dog, then this activity would fall under the definition
of employment, as the child is assisting in a trade or business
carried on for profit, and therefore a child permit would be
required.

That is that particular interpretation. I accept that it is an
interpretation, but the Victorian Farmers Federation
makes the point strongly that it believes there should be
an exemption. It says:
The VFF believes that the exemption should be inserted into
the Community Services Act 1970 for children who perform
duties on their family farm. The Victorian government should
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not impose rigid and impractical laws that interfere with
family farm life.

We have heard from a local Landcare group and we
have heard from the peak body representing farmers in
Victoria. May I say that that is an entirely consistent
position. It is my view that people are alarmed because
they well understand what the implications of this bill
will be for that family unit.
It is not just about farmers. The effects for any small
business that is a family enterprise are potentially
significant. The government has clearly articulated that
it is going to invest heavily in a new inspectorate —
that is, a new group of enforcement officers who quite
rightly will be regarded with suspicion, and we suspect
it will be just another case of jobs for the boys and more
former trade union officials appointed to another
industrial relations inspectorate in this state.
There has been an enormous amount of correspondence
to newspapers and people have been ringing in to
talkback radio and writing letters to members of
Parliament. Strong representations have been made, and
I want to read some of them because they are of great
interest to me if not to those who are listening in this
chamber, but I think many of you are listening intently.
It is worth understanding that when people persistently
write letters to the editor they do so because they are
often highly motivated by a threat. In this case we have
a letter from Linette Treasure from Buchan, whom I
know quite well. She is a councillor with the Shire of
East Gippsland. Is she related to Jack? Yes, all the
Treasures are related. Her letter to the Weekly Times of
10 September says:
Some of the most significant times of my life came when I
worked cattle as a child with my grandparents and aunt.
I absorbed their ways and wisdom as children have learnt
from their elders since time immemorial.
Now all this has changed with a most insidious act by the
Bracks government.
If my grandson is to learn the ways of livestock or do
anything useful with me, I will need a licence and a police
check.
Where do we draw the line on this? Gathering the eggs,
rounding up cattle, fixing the mower, cleaning the shed,
wiping the dishes — they’re all part of a family enterprise.
So we leave the kids indoors to stare at Internet porn or invite
their mates over for mischief.
Health and safety is not only about avoiding injuries, it is also
about wellbeing and self-esteem and about learning within a
cultural context.
In our society we have a growing malaise of youth suicide
and drug taking, and it’s related to a lack of meaning.
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I have to say that when I was going through some of the
clippings I was stunned by the enormous number of
them. In today’s Weekly Times newspaper, for example,
there is a full page — I have not seen that very often —
of letters on this subject.
There is a letter from T. Coleman of Maffra — that is
Tess Coleman from Riversleigh, whom I know — to
the Stock and Land newspaper of 11 September 2003
headed ‘Grandparents turn grumpy’. I have no doubt
that they have just cause.
There is also a letter in the Weekly Times of
3 September 2003 from a Peter Hall no less; however, it
is actually a different Peter Hall, as some members will
be relieved to hear. It is Peter Hall from Spring Hill, via
Kyneton. He says in part:
Am I expected to apply for a permit for any child visiting my
farm who offers to open a gate or bottle-feed a lamb?
Will host farms still offer children the same chances to take
part in farming activities?
The definition of employment must be changed to exclude
unpaid activities undertaken for reasons other than to benefit
the enterprise.
The bill’s aim is to protect children’s health and safety, moral
and material welfare.
Barring children from voluntary participation in farm
activities will do the opposite.

It is interesting that there is a continuous theme in all of
this. Indeed in a letter to the Herald Sun of
4 September, T. Coleman is mentioned again. This
letter refers to the state child employment legislation of
the Minister for Industrial Relations as being:
… grossly insulting and blatantly discriminatory to all
farming grandparents, and demeans them in the eyes of
younger family generations.
His bill demands farming grandparents have a police check
and pay $24 —

for a permit, et cetera. This is just an expression of
concern about the fact that the government has
proposed to legislate in such a way as to deride the
value of that extended family relationship.
As I have already said, in the Weekly Times today there
is a full page of letters. The letters are from Wandin,
Koondrook, Port Albert, Boneo, Port Fairy,
Bridgewater, Tallandoon, Nanneella, Kerang and
Walpa, and there is even one from Western Australia.
You will be relieved to hear that I am not going to read
all these letters, but it is worth quoting from a couple.
One is entitled ‘Kids’ right to heritage’ and is from
Rose and Alan Millar of Koondrook:
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We are grandparents who own a dairy farm in northern
Victoria and have eight grandchildren, aged 4 to 12.
Two of our grandchildren come from Melbourne and three
from Orange in New South Wales.
The kids love to help us on the farm. They help feed calves
and walk cows and their calves up to the dairy.
They see calves born and other animals die and would far
rather be out in the fresh air than sitting inside watching TV
or playing on the computer.
Sometimes we give them a bit of pocket money to save for
something they want. Is that classed as pay?

They then go on:
Mr Hulls, are you going to deny these children their heritage?
What will we do when we have to tell our grandchildren they
can’t help us?

That is the central proposition before us in this bill. The
fact is, irrespective of the backflip the government
announced on Monday afternoon — that it would
introduce amendments to remove requirements for
police checks in relation to grandparents — the fact is
that a grandparent will still be required to ensure, before
they allow a grandchild out on the farm or into a small
business, that the child has a work permit.
There is no apology for this. This is a government that
has no sensibilities about the individual rights and
freedoms of family members to associate in a way that
they choose. It defies my understanding how the Bracks
government could introduce such draconian legislation.
The reality is that strong arguments have been put over
a period to reconsider this position, and it has
absolutely refused. The headings for these letters sum it
up:
A stupid piece of legislation
Kids’ right to heritage
Life experience will be denied
It’s just a money grab
Bill a public service ploy
This deserves strong protest
Child bill has to be a joke
Instil the will to work
The most stupid thing
Bill should not pass
What next? Baking a cake?

It is just ridiculous. People are furious. I have a story
out of the Warrnambool Standard of 5 September and
the headline is ‘Farm fury’. The fury is from a
grandmother. She says, ‘I will go to jail.’ I think it is an
outrageous proposition that the minister can sit across
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the chamber from us, feeling absolutely composed
about the fact that, notwithstanding we found an error
in the second-reading speech, this does not really matter
because this bill will pass whatever we say or do
because that is the arrogance of this government.
The minister does not care about individuals in this
state. All he cares about is his left-wing Labor mates,
the trade union movement, jobs for the boys and jobs
for the trade union hacks that he will employ in the
inspectorate. In fact, Mr Smith will not be preselected.
He will be out inspecting homes for child employment
breaches — won’t you, Bob? You will be one of the
first ones on the list.
I received correspondence from the Bairnsdale Beef
Cheque Group. On 7 September the group wrote:
… Especially the notion that grandparents should need to
obtain a permit and be subject to police checks in regard to
children carrying out tasks on their farms. The idea of child
employment officers having the power to enter properties to
demand documentation relating to child employment is an
impost and totally abhorrent.

The group has also expressed concern regarding the
outcomes the legislation may have on heritage and
cultural aspects of the rural way of life for future
generations. It just goes on and on. John Buxton wrote
to me on 29 August and said:
I must say that I really feel that I am under attack on a whole
range of fronts at the moment. This proposed legislation
regarding children working in a family business annoys me.
I would see it as a denial of people’s rights to educate and
train their children. The fact that country children leave
school ‘job ready’, with skills, is their big advantage in life
and the removal of this opportunity is in my view
discrimination. I see it as being nasty and vindictive. Before I
left school I could muster stock, drive a tractor, shear a sheep,
do fencing repairs and other basic tasks. This made me
employable, and I had a part-time job on the next door
neighbour’s farm before I left school, and this became a
full-time job on leaving school.
What would a parent say to a child who wants to learn to have
a go? ‘No, son, the law says you are not allowed to learn how
to do this’.
It is not the state’s job to tell people how to bring up their
children.
There seems to be a concerted effort to remove the rights and
opportunities of country people at the moment.
The list goes on — native veg. act, they would deny us our
firewood if they could, our irrigation water is under threat,
shire rates and people will not be allowed to train their
children.

This shows the disgust and contempt for the
government’s approach on this issue. I have to say the
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issue for me is not what the peak bodies say. It is quite
clear that the Victorian Farmers Federation has been
consistent on this issue over a long period, and needless
to say it is still arguing the case reasonably that the
permit system should be abolished. But
notwithstanding the backdown by the Minister for
Industrial Relations and the backflip on Monday
concerning police checks for grandparents, of course
we would applaud the government were it to back-step
one more pace and remove the need for permits for
extended family members.
That is going to remain a central problem for the regard
and respect for child employment law in this state.
People will only respect the law if they have confidence
in it. If they think the law is foolish they will have no
regard for it, and they will not observe it. The problem
that the government now has is of its own making. It
has created a situation where the community is hostile
to this bill.
I know that at the conclusion of the second-reading
speech the minister will wax lyrical about all the
benefits that will arise from the legislation and justify
how it is sorely needed, and the fact that it only makes
small changes compared to what was previously in
place. But I say: small changes? Five and a half pages
of legislation increased to 42 pages? An industrial
relations bill that creates an inspectorate of former trade
union hacks? There is nobody in country Victoria who
is giving you any cheers for this. I am sick of quoting
this stuff because it is everywhere.
Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Mr Smith probably does
not know much about it. He has chosen to stick his
head in the sand once again. But wherever you go
around country Victoria you will see the same
headlines.
Here is another one: ‘Overboard on children’. It is a
caustic comment by Xavier Duff in an opinion piece in
the Weekly Times of 10 September. It continues:
How many farmers does it take to change a light bulb? Five.
One to change the light bulb and four to do the paperwork. In
fact after Victoria’s new child labour laws are passed you had
better make that six, particularly if you are relying on a child
other than your own to help you.

He concludes by saying:
It won’t be long before the answer to that riddle about light
bulbs will be ‘none’. Farmers will battle on in the dark
because they won’t have time to change a light globe. And
they certainly won’t be risking a fine to ask a young relative
to do it.
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I think that is a pretty good attempt at light-heartedness
towards a serious issue.
The headline that really set this off — and I must pay
credit to the Weekly Times for leading debate on this
issue — was on 27 August, which was ‘Crack down’. It
was an excellent article which brought this issue to the
attention of country Victorians. I am disappointed to a
degree that the city media have not taken the same level
of interest, but that is presumably because in country
Victoria these issues resonate more loudly because
individual farm and small business enterprises are the
basis of most employment, and therefore it has a certain
and special meaning. Families in country Victoria have
an inevitably higher level of dependency on one
another than perhaps is the case in the city.
I return to summarise the issues of principle. What we
find offensive about the bill is not the bill in itself. We
strongly support improved protection for children. For
that reason our view is that this legislation should be
seriously amended. We think this bill has been drafted
in such a way that the stakeholders directly affected
have not been properly consulted. Notwithstanding
there was a discussion paper — as I said earlier there
were very few submissions to it — most of the
submissions came from peak bodies, from employer or
employee organisations, and there was only a handful
of individual submissions to be found.
What I think is the case is that until the end of August
very few people in Victoria were not aware of the bill
or of what its consequences would be, and therefore the
reason for the alarm about it is that people have become
informed about these propositions — deemed
employment; a permit system; police checks; an
inspectorate with right-of-entry provisions with no
search warrant required, which are astounding
provisions; the creation of a mandatory code by
ministerial fiat without any parliamentary scrutiny; an
ill-defined concept of light work, and, of course, the
penalties and compliance processes that have been
incorporated.
These are the issues people are concerned about. For
that reason and because I do not believe the community
has been properly consulted, I move:
That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted with the view of
inserting in place thereof ‘this house refuses to read this bill a
second time until key stakeholders are consulted on options to
address the needs of the community and ways to properly
protect children’.

The PRESIDENT — Order! The debate will now
be on the bill and the reasoned amendment.
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Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I indicate
to the house at the very beginning that the National
Party has no difficulty whatsoever in supporting the
reasoned amendment moved by the Leader of the
Opposition and endorses the very valid reasons
advanced for his so moving.
If the reasoned amendment is not successful, the
National Party intends to oppose the bill at the
second-reading stage. I know the minister, in his
summing up, might well accuse me of doing something
differently from what was done in the Legislative
Assembly. It is true that in the other place the National
Party did not oppose the second-reading motion.
We took that action because we genuinely believe, as I
am sure all members of the house believe, there needs
to be law in place that ensures children are not
exploited, that they are not unduly exposed to abuse,
either physical, mental, sexual or otherwise, and that the
intent behind the bill is laudable. It is just that the
drafting, as Mr Philip Davis has so eloquently pointed
out to the house, ends up in an entirely impractical
situation which will not have public support or regard
and will therefore be ignored — and law ignored is bad
law. We should not be a party to putting it on the statute
book.
The National Party did not oppose the second-reading
motion in the Legislative Assembly on the basis that it
believed that if the government abides by the slogan
that the Leader of the Government in this place was so
keen to get on the Hansard record yesterday — that it
listens, then acts — but if the government had been
listening to the outpouring of outrage that has occurred
throughout country Victoria over the last two or three
weeks, it might well have redrawn the bill, redrafted it
and introduced a bill which would have achieved the
purposes that all of us could applaud.
One could say it is true that the government has listened
partially because it has made a couple of changes. What
it has done is make a 90 degree turn when it should
have done a 180 degree turn. The National Party is not
happy with the amendments that have been introduced.
We are happy with them so far as they go, but they
clearly go nowhere near far enough. It is for that reason
that if the reasoned amendment does not get up — we
earnestly hope it does because it will give us the
opportunity to redraft the legislation into a form that we
will all support — then we will oppose it at the
second-reading stage.
If that action fails to defeat the bill, we will then move
amendments in the committee stage to try to make the
best of a rough-and-ready piece of legislation. I have no
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doubt that the opposition also proposes amendments as
well.
The bill is totally impractical in terms of its operational
regime and it cannot possibly work. I will deal with that
later. I say at the outset that the legislation has damaged
this government’s credibility throughout country
Victoria, if not metropolitan Melbourne, in a way no
other action that the Labor government has taken since
1999 has done. It has essentially insulted the senior part
of our population, grandparents in particular, many of
whom have great pride in their family line and the way
they teach their children, instil in their children codes of
behaviour of proper ways to conduct themselves,
inculcate skills, living skills and so on. Now the
government has sent a message to all young people that
grandparents cannot be trusted. You can imagine how
that has upset a lot of grandparents.
Hon. D. Koch — What a disgrace!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, it is a disgrace,
Mr Koch.
Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — No, Mr Hall. As you
found out at the Bairnsdale saleyards when they were
knocking you down trying to get a petition to sign, this
has cut very deep indeed, and this wound will not heal.
I find it extraordinary that last Tuesday the government
put the Attorney-General on Country Hour at his
arrogant best — perhaps ‘arrogant worst’ might be a
better description. I do not think the Attorney-General
understands the importance of the Country Hour in
rural Victoria. Does he know that Country Hour is a
religion in country Victoria?
There would be farming families at their lunch tables,
in kitchens in farmhouses from the length and breadth
of Victoria, from Mallacoota to Lindsay Point, and they
would have been listening to that arrogance that came
across the airwaves on Monday, and they would have
said, ‘How did this government ever get into office;
how did this character ever come to have a say in the
law of this state?’. Yet the Attorney-General holds
himself out as the first law officer of the state — he
knows all. He might find that at the next election the
Child Employment Bill is the very bill that pulls the
mat from under him because the Country Hour show is
listened to by so many people and that arrogance on
Tuesday would have cut very deep indeed.
The bill destroys family values because of the distrust
and mistrust it is instilling. It goes against the very thing
that the government professes to be in favour of. It has
set up a Department for Victorian Communities. I
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attended a briefing by the Department for Victorian
Communities not so long ago and great play was made,
quite rightly I thought, of the value of the family, of
networking, of friendships, of community and of trust.
This bill is going in absolutely the opposite direction. It
is destroying family values, quite the opposite to what
the government professes to want to put into place. I
want to speculate for a while, like Mr Philip Davis did,
about where the genesis of this bill arose. Well,
Mr Bishop, I know where it came from. It came from
that citadel down in Lygon Street, the Trades Hall. That
is where it came from.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Absolutely right! It is
down there that they do not believe in the work ethic.
And it is they who want to destroy people’s willingness
to put their shoulders to the wheel, to do a day’s work
and to make a decent contribution. It is they who want
to destroy the concept of volunteerism. It is they who
are the control freaks. It is they who cannot bear that
someone might be beyond their reach, and that
someone might actually want to do something of their
own free will.
Mr Smith interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I do believe it absolutely,
Mr Smith, because the evidence is there that the union
leadership, the power freaks, simply want to
manipulate. And what do they see? They see kids
working in businesses, on farms or wherever as beyond
their control. And if they do not get to control them
early they never get to control them. They are behind
this bill, and that is the genesis of this bill — that is, the
citadel in Lygon Street.
Yes, of course they dress it up in all this fine rhetoric.
They say, ‘We do not want children to be exploited. We
are protecting children from exploitation’. That is what
they say. We ought to look at the record of unions
themselves and look at how they exploit their
membership and use them as cannon fodder. Just look
at the example recently with Simplot and Four’n
Twenty Pies. Were those union leaders interested that
workers were being retrenched there? Not one iota, but
they were darned sure interested in a power play
amongst themselves.
We know all about exploitation when it comes to the
union officials. They say, ‘We are doing this for safety
reasons’. We have had all these dodgy statistics run out
by the Minister for Industrial Relations and ministers in
the government and backbenchers. They say, ‘There is
one child under 15 years of age injured seriously in the
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workplace every 15 days. The inference is that all those
young people injured were in actual employment, paid
or unpaid. That is the inference and that is what they
want the community to believe. If they had looked a bit
more closely at the statistics, which of course they
either had not or did not want to disclose, they would
have found that most of those injuries, as unfortunate
and tragic as they are, have nothing to do with children
working in the workplace. They are usually children
playing in workplaces, with or without supervision or
without the permission of the owners or the operators,
who become injured, or tragically they are often
children put into dangerous situations by parents who
fail to appreciate danger such as allowing children to
ride on tractors, trailers or whatever. They are not
people injured in the workplace in work situations.
They are young people who happen to be in workplaces
because they are there for recreational or some other
reasons.
It is not the situation that those people are being injured
in the workplace; that is simply not the case at all, yet
that is the inference the government has tried to draw.
A moment ago we heard Mr Mitchell say that this is
already the law and he asked, ‘What are you
complaining about? This is division 9 of the
Community Services Act 1970. It has been the law for
33 years’.
I agree that on the face of it that argument might have
merit. Let us have a look at the statistics. In those
33 years I am advised that no permit has been issued for
a farm employer. No permit has been issued in
33 years! Obviously the act has been honoured in the
breach in terms of the farming industries. I do
understand that about 2000 are issued per year in the
entertainment industry, and one can understand that
children are involved in stage shows and the like. It is
easy and quite proper that permits be applied in those
commercial operations that require late nights, training
and so on. The act has clearly been applied in terms of
the entertainment industry, but it has certainly not been
applied in terms of agriculture because not one permit
has been issued at all.
Of course the 1970 act makes absolutely no provision at
all for police checks — none at all! It certainly makes
no provision for a battalion of inspectors to be cruising
around country Victoria knocking on doors. The 1970
act is very anaemic; it has not been applied. I have no
objection to its being updated. I do not complain about
that at all, but I do complain about this attempt to
update it which I say is entirely impractical,
unworkable, expensive and counterproductive.
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Just think for a moment about how it is going to work.
You have to apply for a permit. I refer the house to the
relevant section 76 of the Community Services Act
1970, which talked about needing to have a permit. The
permit was once only; if you got it you had it and that
was it. But under this one you have to get the permit
every year, so it becomes a very onerous obligation
upon prospective employers.
You also have to get permission from the school that
the child attends. There was none of that in the 1970
act. Therefore you have to involve the school. Then
there is the cost. I have seen in the papers that it is
going to cost $24 and that this is an imposition. Those
people are under a misapprehension. The $24 is for the
police check. We do not know how much it is going to
cost, Mr Hall, for the permit. That fee has not been set
yet, so far as I know. At least it has not been publicly
disclosed. Knowing how this government is prepared to
tax people for administrative work, you can bet your
bottom dollar that the permit is going to cost you $100,
if I am any guess.
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — That is right, Mr Drum.
On 1 July each year it will be jacked up by the
consumer price index, by this government that
automatically indexes every tax and charge that it
makes.
Let us have a bit of a think about the police checks, for
example. What do we know about that? The bill says
the employer has to get a police check, and that all the
people who might be supervising the child have to get a
police check. Is it going to be $24 a time? What is a
police check going to disclose? Who is going to make
the decision whether the person is ruled out or not on
the basis of what is on the police check? It seems to me
that the bill is silent on this matter.
I have here a ‘consent to check and release national
police record’. You fill in your name, your address and
all the usual details that you would expect. Question 1
asks:
Do you have any convictions, findings of guilt and/or pending
charges against you (non-traffic) which are less than 10 years
old … in Victoria?

Yes or no? What happens if you tick the ‘yes’ box?
Does that automatically disbar you from getting a
permit to employ a child, or automatically disbar you
from being a supervisor of a child in a workplace if you
happen to be the employee of the owner of that place? I
do not know. There is no guidance, and nothing in the
police check which says that. Question 2 asks:
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Do you have any convictions, findings of guilt and/or pending
charges against you (non-traffic), in any other Australian state
which are less than 10 years old?

Right? Tick there!
The third question goes to commonwealth offences. If
you tick ‘yes’, what happens if 9 or 10 years ago you
came back from overseas and you did not declare your
teddy bear or a colour television? Does that disbar you?
For an offence that old which is of relatively minor
consequence and which has nothing much to do with
supervising children — whether you declared the teddy
bear or not? There is no advice. The bill is silent. Is this
going to rule you out?
Question 4 is rather more pertinent. It does at least deal
with convictions for offences where you have had a
term of imprisonment greater than 30 months. Clearly,
if you have been in the cooler for more than 30 months,
that is a very serious offence, and it may well be a
reason to rule you out; I do not know. The bill is again
silent on it.
This is a situation where we are going to have a whole
heap of confusion, and a lot of people will be very
reluctant to sign forms like this if it looks as if offences
for which they believe they paid their penalty years ago
might well come back to haunt them in a circumstance
which would be entirely unnecessary, unfair to them
and so on. It would be remiss of the Parliament to
impose on a person this sort of police check without
some understanding and guidance on the gravity of the
offence which would debar them from getting a permit.
There is absolutely no indication in the bill one way or
the other on that.
Hon. Bill Forwood — The committee stage might
help.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — That is right,
Mr Forwood. I hope you will be able to examine the
minister and see what you can draw out — —
Mr Gavin Jennings — Do not presume that there
will be a committee stage.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I am encouraged by that.
Democracy is working well. This is a house of review,
and the people have spoken and said that this is what
we have a Legislative Council for. Bills go through the
Legislative Assembly, which alerts the public to what is
in them. If the public believes something is
inappropriate, there is an opportunity for the upper
house to change the course. So, if the government,
through the minister’s interjection, is indicating that it is
contemplating changing course, I am very pleased
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indeed! If on the other hand the minister is convinced
that his backbench colleagues are going to be
convinced by the argument from this side of the house
and will vote the bill down, I am encouraged again.
There may not be a committee stage, Minister, and I
look forward to that!
I also want to make a passing remark or two about
supervision. The bill seems to be based on the
city-centric view of this government that everyone
works in factories or shops where there is a supervisor
and it is easy to exercise oversight. It does not seem to
have any contemplation at all of the practicalities of
supervision on a farm where a 14-year-old might be
bringing a mob of sheep up from the back paddock and
is perfectly capable of doing that on his own with a
couple of sheepdogs. If the farmer is a grandparent, is
he supposed to accompany the child? Is the fact that he
is keeping an eye out from the back veranda to see that
all is going well sufficient supervision or is it not?
There are going to be extraordinary difficulties with
that.
What about clause 26 in respect of farms which are
operated, as many are now, as family trusts and the
like? They may still be run by the family, but for
taxation purposes or other financial reasons they are
structured as a sort of corporate entity. Does that mean
that they cannot engage children under 15 because they
will fall foul of clause 26, the supervision requirements
of the bill? Again, it is unclear, impractical, difficult,
unworkable and another reason that the reasoned
amendment ought to be carried.
What the National Party has set out to do — if it is not
able to have the bill withdrawn and redrafted — is
insert an amendment into the bill which will expand the
classes of persons who can employ under-15-year-olds
without either a permit or a police check. We have
decided to expand the definition of ‘family business’ to
include relatives rather than just parents or guardians.
Where have we gone to find the definition of ‘relative’?
We have chosen the definition contained in the Duties
Act. Why did we choose that? Simply because it is a
precedent that is already in the statute book, is working
well and has not given rise to any complaints.
It does not include every relative under the sun who is
too far removed from the immediate family. If the
house were to accept that definition in the absence of
another one emerging, perhaps from the opposition, it
would improve the bill immensely. I will certainly be
commending to the committee, if we go into a
committee stage, that the National Party amendment on
that particular aspect be adopted. That will make the
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bill not entirely workable but something a little better
than that which is currently before us.
I want to make a remark or two about the mandatory
code that is inserted in the bill for the entertainment
industry. I think that is an oxymoron — a mandatory
code! If it is mandatory, is it not law? If it is law, why
do we not say so and have it in the bill? Why is it called
a code if it is mandatory? It seems to me that if the
Parliament wants to mandate something it ought to be
setting out in the legislation what it is mandating and
not just saying, ‘We are going to have a code that the
minister can draw up if he or she thinks fit, and it is
going to be mandated’. I think that is a dereliction of
Parliament’s duty. I do not think we should accept that.
That is another provision I would like to dispose of.
I am not opposed to young people being employed on
the stage or wherever in the entertainment industry, but
I do have problems with a mandatory code. If we want
to make it mandatory, let us put it in the bill so we all
know what we are talking about before we pass it. Do
not leave it to this minister, because I do not think we
can be too sure about the direction in which this
minister will go.
I want to say a little bit about the enforcement officers.
Our old friends the enforcement officers have come
back. In a sense we are making progress because in this
bill they are called child employment officers, which
bears a little more resemblance to their duties than the
misnamed information services officers that we saw in
the Uniform Systems Bill, the Fair Employment Bill
and the Outworkers (Improved Protection) Bill where
they were clearly enforcement and compliance officers
but were dressed up as if they were goody-goodies just
going around giving information to people. Again I
think this is overkill.
Mr Philip Davis might be right in saying this is another
way that the government can give public service jobs to
its union mates. He might be right; I do not know, but I
simply think it is over the top and we do not need it.
This bill deals with children aged under 15, where we
want trust, networks and families. The last thing we
need is the Trades Hall club approach — go around and
belt people with a big stick. That is what this bill has,
and that is what we have to get away from.
Mr Smith — I thought you believed it.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Of course I do. I would
not say that with all the evidence in front of me if I did
not believe it. I think that the bill is ill-conceived. It has
certainly generated a lot of heated opposition; Mr Philip
Davis read out a lot of quotes and evidence of that. I am
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not going to do it because he did it pretty well, but we
have a couple here. I have the Riverine Herald of
Friday, 12 September. Its front-page story carries the
headline ‘Bill outrage’. I have to say you do not get
front-page stories of events in Melbourne from the
Riverine Herald that often, but here it is. The
Campaspe Valley News has very similar coverage. The
Hamilton Spectator of 11 September has the headline
‘Rural heritage under threat’ — again, the same sort of
evidence that Mr Davis put before us. There is a great
deal of concern out there in country Victoria that this
legislation is going too far.
Sure, there is a lot of heat. As I said, the government
has obviously felt it because it has moved, but it has not
moved near enough.
Mr Smith — We listened and then acted.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, and the problem was
you have not gone far enough. In fact, you are probably
in a worse position now. You have given way, but you
have demonstrated that this giving was all of a bit of a
ploy. You actually did not deliver very much at all in
your giving way. All you have done is worsen your
reputation in country Victoria because you are now
being seen as a little bit shifty.
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are hell bent on protecting what they think is their right
to employ kids any way they see fit.
It is going to take some time to get through the issues I
want to raise, but I will start by saying that the purpose
of the bill is to reform the current law pertaining to
employment of kids under the age of 15. We have
heard already from previous speakers that this is in fact
quite an old bill, some 30 years old. Former
Premier Henry Bolte established it for very good
reasons; and I am sure Mr Baxter, who raised that
particular matter, was here when Mr Bolte first brought
it into the house — or if he was not here, he was very
close to it.
The bill had a very credible rationale behind it. It was to
protect minors. ‘Minors’ is an interesting word because
it reminds me of a time when young people were
actually employed as miners — that is, in coal mines
and the like. There were the old canaries and the little
boys down there, digging away, being killed, being
brutalised and so on.
An Honourable Member — How would you
know?

Hon. P. R. Hall — Come down with me to
Bairnsdale and see how much they love you down
there!

Mr SMITH — Let me just say that I have been
there, because I happen to come from Billy Elliott
country. For those who do not know, that is in the
north-east of England, and the coal mines in the
north-east of England are, along with those in Wales,
areas where kids were exploited by conservatives like
you lot.

Mr Smith — We went to Sale and Traralgon and
they loved us — couldn’t get enough of us.

Hon. Bill Forwood — I am going to circulate this
speech to the country people, Mr Smith!

Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I think Mr Smith should
take up Mr Hall’s invitation and he might change his
tune next time he goes down there, because I think this
bill could well turn out to be the watershed of this
government’s reputation in country Victoria. They have
been deeply suspicious for a long time. They have been
very concerned, but they were prepared to give the
government a go. They are fair-minded people; they
were prepared to give it a go, but this has soured the
relationship, probably forever. The only way you can
retrieve this bill is to withdraw it, redraft it and bring
back legislation that all of us in Parliament can
endorse — so we can put in place legislation which
protects children from exploitation and abuse but at the
same time does not undermine family values in this
state.

Mr SMITH — And there is more to come. You can
circulate the whole lot of it. The fact is undeniable —
that kids have been exploited in the workplace for many
a year by people. They have been brutalised and they
have been killed.

Mr Smith — They loved us down in Traralgon.

Mr SMITH (Chelsea) — This is clearly a bill that
has created a great deal of interest, if not emotion. The
interest stems from the concern of those opposite who

We know you do not care, but this side of the house has
cared historically. The Labor Party, whether it be
British Labour or Australian Labor, has consistently
demonstrated a willingness to protect the vulnerable,
whether they be minors or adults. I am not suggesting
for one moment that people opposite, particularly those
who purport to represent rural communities, including
farmers, do not care about their kids. Of course they do,
as we do. But I think it is just denial to suggest that kids
are not hurt out in the workplace in rural Victoria, that
they are really, as Mr Baxter said, out having a bit of
fun. They may have been just playing on dad’s tractor
and had an accident; the tractor fell over and killed
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them when they were actually only out there playing at
harvesting or whatever.
The fact of the matter is the most destructive workplace
in this country is the farm. More injuries to workers
occur on farms than anywhere else. Members opposite
may choose to deny that; they may want to bury their
heads in the sand and say, ‘No, it is not true’, but the
facts are undeniable. The statistics prove it is the most
dangerous work environment in the country.
How do I know that? The Australian Workers Union
officer, Dr Yossi Berger, has been heavily involved in
workplace safety on farms for many years, and he has
done an enormous amount of good for both employers
and employees, particularly shearers and the like. I
know graziers objected very strongly to the union
having some input into improving the workplace. They
thought it was their right to exploit people in any way
they thought fit. Thankfully, as a result of different
grants of support from national conservative political
parties as well as from Labor, state and federal, and
unions, we are actually starting to get together a good,
safe work environment out in farmland.
Mr Baxter made the comment, which I read earlier, that
kids were not being hurt in the workplace. Because I
only have a minute or so left tonight, I will wait until
tomorrow to give the opposition absolute proof that
demonstrates and gives examples of where kids are
being hurt — are being killed! — in the workplace;
where 14-year-old kids are having their arms and limbs
ripped off — —
Hon. Andrea Coote — Oh come off it!
Mr SMITH — I hear the interjection by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition. How appropriate, because
you do not care! You turn a blind eye to the facts, but
the facts are irrefutable, and I will bring them into this
house tomorrow. I will bring names, places and times
where kids have been decimated in the workplace —
wood-splitting machines ripping the arms off
14-year-old boys! I know you do not care, but they are
the facts.
The opposition seems to take personal offence at the
need for checks, permits or whatever. It demonstrates a
refusal to accept that some family members do in fact
abuse kids. Well, let me ring the bell for you, fellas:
most kids who are abused are abused by family. It is a
shocking statistic, something that we are all
uncomfortable with, but that is a fact of life. We are all
uncomfortable about that. The opposition may choose
to walk away from it; we do not. We will not expose
kids to those sorts of circumstances.
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Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The PRESIDENT — Order! Under sessional
order 10, as it is now 10.00 p.m. the question is that the
house do now adjourn.

Libraries: funding
Hon. D. KOCH (Western) — I again raise a matter
for the Minister for Local Government about the
continuing burden on rural councils of having to
increase library funding due to cost-shifting by the
Bracks government.
There are 16 regional library services across Victoria
that provide access to over $1 billion worth of ageing
book stock to more than a million Victorians each and
every year. Every person in the community has access
to our public libraries, but even with the miserable
additional library funding allocations for purchasing
books, I am aware that the Wimmera regional library
service seeks second-hand books to put on shelves as its
only means of replacing ageing book stocks.
None of the 16 regional library services is capable of
meeting all the expectations of the community due to a
lack of adequate operational funding. In reality, without
urgent assistance they are all at risk of failing to
continue to provide the valuable service we have all
grown to expect.
The Ararat Rural City Council is a member of the
Central Highlands Regional Library Corporation and
has reluctantly agreed to increase its financial
contribution by 20 per cent for the 2003–04 financial
year so that a reasonable level of library service to the
community can be maintained. Significant increases in
council contributions to the regional library have been a
concern to the council for some years. Since 1995–96
council contributions have increased by a staggering
177 per cent compared to a 42 per cent increase in
council rates and only a 19 per cent increase in
consumer price index movements.
In response to this situation the Ararat Rural City
Council is asking the Central Highlands Regional
Library Corporation to review its operations so as to
limit increases in operating costs. This will mean that
access to literacy services provided through local
libraries will be further squeezed.
The council is fully aware, however, that a significant
factor in the increases in its contributions to library
funding has been the transfer of costs from the Bracks
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government to local government. This has been brought
about by the inadequate funding streams to library
corporations, depriving them of the opportunity to meet
the cost of adequate standards of new book stocks and
service against recent consumer price index
movements.
Regional councils view this issue seriously. I ask: when
will the minister acknowledge these growing shortfalls
and address the needs of regional Victorians with more
adequate library funding?

Alzheimer’s disease: research
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — I want to raise an
issue tonight with the Minister for Aged Care. I want to
remind honourable members that this week is Dementia
Awareness Week, and the most common form of
dementia, in older people in particular, is of course
Alzheimer’s disease. About 40 000 Victorians currently
suffer from dementia, primarily Alzheimer’s, and its
prevalence is expected to quadruple within 50 years,
primarily because of the general ageing of the
population.
A range of activities are taking place this week to draw
the attention of the community to the illness of
dementia. I certainly found the artwork in Queen’s Hall
quite astonishing. It was absolutely amazing to see
some of the work that was done.
A relation of mine had Alzheimer’s some years ago,
and one of the saddest things I saw was my great-aunt
gradually deteriorating from a loving, caring, great,
intelligent woman to really a sad, lonely person who
had lost all her cognitive skills.
Her death in the end was a blessing, I think, for the
whole family. For families who are afflicted and
families who have to care for a person with dementia,
although there is enormous sorrow and pain when that
person dies, there is also a degree of relief because they
are often long gone prior to death.
I want to draw the minister’s attention in particular to
the report that has recently been released by Access
Economics, which talks about a range of strategies with
five pillars. There has to be investment into research
into cause, prevention and care. The research going into
the cause of dementia is moving ahead fairly rapidly,
and quite a lot of information is coming forth. I know
that with Parkinson’s disease, dopamine is seen as
something that may very well be a preventive
neurotransmitter. Will the minister make sure that he
takes note of this report and that the government
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investigates its findings and implements them, because
it is very good indeed and most comprehensive?

Moonee Valley: right of way
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — The action I
seek is that the Minister for Local Government — I see
the minister sitting at the table — have another look at
the way the Moonee Valley council has dealt with the
proposed closure of a right of way at the rear of 79
Doncaster Street, Ascot Vale. The owners of this
property, Mr and Mrs Whitfield, are what we all
understand to be genuine Aussie battlers. This couple
built their own house 40 or more years ago when Ascot
Vale was still a suburban paddock. Over the years
neighbours have moved in and the whole street is now
obviously filled with very expensive property.
At the rear of this couple’s property, the right of way
which they are now trying to purchase originally
extended from 79 to 89 Doncaster Street. Over the
years the later arrivals have all had a dip at the council
and have succeeded in taking possession of the extra bit
of laneway at the rear of their properties for their own
purposes. In fact, the council noted that the property
owners of 81 Doncaster Street, next door to Mr and
Mrs Whitfield, were already occupying that section of
the road illegally back in 1987. However, it was still
deemed to be legal and they were allowed to purchase
it.
As I said before, over the years the council has allowed
all the property owners, each and every one of them, to
purchase that bit of land at the rear of their properties.
However, the Whitfields, who are the last ones left,
have been refused. Mr Whitfield is a totally and
permanently incapacitated pensioner. He has fought in
the war, and he is a true Aussie battler. He finds it
unbelievable that he is the only one to be refused. His
property is at the end of the laneway and interferes with
nobody because it does not affect anybody’s access.
He would like to purchase this last bit of laneway from
the council so that his daughter can park her car there
and come and look after him because he is
incapacitated. I ask the minister to have another look at
why the Monee Valley council has decided that
Mr Whitfield is the only person over the years who has
been unable to get access to his laneway. I find it
unbelievable. I will quote from the letter that
Mr Whitfield wrote to the Moonee Valley council:
In reply to your letter of the 29 November, 2001 in regards to
the proposed road discontinuance rear 79 Doncaster Street,
Ascot Vale, I wish to confirm that I am in accordance with
your proposal for plan option B … Being a veteran, classified
as a EDA (Extreme Disability), Veterans Affairs, I wanted the
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extra piece of land for off-street parking so that my daughter
and family can come and help care for me.

Crime: Ballarat
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I wish to raise a matter
with the Minister for Police and Emergency Services in
the other place. The issue is to do with the recently
released crime statistics produced by Victoria Police
statistical services division. I ask the minister to
reassure the Ballarat community that it will continue to
benefit from the decrease in the crime rate as well as
benefit from the 600 extra police which the Bracks
government has committed to put back on our streets
during the current term of government. Of course it is
to be noted that Ballarat has already benefited form the
extra 800 police which the Bracks government put back
on the streets in its first term in government.
Across Victoria the crime statistics for the 12-month
period from 2001–02 through to 2002–03 show a
decrease in crime of 6.8 per cent in total, which is the
biggest drop in a decade. Crimes against the person fell
3.3 per cent, crimes against property fell 8.3 per cent,
and drug offences fell 1.1 per cent. Comparing these
with the crime statistics for Ballarat in region 2, crimes
against the person were 6.8 per cent lower, crimes
against property fell 9.8 per cent, and drug offences fell
6 per cent. The total drop in Ballarat’s crime rate was
7.1 per cent, which is actually more than the state fall of
6.8 per cent.
A few areas which do need continuing attention in
Ballarat are theft and shoplifting at 22.6 per cent
compared with the state figure of 21.4 per cent. The
other crime of going equipped to steal is 29.9 per cent
in Ballarat compared with the state figure of a fall of
10.5 per cent. The Ballarat retail board is to be
commended for being proactive in addressing these two
areas in particular by working with the Ballarat police
in running training workshops with local small business
operators to demonstrate how shop theft can be
minimised.
I therefore repeat my question: I ask the minister to
assure the Ballarat community that it will continue to
benefit from the decrease in the crime rate and also
benefit from the extra 600 police officers to which this
government has committed during its second term.
Hon. Bill Forwood — You haven’t got 600! You’re
down two-thirds already.
Ms HADDEN — No, you sacked 1000 in your last
term; that’s what you did.
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Community services: funding
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My matter
for the adjournment debate tonight is for the attention of
both the Minister for Health and the Minister for
Community Services in the other place. It concerns the
Victorian Council of Social Service and community
sector peak organisations and their meetings and
resolutions of 16 September 2003, and the concerns
expressed by VCOSS about the community sector
cutbacks and the cutbacks to non-government
organisations in a series of areas, including areas that as
shadow Minister for Health I have some responsibility
for, such as palliative care and drug and alcohol
providers in particular, but others also.
I want to quote from the letter I received from Vicraid.
It is addressed:
Dear Liberal members of the Victorian Parliament ...

It is headed:
Community sector rejects state government cutbacks at public
meeting 16/9/03.

And it says:
I write again to seek your support to intervene with the
Premier and Treasurer to turn back the state government’s
three-year rolling [cuts to the community sector] across every
community and electorate in Victoria.

I note that it has called a public meeting for 14 October.
I give my commitment to attend that meeting and urge
other Liberal members, and Labor members of
Parliament who have the spine to stand up to the
Premier and Treasurer, to also attend.
Hon. Bill Forwood — No jellybacks — —
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Yes, there are no
jellybacks on this side. The jellybacks are on that side
of the Parliament.
I note that the letter makes clear that the funding
formula enclosed puts Victoria as the least generous of
all the states in the way it has imposed these cutbacks. I
know that the state government introduced a so-called
improved offer on or around 16 September, but
according to the letter the offer is:
… grossly inadequate and will do little to help the NGOs pay
the bills.

I believe these organisations are an important part of
our infrastructure as a community and that the Bracks
government is on the wrong tram in attacking these
organisations so relentlessly and imposing cuts that will
reduce their effectiveness. These cuts are not smart
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cuts, as I said earlier in the house today in the example I
gave of drug and alcohol rehabilitation advice groups.
The end result of these cutbacks will mean that people
will end up in our acute health sector where the costs
will be greater, so this is not a smart move.
I note also that a committee has been set up, which is to
be chaired by Bob Stensholt, the member for Burwood
in the other place. Well, God help us — that is all I can
say!
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — He is one of the most
hopeless — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Netball: Geelong
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — I raise a matter for
the Minister for Sport and Recreation. I recently
mentioned in this house that I had attended netball
championships in my electorate in Geelong. Following
that mention in Parliament I received a lovely letter
from the Barwon netball region, thanking me for taking
an interest in the game. I subsequently met with the
region president, Joy Grubb, and we had a wonderful
enlightening discussion about the game of netball in
Geelong.
It was surprising to learn that there were
11 000 registered players within the Geelong region at
the end of last year. This comes as quite a shock
because most of the sporting emphasis in this state is
placed on male-dominated sports like Aussie Rules,
cricket or soccer.
Having said that, I must confess that I probably was one
of a few men who did play netball for a men’s team in
Geelong in the early 1980s, and it is a great game.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. J. H. EREN — No, I really did not look good
in a dress. With such a large number of people playing
netball and other participants such as coaches, umpires
and helpers, I would imagine that netball is clearly the
most popular sport in our region.
It is not surprising, however, that the netball association
feels overwhelmed by the focus on male-dominated
sports and what it sees as disproportionate funding and
attention.
Appreciating that the minister has announced the
community facility funding grants, I seek the assistance
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of the minister for advice on the best avenues and
opportunities to support this very popular sport and to
further demonstrate this government’s commitment to
accommodating the growth of sport in the Geelong
region.

Rail: regional links
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — I ask the
Minister for Sport and Recreation to pass on my
adjournment item to the Minister for Transport in the
other place.
I ask the minister whether he will be tabling in the
house a petition from 740 people in the Castlemaine
region regarding the government’s fast rail project.
Hon. Bill Forwood — The so-called fast rail.
Hon. D. K. DRUM — Farce rail — f-a-r-c-e. We
know how to spell ‘farce’!
The purpose of the petition is twofold. Firstly, it calls
for the government to maintain dual tracks from
Kyneton through to Bendigo, and secondly, to install
gauge-convertible sleepers on the Bendigo line. The
government has continually argued that it cannot afford
the additional cost of gauge-convertible sleepers over
broad-gauge sleepers as the cost would be in the
vicinity of $25 million. Our estimates are that the
additional cost of gauge-convertible sleepers laid over
broad-gauge sleepers would be approximately
$2 million. So I do not know how the government has
arrived at an estimate of $25 million when our
estimates come in at $2 million.
Further, the government has continually downplayed
the importance of Bendigo being connected to the
national freight network. To use its terminology, that is
deemed to be unnecessary. I recently received a letter
from the City of Greater Bendigo in which the mayor
informed me about a local business, Nash Tank and
Pipe Services Pty Ltd, that is leaving Bendigo and
taking 23 jobs with it. The council has been talking
with the company in an attempt to get it to stay in the
Bendigo region. The company is relocating to Parkes in
New South Wales because there it will be able to
connect to the national freight line that extends
throughout the rest of Australia. What the government
sees as unnecessary has just cost the Bendigo region
23 jobs.
In raising another issue associated with the fast rail
project I ask the minister if he can guarantee that whilst
the upgrade of the railway line from Sydenham through
to Bendigo is in progress the government will keep the
railway service operating as normal. It has been
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explained to me by rail industry experts that there is no
reason why the government or government contractors
should close the rail service for any period, let alone the
nine months that has been mentioned, whilst the rail
upgrade is being completed.
The government has continually pushed down our
throats in this chamber the message that Bracks listens
and acts. We hope that in this instance he will listen to
the people of Castlemaine and Bendigo. Firstly, we
want gauge-convertible sleepers installed at a cost of
approximately $2 million. We would like to keep open
the two lines which are already in place from Bendigo
through to Kyneton. We would like the whole concept
of standardisation thought about, and we expect the rail
service to be maintained.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Lunar New Year Festival
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I raise
a matter for the Minister for Local Government. I have
been approached by the Vietnamese community
association in Victoria, which is looking for a venue for
its annual event, the Lunar New Year Festival. It has a
problem finding a place to hold its coming event in
January 2004.
The former Footscray City Council, now the City of
Maribyrnong, offered the Vietnamese community
Footscray Park to hold its event from early 1980
to 2000. The agreement ended and was not renewed,
and the festival moved from the Melbourne
showgrounds to Docklands. The location is not suitable
for the community event, and the association has asked
me to bring the festival back to Footscray because
Footscray is a better place and more convenient for the
event. The festival is no longer just for Vietnamese
people but has attracted many thousands of people from
all over Melbourne.
I ask the minister to liaise with the Maribyrnong City
Council to see what it can do to bring the festival back
to Footscray and at the same time to see if the
redeveloped Melbourne scan be used for the
community festival in the future.

Wind farms: government policy
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) —
Through the Minister for Sport and Recreation I raise a
matter tonight for the Minister for Energy Industries —
and if he is in his room, he should pop on in. It is about
one of the issues raised by Mrs Carbines in debate this
afternoon. She quoted a letter from the member for
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South-West Coast in the other place to the minister in
relation to wind energy. What we did not get from
Mrs Carbines was the minister’s response.
I also point out that, as Mrs Carbines would remember,
the letter relates to the connection of wind energy to the
grid. She probably does not know that this came about
as a result of representations from a family that lives at
Tarrone North, and I inform the house that Tarrone
North is at least 30 kilometres north, or inland, from
Codrington. So the wind farm about which
Mrs Carbines spoke is not on the coast. I want to put on
the record for Mrs Carbines at least that the member for
South-West Coast was representing constituents who
are not on the coast.
In the undated response from the minister that
Mrs Carbines did not deal with, he went into a little bit
of background about wind energy. Members would be
surprised that he then went on to attack the member for
Hawthorn in the other place, saying that the real
stumbling block facing renewable energy was an
‘outrageous series of attacks led by your parliamentary
colleague Ted Baillieu’. In other words, in response to a
sensible letter from the member for South-West Coast
seeking some information on behalf of constituents
about connecting wind energy to the grid, the Minister
for Energy Industries made a political attack, which I
think is inappropriate.
Hon. P. R. Hall — Typical!
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Typical, thank you.
Dr Napthine responded to the constituents on whose
behalf he had originally raised the issue, pointing out
that the Liberal Party strongly supported wind energy
and in summary saying that he was disappointed with
the very politicised response from the Labor
government and its failure to address the important
concern of the people, who wished to have wind energy
on their inland property connected to the grid.
So the issue I would like to put before the minister
tonight is: what is he going to do to address the issue of
inland wind farms being connected to the grid?

Police: Ocean Grove station
Mrs CARBINES (Geelong) — I raise a matter for
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services in the
other place. It concerns the delivery of yet another
election promise to the residents of the Bellarine
Peninsula, and that is the completion of the 24-hour
police station at Ocean Grove.
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Prior to my election as a member for Geelong Province
in 1999, the Labor Party promised to build a $5 million
24-hour police station on the Bellarine Peninsula. Early
in our first term we accepted the advice of Victoria
Police that it should be located in the rapidly expanding
coastal township of Ocean Grove and, importantly, that
it should supplement the existing police stations at
Portarlington, Queenscliff and Drysdale.
Last year I was delighted to attend the turning of the
first sod of the 24-hour station at Ocean Grove by the
Premier and the police minister. I was very pleased to
invite representatives of all the coastal townships on the
Bellarine Peninsula to attend that event.
Commencement of the building of that police station
was warmly received by all Bellarine residents, who
had lobbied very hard for an increased police presence
on the peninsula.
The construction of this state-of-the-art facility has been
completed recently, and the first police are now
operating from the Bellarine 24-hour police station,
which is great news indeed. Last week I received a
number of calls from local residents keen to celebrate
the fulfilment of yet another Bracks government
promise to the people of Bellarine with an official
opening of the police station. So I ask the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services to please make time
available to visit Ocean Grove to officially open our
new Bellarine 24-hour police station.

Our Forests, Our Future program
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Environment. It
concerns the contract assistance program within the
government’s Our Forests, Our Future policy. When
Premier Bracks decided to cut timber harvesting by an
average of 31 per cent across the state an $80 million
package was made available under the Our Forests Our
Future policy to assist those contractors and businesses
that were forced to exit the industry.
Sawmill licensees, harvest and haulage contractors and
businesses that could prove they had at least a 50 per
cent loss of income due directly to timber industry
restructure were entitled to and were promised business
exit packages. I am disappointed to report to the house
that a significant number of contractors and businesses
have yet to be paid out. I am aware of at least
10 harvesting crews and cartage contractors and their
workers in the central Gippsland region are out of
work, yet there is no sight of a business exit package
being made available to them.
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These people have had no work for at least the last
two or three months because the licensees for whom
they worked have exited the industry. There is no
timber for them to harvest or haul to a sawmill. They
have been out of work for at least the last two months,
yet they still have financial commitments to pay off
machinery and so on. Their applications have been
assessed by the government’s own industry transition
task force. That government-appointed committee has
recommended that those contractors be paid an exit
package. They still wait, and many of them are in
financial difficulty.
I am aware of at least three businesses in the East
Gippsland area that meet all the criteria and are eligible
for exit packages under the contractor assistance
program because they have suffered income loss in
excess of 50 per cent. In all these cases these people are
doing it very hard financially, and the government
should honour the promises it made to those people
associated with the industry.
For these people it is not an Our Forests, Our Future
policy, it is No Forests, No Future. I suspect the
government has run out of money. I call on the
government to put its hand in its pocket to find the extra
money required to deliver on every promise it gave
these people when it restructured the timber industry
across the state. It is not good enough. These people
were forced out; they were promised compensation and
as yet there has been none. I call on the government to
honour those promises immediately.

Responses
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — The Honourable David Koch raised an
issue regarding library service funding, and I will bring
this to the attention of the Minister for Local
Government.
The Honourable Carolyn Hirsh raised the issue of
dementia, and in particular Alzheimer’s disease and the
report and findings of Access Economics. I will refer
this matter to the Minister for Aged Care.
The Honourable John Vogels raised the matter of a
Moonee Valley council lane closure in Ascot Vale in
and around Doncaster Street. I will direct this matter to
the attention of the Minister for Local Government.
Ms Hadden raised the issue of the reduction in crime
rates, additional police numbers in the Ballarat
community and the significant positive effect it is
having not only in Ballarat but across the state. I will
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raise this for the attention of the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services in the other place.
The Honourable David Davis raised the matter of
community sector productivity gains. This will be
drawn to the attention of the Minister for Health and the
Minister for Community Services in the other place.
The Honourable John Eren raised the matter of
netballing needs and growth in the Geelong region. I
compliment the honourable member for his interest in
this matter. The government appreciates the substantial
contribution and involvement of those committee
members who support and involve themselves in sports
across the state, but particularly netball because
participation is so high and the enthusiasm in rural and
regional areas is significant. I encourage Mr Eren to
encourage those netball and community groups to
approach local councils to make applications under the
community facilities funding program, the details of
which will be announced later on in the year.
The Honourable Damian Drum raised the issue of
constituents in Castlemaine and the fast rail program
from Bendigo. I will draw this to the attention of the
Minister for Transport in the other place.
The Honourable Sang Nguyen raised the matter of the
Vietnamese New Year celebrations being located in the
Footscray region. I will direct this to the attention of the
Minister for Local Government.
The Honourable Bill Forwood referred to a letter
written by the honourable member for South-West
Coast in another place, Denis Napthine, regarding
inland wind farm opportunities. I will draw this to the
attention of the Minister for Energy Industries.
Mrs Carbines raised the issue of the Bellarine police
station located at Ocean Grove and sought an official
opening. I will direct this matter to the attention of the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services in the
other place.
The Honourable Peter Hall raised the matter of the
contractors assistance program in and around the Our
Forests, Our Future program. I will direct this to the
attention of the Minister for Environment in the other
place.
House adjourned 10.32 p.m.
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