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The PRESIDENT (Hon. M. M. Gould) took the chair at
9.32 a.m. and read the prayer.
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Outworkers (Improved Protection) Act 2003 — No.
123.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Ministers’ exemption
certificates under section 9(6) in respect of Statutory Rule
Nos 122 and 123.

EXTRACTIVE INDUSTRIES
DEVELOPMENT (AMENDMENT) BILL

Transport Accident Commission — Report, 2002–03.

Introduction and first reading

Victorian Workcover Authority — Report, 2002–03.

Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS
(Minister for Energy Industries) on motion of
Mr Lenders.

PARLIAMENTARY DEPARTMENTS
Annual reports
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — By leave, I move:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the report of —
(a) the Clerk on the operations of the Department of the
Legislative Council for the year 2002–03;
(b) the Librarian on the operations of the Department of the
Parliamentary Library for the year 2002–03;
(c) the Chief Reporter on the operations of the Department
of Victorian Parliamentary Debates for the year
2002–03; and
(d) the joint secretaries on the operations of the Joint
Services Department for the year 2002–03.

Motion agreed to.
Laid on table.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 — Minister’s Order of
7 October 2003 giving approval to the granting of a lease at
Mt Wombat Preservation of Native Species Reserve.
Essential Services Commission — Report to the Minister for
Energy Industries and Resources on a review of provisions of
the Gas Industry Act 2001 relating to significant producers.
Legal Practitioners Liability Committee — Report,
2002–03.
Police Appeals Board — Report, 2002–03.
Statutory Rules under the following acts of Parliament:
Conservation, Forests and Lands Act 1987 — No. 122.

Victorian Meat Authority — Report, 2002–03.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Association Carabinieri of Victoria
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) — In this
place on 14 October I expressed in detail my sincere
appreciation of the hospitality and information given to
me during my visit to the commanders of the Arma dei
Carabinieri at its headquarters in Rome, but
unfortunately I ran short of time. I would like to
complete that exercise this morning.
The Arma dei Carabinieri has approximately
120 000 officers in Italy, and is responsible for air, land
and sea exercises and the maintenance of national peace
and good order. They are also charged with the
combating of terrorism, and they pay magnificent
service to the world through their involvement in
United Nations peacekeeping. I was fortunate indeed to
be given a great deal of assistance and support.
The Arma dei Carabinieri was established in 1816 in
Italy and is highly respected around the world,
including here in Victoria. A Victorian association was
formed in 1972, and I would like to make particular
reference to Cavalier Felix Prattico, OAM, the
president, and honorary secretary, Frank Pavan.
The hosts of my visit in Italy were General Esposito,
General Virgilio Chirielison and Colonel Francesco
Zaccaria. I sincerely appreciate all the efforts they have
made.

Project Respect
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I wish to
commend the work of Project Respect, a very dedicated
community organisation. It is a very small one, but one
which has had a very large impact on the lives of many
women who are working as prostitutes — particularly
those who have been trafficked into Australia.
At the end of last week I attended the second Stop the
Traffic conference, organised by Project Respect in
conjunction with the Royal Melbourne Institute of
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Technology and the Australian Human Rights
Commission. The conference sessions were very well
attended and provided an alarming picture of the extent
and nature of the trade in trafficked women across the
globe and in Australia, and also of actions being taken
to counter it.
In the workshop I chaired there was also an opportunity
to hear more about the details of the federal
government’s recent commitment of $20 million over
four years to combat the global trade in the trafficking
of women to supply sexual services. The federal
initiative involves a transnational sexual offences and
trafficking team staffed by over 20 members of the
Australian Federal Police. It also involves support
services including legal, integration, medical and
financial help and access to interpreters, as well as a
community awareness program. I am heartened by this
federal government initiative and wish it every success,
because this should be a bipartisan issue.

Racing: Taltarni Cup
Hon. D. KOCH (Western) — The cornerstone
event of the Avoca Shire Turf Club spring race meeting
is the Taltarni Cup, which was held at the picturesque
town of Avoca on Saturday, 18 October 2003. This
feature event continues to showcase the racing industry
in country Victoria and provides the perfect opportunity
for a great day out in a splendid country setting.
The Taltarni Cup, a non-TAB theme event, now in its
20th year, is also a family race meeting. Currently held
on the same day as the Caulfield Cup, this year’s event
attracted a crowd in excess of 6500, including racegoers
and punters from all over the state, a substantial
increase on last year. Patrons enjoyed the agility and
stamina of magnificent thoroughbreds and their riders,
along with fresh local gourmet food, fine locally
produced wines and regional entertainment.
Racegoers were invited to get into the theme of the
day — to come dressed in stunning getup, dyed hair or
a specially designed outfit for the day — and take part
in Avoca’s fashions on the field.
The winner of the cup was the eight-year-old gelding,
Perliffic, owned and trained by the Catherall stable of
Ballarat and brilliantly ridden by Michael Evans.
My congratulations to Country Racing Victoria, Avoca
president John Howell, his hardworking committee and
volunteers of the Avoca Shire Turf Club who made it
such a successful and enjoyable day with 110 marquees
in the warm spring sunshine of central Victoria. Along
with my upper house colleagues the honourables David
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Davis and John Vogels and other racegoers, I look
forward to next year’s Taltarni Cup.

Creswick Forestry Fiesta
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I had the very great
pleasure of officially opening the eighth Creswick
Forestry Fiesta on Sunday, 26 October, which was also
my daughter’s birthday.
An honourable member interjected.
Ms HADDEN — She was 13.
I congratulate the Creswick Forestry Fiesta committee,
Russell Castley, Colin Wrigley, Margaret Edgar, Paul
Ryan and Ann-Marie Leontiew for their exceptional
efforts in making this year’s fiesta the huge success it
was.
The Creswick Forestry Fiesta was run over two days
with a community forestry forum conducted at the
Creswick campus of the University of Melbourne on
the Saturday. Also, tours were conducted around the
school of forestry campus, including a tour of
significant trees of the district. On Sunday, 26 October,
the forestry fiesta commenced with the Brackenbury
Classic fun run, with over 100 runners participating.
The grand street parade happened at 12 noon, and it
was led by the Creswick municipal band and the
University of Ballarat pipe band, followed by the
authentic Creswick Blue Light/RSL Light Horse Troop.
As the local member of Parliament and representative
of the Bracks government, I was very proud to be a
major sponsor of the 8th Creswick Forestry Fiesta
under the community events and rural leadership
program.

Royal Children’s Hospital: funding
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My
90-second statement today concerns the Royal
Children’s Hospital. That is our premier children’s
hospital in Victoria and it is a world-class institution,
but it is an institution that has been under threat in
recent years because of the mismanagement of the
Bracks Labor government. Premier Bracks and
Minister Pike have not treated that hospital properly. I
note the $25 million budget deficit that that hospital
came in with at the end of the last financial year. I
welcome the $8 million that was initially put in, and I
welcome the further $6 million, but I express my
concern and regret that it needed so much community
pressure and pressure from the parents of very sick
children to force a response from Premier Bracks and
his government to overrule the Minister for Health, who
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had been down to the hospital last Friday and had
refused point blank to take the necessary steps that were
required.

chairman and the chief executive for the invitation and
also the Minister for Workcover for his gracious words
of welcome to me at the function yesterday morning.

There are further long-term issues both at this hospital
and across our system. There is a need to review the
pricing of paediatric services across Victoria. I believe
there will be an outcome of that pricing review that the
government has announced that will be of assistance to
the Royal Children’s Hospital. I certainly hope so. The
future of that hospital, an institution that is so important
for Victoria and for our children, is at stake.

I make the point that the authority is in a very
precarious situation. Yesterday it announced a loss of
$316 million — the fourth consecutive loss of the
authority since the Bracks government came to power,
following on losses of $98 million last year;
$260 million the year before; and $127 million in
1999— 2000. In other words, the Victorian Workcover
Authority has lost $800 million in the four years since
the Bracks government came to power.

Maurie Nossell
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — It is now four years
since the lights were turned back on in Victoria
following the defeat of the Kennett government.
Recently, when I was having a quiet beer at the Highett
Returned and Services League, one of my constituents,
Maurie Nossell, approached me, shook my hand and
said he had lived in Brighton all his life. He said it was
the first time he had ever got a Labor member of
Parliament elected. Maurie gave me a little ditty he
wrote in October 1999 to show how excited he was
about the defeat of the Kennett government. It goes to
the tune of Bye Bye Blackbird and with apologies to
Frank Sinatra or whoever, it goes:
Pack up Jeffrey, on your way, not your day, so we say, bye
bye Kennett.
Your arrogance has let it slip — —

Hon. Bill Forwood — On a point of order,
President, it is highly inappropriate for a member to
sing in this place.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It is inappropriate for
members to do anything other than debate issues in the
house. Permission is given to read 90-second
statements because a lot of information is given, but it
is inappropriate to sing. I ask the member to continue.
Mr PULLEN — The ditty continues:
Your arrogance has let it slip, your grip upon the premiership,
bye bye Kennett.
You thought you were a certainty to win it.
At the finish you weren’t even in it.
Now you sigh, now you cry, and you’re eating humble pie,
Kennett, bye bye!

I make the point that we on this side of the chamber
believe that Victorian workers and employers are
entitled to a Workcover scheme that works. The
problem is that under the Bracks government, which we
know lacks the capacity to manage the state
appropriately, this system is not being managed
properly. By its own admission, Workcover’s treatment
of payments grew by 17.5 per cent, well above
inflation, resulting in a $153 million increase in claims
liabilities.

Police: Preston station
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — On 21 October I had
the great pleasure to attend with my colleague the
member for Preston in the other place the opening of
the Preston police station by the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services in the other place, the Honourable
André Haermeyer and deputy police commissioner Bill
Kelly. The old Preston police station was a 60-year-old
building and due to overcrowding it was widely
regarded as one of the worst police stations in Victoria.
Yet, despite being near the top of the capital works
program for many years the previous coalition
government constantly overlooked it.
The new state-of-the-art facility, built at a cost of
$6.9 million, will initially house 101 police men and
women and support staff, but has the capacity to
accommodate additional staff in future. The new police
station has closed-circuit television, modern
airconditioning, secure modern holding rooms,
gymnasium, conference room and comfortable staff
amenities. The new facilities will provide our local
police with facilities to continue to make our
community a safe place to live.

Workcover: financial management

Children: Traralgon knitting scheme

Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) —
Yesterday, at the invitation of the Victorian Workcover
Authority, I attended a briefing it gave in relation to its
results for the financial year 2002–03. I thank the

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Last week I had
one of those enjoyable experiences that we all have
from time to time in having morning tea with 60 angels.
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These angels were guardian angels who came mostly
from Traralgon.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell — Were they hell’s angels?
Hon. P. R. HALL — No, they were not hell’s
angels. The 60 ladies were part of 120 or so who
participated in a scheme jointly run by the Guardian
pharmacy group and World Vision and involves the
knitting of garments to be distributed by World Vision
to children in need in other parts of the world. These
120 or so ladies who participated in the scheme knitted
1442 garments in three months.
Last Monday’s morning tea was put on to thank them
for their efforts and also to present them with
certificates. This morning I too wish to acknowledge
the efforts of all the people who participated in this
scheme. I also congratulate Mark Henning and his staff
at the Guardian pharmacy in Traralgon on their
participation in putting on the morning tea.
I have to report to the house that I have been
encouraged to also become an angel and join the efforts
of the very good ladies of Traralgon in knitting a
garment. It has been suggested to me that while I am
forced to sit and listen to the boring speeches here in
Parliament a more productive use of my time could be
knitting. So if the clack of needles is heard from the
National Party benches you, President, will know I
have taken up the challenge from the ladies, and I beg
the indulgence of the house to allow me to do so!

Police: Bellarine station
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — I was pleased to
attend the opening of the new $5 million Bellarine
police station at Ocean Grove last Thursday. It is a
state-of-the-art facility which will ensure community
safety is paramount on the Bellarine Peninsula.
Community safety is a priority of this government, and
the opening of the Bellarine Peninsula police station is
proof that it lives up to its election promises. The
government said it would build the police station, and it
has delivered.
The new Bellarine police station has been designated to
accommodate up to 67 staff, allowing for growth in the
population of the region. From December it will have
22 sworn officers, including officers from the uniform
branch and provision for a special task force.
The new station, which replaces the old Ocean Grove
police station on The Parade, includes three interview
rooms, a muster room, change rooms, a conference
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room, a property store, holding rooms, an exercise yard
and a staff gymnasium.
By the end of 2006 this government will have funded
the construction of 135 police stations in Victoria at a
total cost of $280 million. This government has also
committed $125.8 million over the next four years to
recruit 600 additional police officers on top of the
800 extra police it delivered in its first term.
With Victoria’s crime rate being the lowest in the
country and 23 per cent lower than the national
average, I am sure all residents of the Bellarine
Peninsula feel safer with this new state-of-the-art police
station. As the minister said, we are the safest state
because we have one of the finest police forces in the
world and because the Bracks government is
committed — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Disability services: early intervention
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I wish to
raise my concern about the reduced funding for centres
dealing with children with disabilities. I refer in
particular to two constituents of mine who have written
to me in respect of the Kalparrin Early Intervention
Centre in Greensborough and the Irabina centre in
Wantirna.
In the case of the Irabina centre, the constituent is
Soraya van Eyk, the mother of a 27-month-old girl who
was diagnosed at 19 months with autism. It was
indicated that this girl would achieve a very good life if
intensive early intervention were given to assist her
with the condition. She has an excellent chance of an
independent life.
Unfortunately the state government of Victoria
provides only 2 hours of intensive care per week when
all of the specialists involved in autism suggest that
there ought to be a minimum of 15 hours per week and
up to 30 to 40 hours per week. She has the opportunity
of going to Irabina preschool, but there the government
only provides for 6 hours of treatment.
Libby Clarke of Mitcham has also written to me in
regard to Kalparrin. She says that the government
seems to spend a lot of money on sport and far too little
on disability services. I tend to agree.

Police: multiculturalism
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
want to inform the house that I recently had the
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pleasure of attending the graduation ceremony of the
bridging course to facilitate people from culturally and
linguistically diverse communities joining the police
force.
The graduation ceremony was held at the Goulburn
Valley TAFE in Shepparton where the course was held.
This was the first bridging course of this kind to be held
outside the metropolitan area. The Goulburn Valley is a
terrific place for the course to be held because it is a
culturally and linguistically diverse community.
I want to congratulate all the graduates on successfully
completing the course. I would also like to congratulate
the Goulburn Valley TAFE, the multicultural advisory
unit in conjunction with the police force and the adult
multicultural education service.
This is a terrific initiative to encourage and include
people from culturally and linguistically diverse
backgrounds in our police force. I congratulate
everyone involved in putting on this bridging course.
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Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the other place. The
hardworking and dedicated local councillor from Yarra
Ranges Shire Council, Clive Larkman, will also be in
attendance. He has always shown his willingness to
fight for his local community above all else.
The local Labor members of Parliament for this area,
Mr Robert Mitchell and the honourable member for
Evelyn in another place, have consistently had their
hands over their ears and their heads under the desk on
this issue. They have refused to listen to their local
community. The honourable member for Evelyn made
the extraordinary claim that she supported the freeway
backflip because the government had to spend a lot of
money on the war in Iraq.
I have checked the Victorian budget papers and cannot
find a department of defence. In fact Victoria has not
had responsibility for wars since the 1850s. The
honourable member for Evelyn and Mr Mitchell should
get their heads out of the sand and start fighting for
their local community.

Australian Greens: senators

Horticultural Industry Outlook forum

Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
Many Australians will be appalled at the conduct of
Tasmanian senator Bob Brown and New South Wales
senator Kerry Nettle during the course of last week’s
address to the joint sitting of the commonwealth
Parliament by the President of the United States of
America.

Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I would
like to take this opportunity to congratulate MADEC
Jobs Australia, whose head office is in Mildura, on
hosting the 2003 Horticultural Industry Outlook forum
that began with a 7.00 a.m. breakfast last Wednesday.
The National Harvest Labour Information Service and
the Sunraysia Rural Counselling Service prepared the
program, the theme of which was Driving the Growth.
Well-known rural commentator, Neil Innall, was forum
moderator, and he did an excellent job.

Notwithstanding any divergence in political views, any
head of state visiting a Parliament in this country is
entitled to be treated with respect and courtesy.
Regrettably news reports of last week’s visit shown
throughout the world reveal that the selfish and
ill-mannered conduct of Senator Brown and Senator
Nettle has brought Australia into disrepute in the eyes
of the world. The disregard for Parliament and the
people of Australia shown by Senator Brown
demonstrates that the senator is nothing more than a
self-serving publicity seeker, and the Greens party
nothing more than a rabble.

Mitcham–Frankston freeway: tolls
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — Tonight I
will attend a public and community meeting to discuss
the future of the Eastern and Scoresby freeways. The
meeting will be held at the Lilydale International Hotel
at 471 Maroondah Highway. This meeting will give the
community a chance to show its support for an
extended Eastern Freeway without tolls. It will be
hosted by Tony Smith, the federal member for Casey,
and addressed by the Leader of the Opposition and the

The forum was a unique opportunity for business
operators, developers and horticulturists to receive the
latest information on future planning and long-term
strategies for the region, to be brought up to date on the
financial trends for growth and future attitudes by
financial sectors, hear first-hand accounts of innovative
ideas by successful businesses from the region and
meet with other business operators and colleagues
interested in future growth opportunities.
The forum was extremely well attended. The program
included visits to the CSIRO and discussions about
Merbein mushrooms, as well as a trip to the Sunsalt
plant at Mourquong for discussions and site inspection.
I was pleased to attend, and I congratulate MADEC for
giving so many in the community the opportunity to
attend a first-class forum, to listen to industry, science
and finance leaders and to question them on matters of
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importance both to their own individual businesses and
to the horticultural industry.

PLANNING: AMENDMENT VC19
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I move:
That pursuant to section 38(2) of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 this house revokes amendment VC19
to the Victoria planning provisions.

In so doing I want to say I am appalled at the approach
the government has taken in trying to sneak through
amendments to the statewide planning provisions,
thereby imposing on the farming community yet
another layer of bureaucratic regulation which will
severely limit the ability of farmers to use their land for
agricultural production. It will limit their ability to
manage their land and develop it in accordance with
good farming practice; but more importantly it will
severely constrain the ability of farmers to deal with
destruction of vermin, in particular the destruction of
rabbits. Given that rabbits are the most significant
environmental pest in mainland Australia, it is an
outrage that the government should introduce
amendments to planning provisions which would so
curtail farming activity.
What I find alarming about these new measures is the
underhand way in which the provisions were
introduced. The Minister for Environment in the other
place made a commitment to the Victorian Farmers
Federation that there would be consultation on further
guidelines in respect of native vegetation. While the
Minister for Planning was apparently on leave another
minister acting in her stead, the Minister against
Agriculture, Bob Cameron, authorised these planning
amendments.
The Minister for Agriculture, as the Acting Minister for
Planning while the Minister for Planning was absent,
signed off on planning scheme amendments which
effectively create a prohibition on good farming
practice.
My concern is that since the late 1980s we have had in
situ in Victoria regulations controlling the clearance of
native vegetation, the purpose of which is to protect and
conserve native vegetation, to reduce the impact of land
and water degradation, and to provide habitat for plants
and animals. That purpose is something that we would
generally support.
In practice the farming community over the last decade
or so has engaged in a process of reinvigorating the
natural assets it manages by increasing the investment

Wednesday, 29 October 2003

on farms in land management protocols, and indeed the
activity of Landcare groups and farm-tree groups has
seen something in the order of 65 per cent of all farmers
in this state actively involved in enhancing the
environmental value of their farms. There have been
thousands — in fact, tens of thousands or hundreds of
thousands — of trees planted as a result of these
initiatives, with the support of both the state and federal
governments.
But essentially the trees that have been planted on
farms, the remnant vegetation which has been fenced
off and protected and the land that has been covenanted
have all been at the initiative of farmers, who have
continued that significant investment notwithstanding
in some cases a negative cash flow from their farming
business.
What is extraordinary is that the Acting Minister for
Planning, Bob Cameron, when authorising these
planning scheme amendments specifically exempted
himself from consultation. The notice of approval
presented to Parliament states:
The acting minister exempted himself from the requirements
of sections 17, 18 and 19 of the Planning and Environment
Act 1987, being the requirement to make the amendment
available for inspection and give notice of the amendment.
No notice of the amendment was given.
The acting minister did not consult the responsible authorities.

Not only that, in his capacity as Acting Minister for
Planning he treated the farming community with
disdain by not taking it and its representative
organisations into his confidence whilst wearing the
two hats of being responsible for planning and for
agriculture. I find this to be a reprehensible approach to
creating regulation in this state that proscribes the
ability of people to deal with and treat their land in a
sensible way.
Quite clearly there has been strong community reaction
to these initiatives. What do they do? There are two
significant issues that arise from these planning
amendments. They entrench in Victoria’s planning
schemes the principle of net gain, which has been a
policy position of this government. Net gain basically
means that if you cut down a tree you will be obliged to
plant a number of trees to replace the one that has been
removed. The ratios have been interpreted and varied
from time to time, and the rural media is replete with
cases about the intrusion of this on farming
communities and on individual farmers, who have tales
of woe about the frustration of being delayed for up to
12 years in some cases to get permits to clear very
small amounts of native vegetation.
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Recently a case was cited which involved an elderly
lady in her 80s putting in a powerline to her house so
she did not have to go outside and start the diesel
generator every day to turn the lights on. She wanted to
put in a powerline, which involved removing about
80 trees. She was required by the department to plant
more than 1300 trees to replace the 80 that might have
been removed as a result of putting in a powerline.
Opposition members find that, in a policy sense, this
approach by the government is extraordinarily
disappointing, but more to the point, the approach of
underhandedly insinuating into planning schemes these
entrenchments of government policy into planning law
shows complete disregard for the stakeholders who are
affected. There is no doubt that it is deliberate. On the
one hand the Minister for Environment advised that
there would be consultation, and on the other hand the
Minister for Agriculture, acting as the Minister for
Planning, signed off on the amendments without any
consultation at all. I have no doubt that this has been a
deliberate approach, and the reason is to avoid public
scrutiny and the scrutiny of Parliament. It is possible
that, by putting a lot of planning scheme amendments
through, these items will not be picked up unless they
are brought to the attention of the stakeholders
concerned.
In this particular case I have to say that the vigilance of
opposition members has been rewarded, in that we are
able to bring this matter to the attention of the
Parliament today and to indicate to the Parliament that
not only are we outraged about this but the wider
community is as well. Members will note that yesterday
petitions were tabled here with more than
1100 signatures. I think more than 1500 signatures were
collected, but because of the protocols of this place
sometimes when addresses are incomplete not all of the
signatures can be formally tabled.
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have seen a plethora of regulations introduced over the
last four years, and I will come to that shortly.
But I will deal specifically with what these new
planning amendments do. They will require farmers
and land-holders to obtain written permission from
government bureaucrats before they can destroy rabbit
warrens and foxholes on their own land, even if this
may require only a minor removal of vegetation. That is
to say, a farmer considering the impact that rabbits have
on the environment of his farm and the potential for
significant erosion and degradation will obviously take
measures to deal with that problem, and of course there
are increasingly limited options for farmers as
traditional methods of rabbit control have been either
disallowed or proved less effective. Fundamentally the
most useful way of removing and destroying rabbits is
to remove their shelter — that is, their burrows.
Typically farmers would put a ripper on the back of the
tractor and head off to plough up and deep rip the
ground where those rabbit burrows are.
But now it will be necessary for a farmer, before
putting the ripper on the tractor and filling the tank with
diesel, to head off down to the Department of
Sustainability and Environment office and seek written
authority for him to proceed with such activity, and that
written authority will require the person giving it to be
confident that it is appropriate so to do, which
inevitably will invite an inspection.
Can members see the farce in this? The farmer wants to
destroy rabbits; he has to contact a bureaucrat in an
office some significant distance away — it might be a
drive of an hour or two. That person has to put into his
diary an appointment date for an inspection of the site
where the rabbits are to be destroyed. The bureaucrat
needs to then come and inspect the site and at some
point to issue a written authority exempting that farmer
from these particular planning scheme provisions.

But those petitions were collected in very short time —
in fact, in a few days — and they are just a small
representation of the community outrage. There have
been letters to the editors in just about all country local
newspapers. Certainly the journal of record, the Weekly
Times, has commented on this extensively. Importantly,
I do not think there have been many issues, apart from
the Child Employment Bill and this issue, on which my
office has received so many personal representations in
the last year.

In that circumstance it is quite clearly probable that
farmers who are keen to get on with the job will put
themselves at risk of being in breach of the law and
ignore the procedure, which is clearly going to be
cumbersome, unworkable and bureaucratic. The
alternative, in practice, is for that farmer to say, ‘Look,
it is all just too hard. I am not going to be bothered with
it, and let’s just forget that problem and do something
that is more productive’.

The rural community — and I do not just talk about
farmers — at large is absolutely sick and tired of the
approach the Bracks government is taking in that it is
intruding on their freedom and ability to be independent
and go about managing the community’s resources. We

I am particularly dismayed at this approach by the
government because in the last decade particularly there
has been a high level of investment by the Victorian
government in its efforts to reduce the rabbit population
in Victoria. We had the rabbit-busters program initiated
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by Marie Tehan when she was Minister for
Conservation and Land Management and the
introduction of rabbit calicivirus, which had a
significant initial impact on the rabbit population. As a
result of those initiatives we have seen an increase in
the efforts of land-holders in controlling what is, as I
said, the worst pest for environmental damage known
to us on mainland Australia. Farmers have taken up that
task quite willingly. The intrusion of these regulations
will mean that farmers cannot go freely about that
vermin destruction process. It is absolutely bizarre.
Secondly, the planning scheme amendments enshrine
the government’s net gain policy. As I have recited, it is
clear that there have been issues in relation to the way
net gain has been administered. The planning scheme
amendments put local government officials and
bureaucrats in a position where they will be issuing
permits for farming activities on a day-to-day basis —
that is, before a farmer removes a tree or any other
native vegetation, they will have to put in place a plan
to demonstrate the net gain to get the approval under
that local municipality’s planning scheme provisions,
which are being altered as a result of these planning
scheme amendments. As a consequence of that there
will inevitably be increased tension between
land-holders and the local municipality, because any
delay or frustration will be effectively attributed to the
local government planning officers involved in this
decision-making process, and the extraordinary cost of
this policy now being borne by farmers will be
increased.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — And ratepayers generally are
bearing a cost, too.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Indeed. As Mr Baxter
interjects, ratepayers will quite properly share the cost
of the additional administration. Inevitable delays will
be caused to other what I would describe as important
development issues within a municipality. Planning
officers will be distracted from their work of dealing
with planning issues on development initiatives and
will be spending time processing applications to
remove native vegetation and ensuring that the net gain
policy of the government is observed by way of the
planning laws.
Members of the Liberal Party are not at all opposed to
better environmental outcomes — indeed the Liberal
Party has strongly advocated improvements to our land
management. Most of the initiatives we have seen that
have had a significant impact over recent years have
been driven by the Liberal Party. In government with
the National Party as a coalition we created the
catchment management council framework, under
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which Victoria was regarded — before the current
government started peeling back the role of the
catchment management authorities (CMAs) — as the
leading state in terms of a structure for land
management in Australia.
Not only has the government effectively subsumed the
independent role and leadership of the CMAs in local
communities, but we now have a circumstance where,
by these planning scheme amendments, additional cost
is being imposed on farmers as individuals, the farming
community as a whole and rural communities
collectively by way of bureaucratic demands placed on
local government.
It is clear that the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal will also be forced to consider this net gain
principle in all disputes involving land-holders and
native vegetation clearance. That will provide an
additional burden to farmers who are genuinely just
wanting to get on with the development of their farming
properties. I might say that these new planning controls
do not apply just to farmers. They apply to anyone who,
for constructive purposes, will be required to deal with
some of the native vegetation on the land under their
management.
We have seen a general approach by the government to
increasing regulation, but in so doing quite obviously
not being in step with community opinion. One of the
inconsistencies I see is that currently at a national level
a Productivity Commission inquiry is proceeding into
the regulation of the clearing and retention of native
vegetation. The Productivity Commission has taken
evidence and had hearings in all states, and I am
confident it will produce a sensible and objective report
about the position of the management of our native
vegetation Australia-wide. It will comment specifically
on the appropriate impact of protocols on control of
clearing. That inquiry should not have been ignored by
the introduction of these new planning scheme
amendments before there was an outcome from the
inquiry.
I am confident that Victoria’s situation, compared to all
states, is significantly well advanced. There is no doubt
that at a community level there is a desire to improve
land management — and in practice that has been seen
to be demonstrated, as I have recited. At a state
government level certainly the protocols have been put
in place, and since the late 1980s native vegetation has
been protected and a permit process has been in place,
which farmers have observed, notwithstanding the
frustration that that has sometimes caused.
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It is clear that the general view of the community is that
we should be restoring a sense of balance to the
land-clearing laws in this state. The instance I noted
earlier about an elderly woman trying to have a
powerline put in is not a lone instance; there have been
many other instances of farmers and land-holders being
frustrated. I might recite some of them.
There is a particular case near Mildura. For 12 years the
Croft family has been trying to gain permission to clear
half of the remaining 900 hectares of its Meringur
property, without success. The family is prepared to
make commitments on protecting high-value blue
Mallee and mixed species Mallee scrub.
Hon. B. W. Bishop — In fact we offered to give
part of that property back to the government in that
process — and it was refused.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — A very good interjection,
Mr Bishop. Mr Bishop’s interjection is in relation to the
family actually offering to return private land to the
Crown — and that has been refused.
There is the case of the Boyd family at Pyramid Hill.
They again have been trying for some four years to
arrange to clear some land to improve the grazing
operation returns and have been frustrated by an
inability to get some agreement. The Tripod family of
Bacchus Marsh, which runs Tripod Farmers, has lost in
terms of the frustration of being unable to remove a
small number of trees to improve the operating ability
of the farm. It offered to exchange land under an
arrangement that would allow approval of the
application to remove the trees. It has been unable to
come to an agreement, and the estimated loss to the
business has been between $2 million and $3 million in
turnover.
There is the classic case of Reg Holt at Wedderburn,
whom many members of this house will be familiar
with. When he applied for a permit to trim branches
overhanging a fence line, he was told he would have to
plant 20 eucalypt seedlings for each trimmed branch
with a diameter of 10 centimetres and 50 to
100 seedlings for every trimmed branch with a
30-centimetre diameter. The Boyd family of Pyramid
Hill was advised that it was not allowed to cultivate
144 hectares of its 287 hectares of farm because of the
presence of Terrick Terrick native grassland. And so
on, and so on.
The rural media is replete with cases of land-holders
who have raised issues of concern with their local
communities about these processes. Members of the
opposition are not suggesting that we should repeal the
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planning scheme arrangements in relation to protecting
and conserving our native vegetation; we are saying
that we should not be introducing into our planning
schemes new and further restrictions that entrench this
policy of net gain in such a way that it will be
bureaucratically cumbersome. Under these restrictions
it will be virtually impossible for farmers to lawfully go
about their daily business: they will be forced to choose
between being law abiding and law breaking because
the bureaucracy that is being imposed on them in
relation to net gain, and especially in relation to vermin
control, is frankly unworkable.
What is really of concern to the rural community is that
this fits neatly into a whole suite of initiatives that have
been introduced by the Bracks government over the last
four years to frustrate the opportunity to exercise
individual freedom of choice. We had a debate only last
sitting week about the Child Employment Bill, which I
will not recite again, but it is representative of this sense
of family and community life being intruded upon by a
significant regulatory overlay. We have seen
restrictions on firewood collection. Baiting of foxes and
rabbits is now so restricted that farmers have to obtain
agricultural chemical user permits so they can obtain
1080 to control vermin. This involves completing a
two-day approved training program, so there are costs
associated with it.
Obviously the opposition is not making a case against
the sensible use of chemicals, but this is representative
of the issue we are raising — that is, of the intrusion of
all of these matters into the effective ability of the
community to get on with its business without the
intrusion of government.
We have noted the impact on farming activities of the
Health Act and the nuisance provisions under that act
and the difficulties that have arisen in relation to
particular farming activities, such as spraying crops,
operating broiler sheds, working tractors at night,
anything that makes a noise, walking cows down a road
and many others.
We now have increased costs looming large for egg
producers in the poultry industry in respect of cage
sizes for layer hens. New cage sizes will mean new
capital investment.
Mr Lenders — You are still carrying around your
union ticket, aren’t you, Philip?
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Absolutely.
A significant cost burden will be imposed on farmers in
the poultry industry because of that.
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In relation to the green wedge legislation, which we
have considered, problems are now arising for farming
communities where farmers in effect are blocked from
subdivision and are trapped in unviable farms. No
solution is being offered. Those in intensive horticulture
and livestock operations are being drawn progressively
into conflict as the result of the proximity of urban
development. This is difficult, because there are
constraints as to what can be done with the land, which
is increasingly becoming unviable because of rising
costs and rising local government rates and so on as a
reflection of urban development, and farmers are
unable to subdivide their land and relocate. There are a
range of matters.
Many of my friends express concern about the fact that
it is now more difficult to become a Country Fire
Authority volunteer because of the minimum skills
requirements, which involve a significant amount of
training and testing. Some people are simply not
prepared to undertake that.
We have seen the introduction of regulations in relation
to farm dams. All members of this house will have a
very clear view and record of that debate, so I will not
recite it, but it is another licensing and compliance
requirement which has been introduced recently. We
have had the introduction of site-use licenses for
irrigation dams. We have legislation which is to be
considered by this place in due course, I understand, in
relation to a further restriction on the ability of farmers
to deal with their animals through new
regulation-making powers to be inserted into the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act. We have the
impact of food safety regulations, which is in effect
shutting down traditional farm gate produce sales for
which permits are now required.
The government has increased groundwater
requirements through the imposition of additional
licences and fees. We have chain-of-responsibility
regulations for trucks so that a farmer is ultimately
responsible for the overloading of a truck if it is
carrying their produce, notwithstanding that the truck
may be operated by an independent company or
contractor.
We have problems with moving machinery on roads. I
had an instance raised with me only two or three weeks
ago by a Gippsland farmer who wanted to move a
header from South Australia. He was unable to move it
down any of the Melbourne freeways, so he had to find
a route via back roads to bypass Melbourne entirely and
get it down to Gippsland. He could not even move it at
night, notwithstanding that we often see large loads of
plant and equipment moving to the Latrobe Valley, and
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they are moved down the highway at night. Of course
there are many concerns about occupational health and
safety and Workcover regulations intruding on farming
activity.
Having said that farmers and the rural community are
especially concerned about red tape, I want to come
straight back to the issue before us — that is, the
revocation of these planning scheme amendments. Why
are we so concerned about them? In summary it is the
fact that they are such a significant intrusion on the
farming community that it is unlikely they will
practicably be able to be implemented in such a way
that farmers will not be significantly dislocated, and the
result therefore is that the government is inviting people
to effectively ignore these planning scheme changes.
In practice people will simply either not observe the
bureaucratic procedures that are put in place to issue
permits or they will quite simply ignore the whole
problem of dealing with vermin eradication. From my
point of view that would be a real disappointment. It is
impossible for farmers to spend their lives contacting
the Department of Sustainability and Environment
(DSE) just to go about their day-to-day business of
running their farms.
If the government is intent on proceeding with these
planning scheme amendments and if it will not give
way to the concern that has been expressed by the
community widely around Victoria on this issue, all I
can say is that it will have itself to blame if it ends up
with a complete bureaucratic tangle because of its own
inability to implement these arrangements.
But what is of great concern to me is the conflict that
will arise, not just between DSE officers and farmers as
a result of the failure to expeditiously authorise these
clearing permits but particularly between farmers and
local government. I think the government is setting up
the local government planning officers to absolutely
wear the brunt of criticism by land-holders about the
outrageous demand which is now being put on them in
respect of the net gain policy. The government is not
offering any financial assistance to the farming
community in exchange for this burden being imposed
nor is it providing any assistance to defray the
administrative costs which will be placed on local
government.
For those reasons the Liberal Party is absolutely
opposed to these proposals going forward and urges the
house to support this motion of revocation.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — It is not often that
the house sits and debates a motion that seeks to
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disallow or revoke a planning scheme amendment. That
is what we are doing here today. I think the last time the
house debated such a motion was when the Nationals
moved to disallow certain planning scheme
amendments relating to the Wellington and Latrobe
shires, and that was in respect of the Basslink project, in
its last-ditch effort to prevent the use of pylons in that
project. Unfortunately that motion was not supported
by others in this chamber.
However, I can say that on this particular occasion we
wholeheartedly support the motion before the house in
respect of the revocation of planning scheme
amendment VC19 because of the impositions it would
place on land-holders in rural Victoria.
I start by going through the sequence of events which
have led to this planning scheme amendment being put
before the house. The notice of approval of amendment
to planning scheme as presented to Parliament, and as
made available on the table in the middle of the
chamber here today, says:
On 10 July 2003, the Acting Minister for Planning approved
amendment VC19 to the Victoria planning provisions.

The dates are important. This amendment was
approved on 10 July. The notice that the chamber has
been given was signed off on 24 July by Paul Jerome,
General Manager, Planning, Land and Environment
Regulation, Department of Sustainability and
Environment. I repeat: it was approved on 10 July and
signed off on 24 July.
The Parliament of Victoria was presented with this
notice in the chamber on 16 September and in the
Legislative Assembly on 26 August, so there was a fair
time difference between when this amendment was
approved and its presentation here, but I understand the
reason for that was that those dates were the first sitting
dates after the approval of this amendment for it to be
tabled in Parliament. Still, there was a substantial
period of time between July and September, when this
notice of approval was presented in the Council.
This amendment covers a whole range of issues relating
to planning schemes in Victoria, and there are far too
many for me to go through the list. But some of the
important ones, as mentioned by the Leader of the
Opposition, about which we are particularly concerned
are those relating to the concept of net gain being
established in the state planning policy framework as
per clause 52.17 — I shall later talk a little bit about that
concept of net gain as defined in that clause — and the
removal of vegetation for vermin control. As has been
mentioned by the Leader of the Opposition also, they
are the two aspects of the many contained in this
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planning scheme amendment which are of particular
concern to us in the Nationals.
As I said, those dates are relevant. Like most other
people, I was extremely surprised that this concept of
net gain and having to obtain written approval for the
removal of vegetation to enable some vermin control
measures to be put in place came as a complete surprise
to us and also to members of the rural communities that
we represent, because there was no warning that they
would be forthcoming. Indeed, I was advised
personally by the Minister for Environment that this
was not about to happen, that there would be some
considerable consultation before this concept of net
gain was introduced.
I want to put this aspect into the debate. As it so
happens I wrote to the Minister for Environment on
17 June and made a rather benign inquiry as to when
the native vegetation management plan for East
Gippsland was to be finalised. These regional native
vegetation management plans have been sitting around
for some time now without finalisation, and I inquired
as to when we could expect some finalisation in respect
of East Gippsland.
So I wrote to the minister on 17 June and I received a
reply on 3 October, some three and a half months later!
Putting that time difference aside, the Minister for
Environment said in part:
In March 2003 I provided all catchment management
authorities with Guidelines for Completion of the Native
Vegetation Plans, which resolved key issues to do with
minimum statewide standards and requirements for statewide
consistency.
The framework also outlined that the Victorian planning
provisions would be the primary tool to give effect to the net
gain policy contained in the framework.

That is what we are seeing here today — the net gain
concept being introduced by the Victorian planning
provisions. The letter continues:
… and stated that a review would be undertaken on ways of
best incorporating the criteria in the planning system.
The review is scheduled to follow the release of the
Operational Guidelines for Application of Net Gain due later
this year. Additional community consultation will occur then
and provide an opportunity to discuss and specifically identify
mechanisms to better incorporate native vegetation
management requirements into the planning system.

What am I to believe? I have in front of me a letter
dated 3 October from the Minister for Environment, the
Honourable John Thwaites, telling me that this concept
of net gain will be the result of a review expected to be
undertaken later this year and will involve extensive

PLANNING: AMENDMENT VC19
1058

COUNCIL

community consultation. The minister wrote this letter
on 3 October when these planning scheme amendments
were signed off by the acting Minister for Planning on
10 July. I think I have every right to say that either this
government is totally incompetent and an acting
Minister for Planning on 10 July has not informed his
colleague the Minister for Environment that these
changes were effected more than three months ago or
otherwise I can conclude that I have been deliberately
mislead. I think the latter is the case. I do not believe
the government is so incompetent to suggest that what
it sent to me on 3 October is totally untrue.
Mr Viney — A new conspiracy theory!
Hon. P. R. HALL — It is not a conspiracy theory. I
have it in black and white. What I am informed in
writing by a minister on 3 October is not correct; it is
completely contrary to what was signed off.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You have
misinterpreted it.
Hon. P. R. HALL — If that is what the government
is going to say, I would like to get a better explanation
than that! It is not a misinterpretation by any means; it
is deliberate deceit on behalf of the government and a
deliberate deceit on the people of Victoria. I understand
through reading the Weekly Times that the editor
received a similar letter. It is totally underhand for this
government to embark upon this process and
deliberately tell me as a member of Parliament and the
public of Victoria something which is not correct. The
government stands condemned for that.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — On a point of order,
Acting President, I take exception to the comments
made by the member in relation to the notion of
deliberate deceit. The member is referring to comments
from a minister of the Crown, and in respect of that he
is reflecting on the minister. I therefore ask that you,
Acting President, require him to withdraw the
comments insofar as they are directed to the Minister
for Environment, which they clearly were.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order! I believe the
member said ‘deliberate deceit’, so I will give him the
opportunity to clarify what he meant before giving a
ruling.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I used the term ‘deliberate
deceit’.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order! I uphold the
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point of order, and I asked the member to withdraw that
term.
Hon. P. R. HALL — I withdraw. There is no
question in my mind that this is deception. When
people tell me something within three months that is
totally incorrect it is deception, and I am being deceived
on this issue. The government stands condemned for
that particular course of action. I am grossly
disappointed by the fact that we cannot get accurate
information from the government and that it is
portraying to the people of Victoria information that is
incorrect on this issue. One has to wonder why. The
way this whole episode has been handled absolutely
stinks. The people of Victoria and the petitioners who
signed the petition yesterday have every right to express
their resentment at the way the government has handled
this issue.
Putting that and the process aside — and I have
explored the process extensively — the National Party
will have no hesitation in supporting the motion
revoking this amendment to the planning scheme on the
process alone, but also, the content of the planning
scheme amendments is totally obnoxious to members
of the National Party. The net gain concept has been
extensively explored by the Leader of the Opposition in
this motion. What is this net gain concept? You have to
go to clause 52.17 of the state planning policy
framework to understand what this concept means. It
states that before deciding on an application the
authority must consider:
The goal of net gain expressed in Victoria’s native vegetation
management — a framework for action (the Department of
Natural Resources and Environment 2002) and relevant
operational guidelines.

So I have to go to another document to understand what
is meant by net gain. I will go to that document in a
minute. The decision guidelines enable departmental
officers to assess whether to grant a permit for native
vegetation clearing, and one of the guidelines,
according to this document, is the ‘approved regional
vegetation plan (where prepared)’. That was the guts of
my letter to the minister in June. What has happened to
these native vegetation plans, because many have not
been prepared throughout the state of Victoria. How
can departmental officers possibly assess native
vegetation clearances in the absence of a regional
vegetation plan?
That is why this concept of net gain and the absence of
any native vegetation plans gets into the craw of people
in country Victoria. I thought the whole concept of
regional native vegetation plans was designed to allow
for differences in vegetation patterns in different
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regions across the state. That is what they were
originally intended to do, and that was the purpose for
developing them. Yet, under these guidelines and the
framework provided by the government, it does not
matter whether you live next door to a desert or next
door to 10 000 hectares of national park, the same rules
apply; you are not allowed to clear any form of native
vegetation unless you go through very strict procedures
laid out in this framework. That is absurd. The situation
should reflect what the situation is at the local level. If
you live in an area where there is an abundance of
native vegetation, the rules should be different to those
areas with little native vegetation.
Hon. B. W. Bishop — Surely that is why CMAs
were set up.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Exactly. As Mr Bishop said,
the catchment management authorities were appointed
to consider local factors in determining how best to
manage catchments. What is net gain? For a definition
we have to go to Victoria’s Native Vegetation
Management — a Framework for Action. I refer to the
definition set out on page 18 of that document:
Net gain is the outcome for native vegetation and habitat
where overall gain is greater than overall losses and where
individual losses are avoided where possible. Losses and
gains are determined by a combined quality-quantity measure
and over a specified area and period of time. Gains may be
either required offsets for permitted clearing actions or as a
result of land-holder and government-assisted efforts that are
not associated with clearing.

It is as clear as mud what net gain is exactly! How do
we measure net gain? You have to go to five
appendices at the back of the document to find how to
measure it. The first of those appendices is entitled
‘Land protection hazard for net gain outcomes’. It has
four different hazard ratings and five different areas in
which to apply them. Appendix 2 is a table entitled
‘Assessing bioregional conservation status of ecological
vegetation classes’. Once again there are five different
types of status with subgroups and fairly extensive
history and criteria on each of those.
Appendix 3 is entitled ‘Determining conservation
significance’. Once again it rates four levels of
conservation significance against a number of different
vegetation types and other attributes with habitat scores
and conservation status. Appendix 4 is a summary of
responses and offset criteria. For example, one refers to
gaining a permit to clear one large old tree. It says that
in remnant patches of native vegetation that contain
large old trees, for each large old tree removed as part
of permitted clearing 8 other large trees are to be
protected and 40 new trees are to be recruited. There
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are two pages to appendix 4. Appendix 5 is entitled
‘Timber harvesting offset criteria — summary’.
From those five appendices people are supposed to gain
an understanding of what net gain means and how it is
measured, but I defy anybody in this chamber,
including the Minister for Resources, Mr Theophanous,
to understand how to measure this concept of net gain.
How do you expect the poor land-holders out there to
have any understanding of these rules and regulations
which this government proposes to impose on them
when they are so complex in their application? I have
sat down with the departmental officers, and I know
even they find it difficult to understand this concept and
the measurements to assess net gain. Habitat hectares is
another concept that has been introduced.
Mr Viney interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — If Mr Viney or
Mr Theophanous can explain to me how these will
work, I would welcome the explanation during the
course of the day. They are so complex I defy anybody
to give some sort of simple explanation of them.
Mr Viney interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — That is about the extent of the
knowledge of Mr Viney — one plus one equals two.
Absolutely brilliant!
The impact on people has been explained. Some
instances have already been cited in this debate. I have
many constituents in East Gippsland — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Mr Theophanous says we do
not want to plant any more trees. The National Party
has led the charge in areas like Landcare around this
country. It was involved right from the very start, and
that program has set the example in recognising how
important it is to revegetate some of those areas. Some
of the people that we represent are the best custodians
of land this state will ever have, and they have been at
the forefront of tree planting programs and protecting
areas of land. The member should not interject across
the chamber with that sort of nonsense and say that we
are not concerned about the environment. We live in
the environment, we care for the environment and we
look after the environment. But to expect somebody
who lives next door to a national park of
10 000 hectares of densely populated native vegetation
and suggest that if they clear a tree they have to protect
8 others and plant another 40 is totally ridiculous.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Why?
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Hon. P. R. HALL — I taught kids from years 7 to
12 for 13 years, and I do not think I have heard any
comment as dumb as the one I just heard across the
chamber from the minister!
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You are a drongo.
Hon. P. R. HALL — That is about the extent of
Mr Theophanous’s vocabulary — drongo. I do not
think he is any better than that. I have large numbers of
constituents in East Gippsland who have been
prevented from developing whole-of-farm management
plans because in recent years they have been restricted
in making sensible clearing applications. This concept
of net gain and this framework have been around for a
little while now, and I believe the departmental officers
have been overcautious in their application to the
detriment of the people who own land.
I want to make this point too: if native vegetation needs
to be protected — and I am not saying there will be no
instances when native vegetation needs to be
protected — it needs to be protected for the public
good. Is that not right? Then why should the public not
pay for it? If it is in the public interest for it to be
protected, the public should pay for it.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Mr Theophanous said,
‘Protecting vested interests’. The one-man vocabulary
drongo is at it again! If this government is so hell-bent
on harshly restricting people in what they can do on
their own land for the good of the public, the public
should pay for it. I was one person who supported
programs like Bushcare, which was a trial program set
up by the previous minister where funding was given to
protect vegetation on private land. We welcomed that,
but it is just a drop in the ocean. If this government
wishes to protect native vegetation for the public good,
it should pay for it.
The issue of weeds and vermin will be canvassed by
my colleagues in the course of this debate, but apart
from that I say once again that there is a legal
requirement for people to control weeds and vermin on
their land and they need to be given the measures to
control them adequately. Part of that may involve at
times ripping up burrows or slashing areas to get to
weed areas, for example. Requiring people to seek
written permission from the department to embark upon
actions to control weeds and vermin will make it more
difficult for them to do what they are legally required to
do. This is an unnecessary amendment to all planning
schemes in Victoria. I am appalled at the clandestine
way in which this government has brought in planning
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scheme amendments in Victoria. For those reasons I
can give this house the assurance that the National
Party with every bit of strength it can muster will be
supporting this motion for the revocation of these
planning scheme amendments.
Mrs CARBINES (Geelong) — I am very pleased to
rise in the house this morning to speak against the
motion which the Liberal and National parties have put
forward for debate. It goes to the very heart of the
matter — that is, that both the Liberal and National
parties have a very poor record in protecting the
environment in this state. We have heard from the
Leader of the Opposition in the other place that
environmental matters are a key priority for his party.
Yet at every opportunity in this house the Liberal Party
condemns the initiatives of the Bracks government
which work to protect our environment. Since I have
been in this place the National Party takes every
opportunity to condemn initiatives to protect the
environment.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — Give us some examples!
Mrs CARBINES — One has only to look at the
marine national park debate, Mr Baxter. You may want
to forget it, but I have not, and neither have people
throughout Victoria. You jump every week to work in
with the Liberal Party to condemn the government.
Your party is supposed to be independent, but every
week you are working to support motions moved by the
Liberal opposition to condemn the government.
Nothing has changed.
How many motions to protect the environment have
been moved by either the Liberal or National parties?
What is its name this week — Vic Nats? No, that did
not work, now it is the Nationals. Does the National
Party move motions to support and protect the
environment? No. Whenever National Party members
have a chance they speak against protection of the
environment.
The Bracks government does not apologise for
introducing policies, initiatives and programs to support
the protection of the environment in the state. That goes
to the very heart of what we are debating this morning.
The protection of the environment should be above
politics. It should not be a matter of debate; we should
all be working together to look after the environment no
matter where we live in the state so that not only will it
be protected for us but also for future generations long
after we have been on this planet. It needs bipartisan
support. I am disappointed to continually hear both the
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Liberal and National parties oppose government
initiatives to protect the environment.
It is important that the balance is right to look after the
needs of people in rural and regional Victoria and
metropolitan Melbourne. It is also important to look
after the needs of the environment. The Bracks
government is working hard to achieve that goal.
As a member in this place who represents a regional
seat, and now travels around Victoria extensively in my
role as Parliamentary Secretary for Environment, I can
say that the Labor government is clearly the party for
rural and regional Victoria. I know the opposition
parties will not admit it, but provincial Victoria is
thriving under the government. We have the lowest job
rate in almost 20 years with only 5.2 per cent, but the
last time the opposition parties were in government the
unemployment rate was a staggering 8.9 per cent. You
do not have to be Einstein to work out that rural and
regional Victoria is doing a lot better under this
government than it did under the previous coalition
government.
The government has invested extensively in rural and
regional Victoria by employing more teachers in rural
and regional schools, by employing more nurses and by
putting more police officers on the beat. Construction
rates are growing by 9 per cent to around $260 million
last year. The population of rural and regional Victoria
is also growing at around 1.2 per cent. That is the
biggest annual increase for over a decade.
The government recognises the key roles that rural and
regional Victoria plays in the state’s economy,
performance and future growth. The Minister for
Environment in the other place, who is also the
Minister for Water, has initiated many programs, such
as the $320 million that has been invested in the
Victorian Water Trust to upgrade infrastructure to look
after the water supply, to protect the environment
throughout the state. The programs have significantly
increased environmental protection. Also, the
government has committed $24 million towards
eradicating weeds on private land.
The government does not apologise for ensuring that
people in rural and regional Victoria are looked after.
They are no longer the toenails of the state as they were
when the opposition parties were in government. We
look after rural and regional Victoria. We care about
every Victorian, no matter where they live — and for
which we do not apologise. We are trying to look after
our environment and resources so they are managed
sustainably.
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I know the opposition finds it hard to listen to the truth
in these matters, particularly about the amount of
money that is being invested by the Bracks government
in rural and regional Victoria. We have also responded
dramatically to acts of mother nature, such as the
serious bushfires that occurred during the last summer
period. The government acted swiftly and responsibly
to ensure that money — some $85 million, in fact —
was injected into those rural and regional towns for
bushfire recovery.
The government has also responded swiftly by
providing over $50 million to those affected by the
drought. We are proud of our record in looking after
rural and regional Victoria, and we are also proud of
our record of looking after the environment. We are
striking the right balance between supporting country
areas and ensuring a sustainably managed environment.
The important issue being discussed this morning is one
of native vegetation. The bottom line — this is a stark
fact that the Liberal and National parties have not
decided to speak about this morning — is that over
two-thirds of Victoria’s native vegetation has been
cleared since white settlement.
Hon. J. A. Vogels interjected.
Mrs CARBINES — You can make jokes,
Mr Vogels, and laugh about it, but your ignorance is
overwhelming. You will be judged harshly by the
people at the next election.
The fact that so much of Victoria’s native vegetation
has been cleared has led to serious environmental
problems across the state, such as soil erosion, salinity
and lack of biodiversity, which affect everybody.
A recent commonwealth report entitled Australian
Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment 2002 found that
vegetation clearing is the most significant threat to
native species and ecosystems in eastern Australia.
Sadly and tragically Victoria has the greatest proportion
of bioregions in the highest stressed classes. Species
such as the red tailed black cockatoo, the superb parrot,
the grey crowned babbler and the regent honeyeater are
all threatened due to native vegetation clearing.
We heard Mr Hall talk about Victoria’s Native
Vegetation Management, a Framework for Action as if
it had been suddenly dreamt up and he had only just
become aware of it. That says more about Mr Hall than
about the vegetation strategy. The strategy was released
in 2002. Has Mr Hall been asleep since then? The
bottom line is that the strategy was released last year
after extensive consultation with stakeholders around
the state, and it was clearly a policy direction that could
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have been rejected by the Victorian people at the last
election. We took this strategy to the Victorian people
in November last year. Did they say, ‘Sorry, we do not
like your approach to native vegetation so we will not
vote for you’? No, they did not. History shows that the
government was convincingly re-elected.
Hon. Bill Forwood — On that policy?
Mrs CARBINES — It was part of the policy that
was scrutinised by the Victorian people for over a year.
It is important.
Who did not do so well in the election last year? Was it
the Bracks government? No, it was not us. Was it the
Liberal Party? It did not do so well. Was it the National
Party? It did abysmally in rural and regional Victoria.
Hon. P. R. Hall interjected.
Mrs CARBINES — Mr Hall stands here this
morning pretending that he has just discovered this.
This has been around for a year and a half. Mr Hall let
his constituents down by not making sure he was aware
of it. I am disappointed in him. A good teacher knows
you should always be prepared.
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Mrs CARBINES — Thank you very much, Acting
President. I point out that neither Mr Davis nor Mr Hall
turned to the pages in that native vegetation strategy
which show the map of Victoria that illustrates the
extent of threatened species, and it worried me that they
did not take that opportunity to illustrate that more than
two-thirds of our state has had its native vegetation
cleared. When you look at pages 20 and 21 a very
frightening story is revealed about how many parts of
our state contain endangered, vulnerable, depleted or
rare ecological vegetation classes. They are very much
in the areas that Mr Hall and Mr Davis represent, so it is
disappointing that they did not take the opportunity to
turn to the pages I have mentioned.
The introductory section of this strategy explains why
the Bracks government has initiated this policy. At
page 7 it says:
An estimated 66 per cent of Victoria’s native vegetation has
been cleared as a result of the growth and economic
development of the state. Of the remaining 34 per cent it is
estimated that 7.4 million hectares are located on public land
and approximately 1.1 million hectares are found on private
land.

It goes on to give some instances:

Hon. P. R. Hall — On a point of order, Acting
President, the member is claiming that I did not know
about this document in 2002. That is patently untrue. I
am well aware that this document has been around for
well over 12 months.

For example, the Port Phillip catchment management area is
71 per cent cleared.

Hon. T. C. Theophanous — On the point of order,
Acting President, the member had an opportunity to put
a case during his contribution, and it is appropriate
during the course of debate to challenge the member’s
interpretation of this or any other bits of information
that he may have put.

…

Hon. Bill Forwood — Further on the point of order,
Mr Theophanous is right that during debate people can
make different comments, but no member has the right
in this place to put words in another member’s mouth;
and no member in this place has the right to make
statements about another member that are patently
untrue. It is a long tradition in this place, as
Mr Theophanous well knows, that a person has the
right to stand up and have the record corrected in
circumstances such as this. Mr Hall was completely
within his rights to make the point very strongly that he
did know about this document a long time ago.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. H. E. Buckingham) — Order! There is no point
of order, the member was making a point of
clarification.

…
… in the East Gippsland uplands bioregion, the Montane
grassy woodland is 57 per cent cleared.
Five of the 85 designated bioregions in Australia have less
than 30 per cent of the pre-1750 cover of native vegetation
remaining.

That is a stark statistic, a bald fact that even Mr Baxter
should be able to get his head around; four of these
bioregions are in western Victoria.
It goes on to say that there are two major legacies of
this clearance of native vegetation. They are:
… the continuing problems of salinity, soil structure decline,
reduced water quality and quantity and increased rates of
severe flooding. The biodiversity that built and maintains
these ecosystems is also in decline.
…
We still have a permanent loss of native vegetation at an
estimated 2500 hectares a year, and the quality of the
remaining native vegetation continues to decline.

They cannot get away from that. They come in here this
morning and want to overturn the Bracks government’s
attempts to arrest that decline, but they fail to recognise
that we are confronting a very serious environmental
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problem across the state. They deserve to be
condemned and exposed for that.
Also in the strategy is an introduction from the then
Minister for Environment and Conservation, the
Honourable Sherryl Garbutt, who was responsible for
working on this issue with the department and
producing Victoria’s native vegetation management
framework. On page 3 she makes very clear the Bracks
government’s goal:
… by 2010 we will be a state where protecting the
environment for future generations is built into everything we
do.

As I said yesterday when discussing the water bill that
was before the house, we are trying to alter the mind-set
of Victorians so that every Victorian, no matter where
they live, understands that they have a role to play in
looking after the environment. Minister Garbutt went
on to say:
Internationally, loss of vegetation is recognised as a major
reason for biodiversity decline and the increase in greenhouse
gas emissions.
…
The work undertaken by CSIRO for the Murray-Darling
Basin salinity audit shows that unless we get vegetation
management right we face a tenfold increase in land affected
by salinity within the next 50 years. In some catchments
revegetation of 60 to 70 per cent of the catchment is needed to
substantially redress the hydrological imbalance that is
leading to our growing salinity problems.

You show me a farmer who thinks salinity is a good
thing. I have yet to find one as I move around rural and
regional Victoria. Most farmers I meet are keen to find
out ways they can tackle that issue. The strategy we are
talking about this morning is outlined here in the
foreword by the minister:
Achieving the goals of Victoria’s Native Vegetation
Management — A Framework For Action requires a
long-term commitment to improving the security and quality
of remnant vegetation and accelerating revegetation activities.

It has taken a whole year, 18 months in fact, for the
opposition parties to now jump up and down and say,
‘We do not agree with that’. It is very disappointing that
they have suddenly decided they do not agree with
protecting our environment.
The way in which the Bracks government intends, and
has intended ever since the release of this strategy 18
months ago, to address the issue of native vegetation is
by adopting the policy of achieving a net gain in extent
and quality of native vegetation.
Hon. J. A. Vogels interjected.
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Mrs CARBINES — Mr Vogels does not know
what net gain is, and that does not surprise me at all.
But if he looked at the native vegetation strategy
framework he would see on page 5 a definition of net
gain. Although Mr Hall said that he found out about it
through reading the planning scheme amendment, the
definition of net gain has been on the public record for
more than 18 months. The strategy states:
The primary goal identified for native vegetation
management is ‘A reversal, across the entire landscape, of the
long-term decline in the extent and quality of native
vegetation, leading to a net gain’. Net gain is the outcome for
native vegetation and habitat where overall gains are greater
than overall losses …

To me that is simple. I think a prep kid could
understand that. It is where overall gain is greater than
overall losses.
It is vital that we have a system in place to protect what
remains of our native vegetation. Members have
already heard me say that we have lost two-thirds of
our native vegetation. We need to do something about
that, because if we do not we will compound significant
problems already affecting rural and regional
Victoria — that is, salinity, soil erosion and biodiversity
problems.
I believe the purpose of the motion before the house
this morning is to revoke just two parts of the VC19
amendment relating to the protection of native
vegetation in our state. If I am right then the motion
itself, referring to the whole of VC19, is poorly
conceived. It is clearly born of ignorance of the content
and purpose of the amendment, and it should not
proceed on that basis alone.
But let us go back to native vegetation. The Bracks
government is committed to a sustainable future for all
Victorians no matter where they live. That very much
goes to the heart of protecting native vegetation.
The Bracks government came to office in 1999 and was
re-elected last year on a range of policies designed to
create and promote a sustainable state. In terms of our
natural environment, a key plank of sustainability is the
protection of our biodiversity, and this was a specific
election commitment. You have already heard me say
that. History shows that the people of Victoria wanted
us back. They did not want members opposite back at
the helm; they wanted us back. We have had our
policies re-endorsed by the Victorian people.
Central to the Bracks government’s management of
biodiversity is the protection and expansion of our
native vegetation. It is not appropriate to continually
clear native vegetation. When would you guys think it
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was appropriate to act? When we have one tree or one
blade of native grass left? Would members opposite
then start jumping up and down and say, ‘Oh! We
should have done something about it’. I wonder.

their federal counterparts will be severely embarrassed
when they know that the Liberal Party and the National
Party in Victoria are seeking to undermine the
protection of biodiversity in our state.

We have got to a critical point where only one-third of
our native vegetation is left. The Bracks government is
making sure we act to redress that — not only to
maintain what is there but to add to it.

The planning scheme amendment we are talking about
this morning requires planning authorities to have
regard to the strategy I have already discussed —
Victoria’s native vegetation management strategy.
VC19 refers planning authorities directly to that
framework and its key principles so that decision
making by local government implements our
government’s policy. This is an example of an election
commitment developed through consultation with a
wide range of stakeholders. It was approved by the
government, further endorsed by the federal
government — their mates! — and is now referenced in
all planning schemes through its inclusion in VC19.

Previously planning schemes had provisions limiting
the loss of native vegetation. The Bracks government
has decided to change this policy from protecting what
we have left, which is ever diminishing, to achieve a net
gain in native vegetation in this state. This was a clear
election commitment; it has been out there for 18
months — for a long time. It was first talked about in
the lead-up to the consultation on the native vegetation
strategy, so it is not a new concept.
The primary goal of this policy is a reversal across the
entire landscape of Victoria of the long-term decline in
the extent and quality of native vegetation, leading
therefore to a net gain. As I have already said, this
policy was developed after extensive stakeholder
consultation. It was released last year and was approved
by the Bracks government in its first term. Not only
that, this government’s policy towards Victoria’s native
vegetation management is the subject of a joint
agreement with the commonwealth government. It is
interesting that this strategy was endorsed in bilateral
agreement with the federal government in December
last year as part of our joint commitment to the
commonwealth National Heritage Trust.
As part of this agreement with the commonwealth
Victoria undertook to list the policy document in its
planning schemes. So this policy was not only endorsed
by the Victorian government and the Victorian people
but it was also acknowledged by the federal
government as part of a National Heritage Trust
program.
I wonder whether the opposition and the National Party
bothered to discuss the motion they have put before the
house today with their federal colleagues. How
embarrassed would the federal environment ministers
be about this motion? I bet the opposition and the
National Party did not bother to tick it off with the
federal government, their leaders.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — They have written
them off.
Mrs CARBINES — Yes, they have written them
off. That is right. They have not bothered to work
closely with their federal counterparts, and I am sure

What possible reason could there be for revoking this
part of VC19? I can only think that the opposition and
the National Party want to send a clear message to all
Victorians that they are not interested in the
environment or in native vegetation. They do not care
that two-thirds of the native vegetation in the state of
Victoria has already been cleared. They are not
interested in adopting policies to maintain what is left
and to build on that. That is the only possible motive
they could have for bringing this motion before the
house today. It also shows that they are not committed
to a sustainable future for Victorians. They do not care
about the environment or about what is left for future
generations. That is the only possible motive I can
ascribe to what they are doing this morning.
The other native vegetation matter addressed in VC19
is to do with vermin. The existing native vegetation
protection controls provide an exemption for clearing of
native vegetation deemed necessary for the control of
vermin. That meant a planning permit was not required
to clear a modest amount of native vegetation if it was
necessary as part of a vermin eradication program. But
unfortunately in Victoria this system was abused, and I
would like to explain a case which dramatically
illustrates why the government has felt the need to
bring in this policy. This case involved a farmer in the
Shire of Campaspe who bulldozed an extensive amount
of native vegetation estimated as being between 70 and
100 magnificent river red gums and buloke trees. Why?
It was done on the basis of his wanting to remove some
rabbit warrens.
Fortunately the local council, the Shire of Campaspe,
considered the destruction of native vegetation on this
scale to be excessive, and I hope all members of this
house consider that to be excessive and well beyond
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what was needed to remove the rabbit warrens.
Unfortunately the Echuca Magistrates Court did not
agree with the shire on a legal interpretation of the
words in the scheme and accepted that the bulldozing
did not require a permit. So a farmer bulldozed over
100 significant examples of native vegetation to remove
a few rabbit warrens.
We can only say that this equates to environmental
vandalism. We cannot have a situation where a rogue
farmer can literally bulldoze our native vegetation and
further reduce the level of native vegetation in the name
of clearing out a couple of rabbit warrens. As a result of
this action and to provide a check for future clearances
on the clearing of rabbit warrens, VC19 included a
clause requiring the consent of an officer of the
department responsible for the Flora and Fauna
Guarantee Act to undertake such clearing.
This is not a requirement for a planning permit as it has
been described this morning; it is simply a requirement
for written consent by an appropriately experienced
officer of the Department of Sustainability and
Environment. It does not mean you have to get in your
car and drive to the local DSE office, as Mr Davis tried
to make out in his speech this morning. The vast
majority of cases can be cleared up with a phone call or
fax. It does not require the level of bureaucracy that
Mr Davis was trying to make it. This is a very
reasonable response to an extremely unacceptable
situation.
The protection of native vegetation in our state is not a
new issue. We have had an act governing this since
1989. When the Labor Party was in power in the 1980s,
it brought in legislation to protect our native vegetation,
so on this side of the house we have a very clear record
of wanting to protect native vegetation. Since 1989 a
permit has been required across the state for
land-holders who wish to remove native vegetation on
their land. That is not new. It has been in place since
1989, and it was also in place when the Kennett
government was in power. Land-holders were
exempted from requiring native vegetation clearing
permits to destroy rabbit burrows.
But the decision that I have already talked about in
Echuca exposed a loophole in that legislation. We have
closed that loophole. We have worked hard to close that
loophole with an amendment to the planning provisions
gazetted on 24 July this year. This amendment ensured
that the spirit of the native vegetation protection
framework is being addressed. The exemption for
farmers still applies. They just need written permission,
as I have already said, from the Department of
Sustainability and Environment to ensure that the
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clearing is appropriate. That is a fair and reasonable
thing to ask — that the clearing is warranted and that it
is appropriate. I think all Victorians would expect that
we would have those checks and balances in place.
Permission, as I have already outlined, can be obtained
by faxing or writing to the nearest DSE office. Often a
phone call will suffice, where the officer will fax out a
form to the farmer. This change will not be a major
problem for farmers, and in most cases inspection will
not be warranted. The opposition is trying to run around
Victoria generating a scare campaign in relation to this.
It is disappointing that opposition members are not
prepared to work with us and to work with
departmental officers to address the issue of the
clearance of native vegetation. It is disappointing that
they cannot put politics aside and work with us on this
serious matter, because at the end of the day if all the
vegetation in the state were cleared and we had nothing
left, there would be huge problems for farmers in this
state. Then we would be talking about a problem. We
would be talking about massive erosion; we would be
talking about huge tracts of salinity-affected land; we
would be talking about little if any biodiversity; and
then we would have severe problems for farmers and
for the economy of our state.
The changes in relation to this amendment are being
effectively publicised through DSE offices and local
government. Information is widely available to make
land-holders aware of this change to the exemption.
We heard this morning that there are concerns among
some farmers. Concerns have been expressed in some
of the rural and regional press and in the Weekly Times.
But I have to say that in my electorate of Geelong
Province I have only had one person ring me about this
issue. Only one person out of over 200 000 constituents
has contacted me about this issue. So it is interesting to
put that into perspective.
We are currently awaiting the release of operational
guidelines for applying the net gain policy throughout
the planning system. We expect that the operational
guidelines for the application of net gain will be able to
be released by the end of the year and that that will
remove some of the uncertainty around the net gain
principle and the removal and replacement of native
vegetation.
I am very pleased to acknowledge that the Victorian
Farmers Federation, local government across the state
and the catchment management council are all working
together with us on this issue. They are among the
group that is helping and advising us in drawing up the
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operational guidelines. I would expect that by the end
of this year we will have received them.
The next step the government is going to take is to
review the exemptions to native vegetation controls.
The Minister for the Environment will be asking the
same group of people — stakeholders, experts and
representatives from rural and regional Victoria — to
help it to work out these exemptions. That includes the
VFF, the catchment management council and local
government areas. This is the group that has been
working on the net gain principles, and we are going to
be asking it to also start the ball rolling on the review of
the exemptions. They are going to prepare a discussion
paper for public consultation and feedback.
But in the meantime our regional staff, local
government and native vegetation officers who are
trained in this area will be working very hard to assist
farmers and anyone who has concerns about the issue
of net gain and native vegetation planting to make sure
that those concerns are addressed.
This is not the issue that the opposition is making it out
to be. In fact, the opposition could be out there working
with the government, and if a farmer or anyone else
came to them with an issue, they could say, ‘I will help
you. I will refer you to the DSE. I will get you some
advice. Let’s get this sorted for you’. But, no, they do
not want to do that. They would rather be out there in
the Weekly Times drumming up some political scare
campaign and some beat-up around country Victoria to
undermine what our government is doing to address
this very serious issue.
Hon. W. R. Baxter interjected.
Mrs CARBINES — The Bracks government,
Mr Baxter, is committed to the protection of our fragile
environment. I know you do not like that. It is not in
your mind-set, I know that. But you are part of the past;
we are part of the future. We are looking at the
protection of our environment, and it is very important
that our environment is managed sustainably.
We took these policies to the Victorian people last year
and we were resoundingly re-elected. Our policies were
convincingly endorsed by the Victorian people. We
have only to look at this chamber to see the
overwhelming support the Victorian people gave to the
Bracks government last year putting more members on
a Labor government bench than in our history. We have
never had so many Labor members elected in the upper
house before. That is a fantastic endorsement not only
of the great candidates but also the fantastic policies of
the Bracks government.
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The Minister for Environment and the Minister for
Planning have acted properly and promptly to prevent
the destruction of our native vegetation across this state.
The government has ensured that the clearing of native
vegetation to eradicate vermin will be a more
considered and controlled action. If this motion is
agreed to this morning — and I urge all members to
oppose it — we will be back to the situation where a
rogue farmer can bulldoze hundreds of native plants in
the name of clearing out a few rabbit warrens. I would
have hoped that every member of this house would be
against that — but that is not the case.
This motion says more about the opposition parties and
their lack of commitment to seriously tackle very
significant issues confronting this state than it says
about anything else. So much for Mr Doyle’s rhetoric
about environment being a key issue for the Liberal
Party! The government is working with farmers,
including the Victorian Farmers Federation, to ensure
that farmers have a future in this state. If there are no
trees left, if the native vegetation is completely cleared,
farmers will have serious problems. They will have
erosion, poor soil quality and massive tracts of land
subject to salinity — and of course there will be no
biodiversity on their land, and that will lead to serious
problems. The government is working with them to
ensure that that is not the case. Members of the
opposition parties should be helping the government in
this work instead of running around the state beating up
an issue. They should be helping farmers, the
government and departmental officers to address this
serious issue that is confronting our state.
This motion deserves the condemnation of all members
of this house. With those few words I will finish my
contribution.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I must
say at the outset that it is very easy for Mrs Carbines to
use a broad bush to paint the Liberal and National
parties as being anticonservation and not protecting the
environment. As all honourable members know, it was
a cheap shot. Some of what Mrs Carbines said today is
absolute rubbish. If she sat down and read the
amendments instead of reading only the strategy and
looked at this issue through the eyes of the people who
own the trees and the land that has bushland on it, she
may have an absolutely different and more empathetic
point of view. Members of the Liberal and National
parties understand the issue we are talking about
because their base constituency is made up of people
who are responsible for and live in their bushland.
Mrs Carbines quoted the strategy at length. The strategy
is one thing, but the actual amendments are another.
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The amendments, which show that the government has
taken a very hard line on a very broad strategy, are
tough, unyielding and certainly an insult to
conscientious people who own bushland — and they
are impractical. The government has got it absolutely
wrong in what it is trying to do.

take a tree for any reason, why should farmers be
required to plant perhaps another 40 trees?
Mr Theophanous earlier displayed his ignorance,
because if you plant 40 trees in a full stand of bushland,
those trees will probably not survive, so it is a wasted
effort. The way it works is that — —

A lot has been said today about rabbits. I point out that
if a farmer for one reason or another cannot rip his
rabbits — say a contractor is coming through with a
bulldozer and the farmer has only perhaps an hour or
two to make a decision, and he decides not to — the
rabbits will breed up very, very quickly, as they will
this year, and actually destroy the native vegetation
these amendments are trying to protect. So the
amendments may actually go against native vegetation.

Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Have you got
scientific evidence for that?

Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. E. G. STONEY — Mr Theophanous, if you
listened instead of interjecting you might have picked
up the point.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Hadden) —
Order! Mr Stoney should address his remarks through
the Chair.
Hon. E. G. STONEY — I have a particular interest
in a sustainable private forestry industry. I have an
interest in how these amendments affect private
forestry. I am particularly concerned for landowners
and farmers who own broad acres of bushland. Farmers
who in the past have nurtured tracts of bushland and
have deliberately kept areas of forest, perhaps to grow
sawlogs, and have done it in such a way that they have
looked after the weeds — perhaps put a cool fire
through it occasionally — and have certainly looked
after the bush and allowed it to grow, are going to be
seriously disadvantaged.
Many farmers have kept a section of native bush to
grow sawlogs. They have done it deliberately. They
have worked out the management strategy for how best
to do this, often in conjunction with the local office of
the Department of Sustainability and Environment and
local foresters. They have thought a generation ahead
and thought that their children may be able to
selectively take logs from that bushland, cut them at
their own mill or a contractor’s mill on a sustainable
basis forever and have a little side income to
supplement the family farm income. I am talking about
areas of full bushland, sometimes adjacent to state
forest, and as Mr Hall said, sometimes adjacent to
national parks, where there are perhaps hundreds or
thousands of hectares in a block, some state forest,
some national park and some privately owned. If they

Hon. E. G. STONEY — Probably just practical
evidence. Talking to many, many farmers and having
owned and still owning bushland and having spoken to
many, many people who do, having moved around in
the north-east and in East Gippsland all my life, I know
that is exactly — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — So you reckon we
should not plant trees because they might die?
Hon. E. G. STONEY — I know that is how it
works: in a full bushland with full understorey and full
big trees, if you just go in and plant 40 trees, those trees
will possibly die. If you take out the big trees,
immediately the smaller trees that are already growing
blossom and double in size perhaps every year. That is
how a forest works. That is how the management in the
Wombat Forest works, which I saw recently. They take
out trees, leave seed trees, the seed trees germinate,
they then take out the seed trees and the small trees then
blossom and come away in their thousands. That is
exactly how good silviculture works in lots of forests.
I am talking about sustainable management of private
land for private forestry. As we know, access to public
forestry is diminishing. Conservation groups say we
have to go to private land for our forestry. To a certain
degree I am quite comfortable with moving to private
land for some forestry, but we still need to retain our
native forestry. In that process we need to be able to tap
into both our present stands of native bushland, which
are full of sawlogs in many cases, as well as our
plantations.
These private forestry stands of bushland often provide
the highest quality timber for furniture, decking and
finishing in houses. They are wonderful products. I
know many people who are managing their belts of
private forest in a very sustainable and responsible
manner. On behalf of them I take exception to the
broad-brush approach that Mrs Carbines outlined. I
accept that there are always renegades and that we must
always address that matter somehow. I could outline
other instances similar to those she described. That is
always an issue, but exactly the same as with speeding
or any other transgression of the law, you have to find
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ways of dealing with it while not bringing everyone
down.
Every effort should be made to encourage private
forestry. I would like to tell the house of the case
history of Mr Alistair Hull of Talbot Timbers. Mr Hull
relies on private property for 50 per cent of his access to
timber for his sawmill. He uses about 25 per cent from
plantations and 25 per cent from native timber on
private property. He is against clear felling. He is in
favour of sustainable selective felling of timber on
private land. He sees the net gain policy as scary and
says it will create more costs and reduce access.
Mr Hull told me the red tape is overwhelming. He said
his suppliers are well aware of their native vegetation
obligations and always comply. They do not agree with
the net gain policy because it is impractical in their
case. As I said earlier, I have seen the wonderful
products of Mr Hull, including decking which is far
superior to the maranti timber that is imported from
South-East Asian forests. We should be able to use our
own beautiful native forest timber for some of these
sources instead of importing timber from South-East
Asia, but the way we are going about reducing access to
public land forests, and now reducing access and
opportunities to cut logs on private land, our only
option for timber for Victoria will be to import more
and more from South-East Asia, which I think is
morally reprehensible.
Mrs Carbines claimed the government was working
with the Victorian Farmers Federation. It does not
sound like it to me, because of a fairness argument that
Mr Paul Weller of the VFF has raised recently. I think
he is right on the money here. He queries why farmers
should shoulder all the burden. Indeed he questions the
very core theory behind these amendments. As reported
in the press, Mr Weller:
… told the VFF annual conference in Melbourne yesterday
that native vegetation management was a complex issue,
‘grossly oversimplified’ by environmentalists.
He said native vegetation was now protected irrespective of
the costs involved.
…
He said the issue of the community sharing the burden of
native vegetation management must be explored.
‘The benefits flow to the community. But private landowners
carry the costs’, he said.
‘If there was a system of cost sharing in place, government
bureaucrats would be less inclined to demand preservation at
any price and consider preserving native vegetation only
where the environmental gain justifies the costs involved’.
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We are concerned about the dead hand of bureaucracy.
We are concerned about the red tape. We may see the
end of a prosperous, dare I say — and this is not meant
to be insulting — a viable cottage industry which is
private sawlog use for high-quality sawlogs.
I fully agree that sometimes it would be very good
management to plant some trees, but sometimes it is
impractical. But under these amendments there is no
provision for flexibility. If you have a bureaucrat in an
area who has absolute tunnel vision about the idea that
trees must be planted regardless, it will just waste the
landowner’s time and money so he will not go on with
his enterprise because it will be just a waste of time.
The other concern I have is that these amendments are
very convoluted. When I first looked at this issue I
asked my electorate officer, Heidi, to have a look at
these amendments. Heidi is used to interpreting official
jargon; she is not daunted by legalese — because of her
training. She spent two days grappling with the
information in relation to the implementation of this
framework and she found it to be very convoluted. She
said to me, ‘Imagine how someone without the Internet
and without having done a research degree’ — which
she has done, by the way — ‘may cope’. You need to
ask yourself about the people who own the trees — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — She’s got a big job
coping with you!
Hon. E. G. STONEY — I think I must be winning,
because Mr Theophanous is resorting to personal abuse.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You’re struggling.
Hon. E. G. STONEY — I am not struggling.
Mr Hall spoke about the net gain policy. I need to make
the point about net gain, which is that the overall gains
are greater than the overall losses. The convoluted way
these amendments are written gives us absolutely no
flexibility. The point is that the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) is now forced to
apply the net gain principles in its decision making. It
will most likely end up giving definitions to the net gain
policy. We need to make the point that instead of
legislating for these amendments so we could have a
good debate about them, the government has brought
them in through the backdoor. It will be an
administrative nightmare. It is likely to cause
bureaucratic confusion.
The document Victoria’s Native Vegetation
Management — A Framework for Action certainly
identifies that:
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Landholders, Landcare groups, non-government
organisations all play important roles on delivering native
vegetation management outcomes.

This is the important bit:
In some cases the non-government partners in native
vegetation management have found the roles and
responsibilities of government agencies challenging.

So how is the poor, old, hardworking farmer and
landowner possibly going to cope with and interpret
these requirements? That is the bottom line. These
requirements are very convoluted. They are very
difficult; they really do not achieve what the goals were
on page 14, where it states:
It is not just how much we have but how good it is.

I do not think the amendments allow for that judgment.
What the amendments are saying is that a tree is a tree
is a tree, and if you cut it down you plant 40 or you
plant 80 trees irrespective of anything else that might
take place.
The document also goes on to say on page 19:
Gains in quality include: improved management of
threatening processes within existing native vegetation
including both active improvement (for example, control of
weeds) and avoidance of further impacts by landholders
agreeing to forgo permitted uses (for example, stock grazing,
harvesting timber —

That norm is the point I have been making here today.
I again ask the question: how will we ever sustain a
private viable sawlog industry with pressures like this,
where landowners are being invited to give up these
permitted uses? I believe the overall bigger picture of
all this will be very bad for Victoria’s industry. It will
be very bad for the economy and will mean more
imported rainforest timbers.
We have convoluted, flawed planning amendments
which really do not reflect the strategy that
Mrs Carbines relied heavily on in her contribution to
the debate. She did not get into the amendments at all,
because it is probably too much hard work. I must say I
have spent a couple of days having a look at them, and
they are confusing; they are convoluted. And the
average small business person who is busy simply will
not have time to do it.
I believe these amendments should be rewritten to be
more practical and more helpful to landowners. They
are the people at the coalface; they are the people that
these amendments are aimed at. We should be able to
assist them to manage their native vegetation on a
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sustainable environmental basis instead of just
whacking them with a big stick.
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — When a house of
Parliament debates a matter of revoking a proposed
planning scheme amendment within 10 sitting days it is
a pretty serious matter. I would have thought that for
this house to be debating and making that decision we
would need to hear some very substantial and
justifiable reasons for revoking the planning scheme
amendment. But I am afraid we have heard very little in
this debate from members on the other side of the house
to provide any reasonable justification for revoking a
planning scheme amendment that has essentially been
required in a bilateral agreement with the
commonwealth government.
The people on the other side of the house are trying to
put forward a position that this is somehow some
draconian, awful legislation of a Labor government
when it is part of a bilateral agreement with the
commonwealth government — a commonwealth-state
bilateral agreement — signed in relation to the national
action plan for salinity and water quality. As part of that
agreement this government prepared the document
Victoria’s Native Vegetation Management — A
Framework for Action, and as part of that agreement
the commonwealth requested that this be included in
the planning scheme.
Now we have members of the Liberal and National
parties beating up a massive scare campaign in country
Victoria for little more than political opportunism and
in great disregard of the fundamental environmental
issues that face this state and this country on salinity
and biodiversity. These are the fundamental principles
that this government is proud to stand on. They are the
fundamental principles that this government, as part of
its environment policy, went to the election with in
2002.
They are the fundamental principles overwhelmingly
supported by the people of Victoria at the election. It is
fascinating to sit and listen to the debate and the
contributions from members of the National Party,
crowing about how their party won back the Legislative
Assembly seat of Benalla in the 2002 election. I had a
look at the history of the seat of Benalla after members
of the National Party raised this, because I thought
Denise Allen was a great member of Parliament. A lot
of people now agree with me. In 1996 the National
Party primary vote in the Legislative Assembly seat of
Benalla was 59 per cent, and its two-party preferred
vote was 65.3 per cent. That is a safe seat. There would
be a lot of members of Parliament who would be proud
to hold a seat at 65.3 per cent. In the general election in
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1999 the National Party vote dropped on a two-party
preferred basis from 65.3 per cent to 57 per cent. Who
was the Labor Party candidate in that election? Denise
Allen. She did a pretty good job.
Hon. E. G. Stoney — On a point of order, Acting
President, Mr Viney is responding to an interjection
that I do not believe will even appear in Hansard
because it was an aside. He is basing his whole debate
on it rather than addressing the motion, which is about
native vegetation.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Hadden) —
Order! There is no point of order. I ask the member to
continue with his contribution.
Mr VINEY — I am raising this issue in this debate
because the National Party crowed about winning back
the Legislative Assembly seat of Benalla. I did not raise
this on my own initiative. An important part of the
government’s election campaign and its policies
reflected in the seat of Benalla were its environmental
policies. From 1996 to 1999 the National Party vote
dropped from 65.3 per cent to 57 per cent. In the
by-election in 2000 the National Party’s primary vote
dropped to 41 per cent, and the Labor Party vote went
to 42 per cent. The Labor Party won that seat with
50.4 per cent two-party preferred. In the 2002 election,
when the National Party is crowing about winning the
seat back, its primary vote was 26.45 per cent. Denise
Allen’s primary vote was 41.3 per cent, almost identical
to what she received in the by-election. Through the
normal deals with these two independent parties, the
Liberal and National parties, the National Party
squeaked over the line.
Yet its members come into this place today and say,
‘You didn’t do that well in the 2002 election; we won
back Benalla’. The National Party only just won
Benalla, and it won it by bringing its vote from 65 per
cent in 1996 to 52 per cent in 2002. That is some
victory, to lose about 13 per cent — —
Hon. E. G. Stoney — On a point of order, Acting
President, we have been very patient. Mr Viney has not
mentioned native vegetation yet, and he is well into his
speech.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Hadden) —
Order! There is no point of order. It is a wide-ranging
debate, the member is some 5 minutes into his
contribution, and I ask him to address the motion.
Mr VINEY — I am pleased to address the motion,
and I am addressing it because it was the Labor Party’s
environmental policies that saw the numbers increase
on this side of the house. I was a bit gobsmacked by the
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National Party crowing about its win in Benalla in this
debate.
As I said, the importance of the debate is that this house
has to consider revoking and reversing a planning
scheme amendment. That is a very serious matter. I
have been waiting to hear serious contributions. I have
heard spurious arguments from Mr Stoney about taking
a few logs out of a bit of timber that a farmer might
have. Unless it is a high-quality native vegetation area,
that can proceed. We have heard a range of spurious
contributions from the other side designed to run a
scaremongering campaign to try to get a headline in the
Weekly Times or a local country newspaper. They do
not understand the real issues affecting country
Victoria. The real issues affecting country Victoria
require serious policies about the kinds of services and
programs that will be provided in country Victoria.
That is what people in country Victoria are looking for
from the other side, but they do not hear it. The
opposition parties run scare campaigns about farmers
not being allowed to take out an occasional log from a
bit of low-quality timber that they may have on their
property, which they can do under the provisions. To
hear this nonsense in this house about reversing a
planning scheme amendment, which is a very serious
thing to do, says a lot about the opposition parties, and
all members on this side should reject the proposal
before the house today.
As I said at the outset, the important basis of this
process is the framework. The Leader of the National
Party talked about the difficulty of understanding the
concept of the net gain. The document Victoria’s Native
Vegetation Management — A Framework for Action
has a whole section describing net gain. It has a chart
showing how people can do the calculations
themselves. The contributions from the other side in
this debate have been nothing more than
scaremongering. The essence of the strategy is
summarised on page 5:
… retention and management of remnant native vegetation is
the primary way to conserve the natural biodiversity across
the landscape,
the conservation of native vegetation and habitat in a
landscape is dependent on the maintenance of catchment
processes,
the cost of vegetation management should be economically
shared according to the benefits accrued by the land-holder,
community and region, and
a landscape approach to planning native vegetation
management is required.

There is a whole series on net gain. It says later that the
net gain approach needs to be linked to conservation
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significance of the native vegetation in question. It
outlines how the significance of a patch of vegetation is
determined. It has a range of actions that have been
identified to implement the government policy. It
ranges from the protection and enhancement of private
land to monitoring, evaluation and research for
improvement. A whole series of pages give detailed
explanations of what the policy is about.
I turn to the detailed process of net gain, which is what
the National Party spent a considerable amount of time
on. Page 18 sets out what is net gain. It states:
Net gain is the outcome for native vegetation and habitat
where overall gains are greater than overall losses —

that seems pretty simple —
and where individual losses are avoided where possible.

I can understand that and I am surprised that Mr Hall
could not.
Losses and gains are determined by a combined
quality-quality measure and over a specified area and period
of time. Gains may be either required offsets for permitted
clearing actions or as a result of landholder and government
assisted efforts that are not associated with clearing.

It then goes into detail about the three-step approach of
applying net gain. It sets out how net gain is calculated
and the methods of calculation of the conservation
value of the land. I urge Mr Hall to think carefully
when he reads this document. Instead of saying ‘Here is
something that we can run as a scare campaign’, he
should read the document and think about the issues of
biodiversity and salinity, which seriously affect country
Victoria and country regions all over Australia.
If he were to do that, and if he were to apply some
serious thinking to the real issues in country Victoria,
he might find that the National Party’s total vote would
go up a bit. I identified the problem for the National
Party in Benalla — and it is in serious trouble. In 1996
it got 6.7 per cent of the total vote in Victoria; in 1999 it
got 6.7 per cent of the total vote in Victoria; and in
2002 it got 4.3 per cent of the total vote in Victoria. If
the National Party spent a little more time applying
itself to the detailed work of policy making and to
thinking about programs and service delivery in country
Victoria instead — —
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Mr VINEY — I would welcome Mr Forwood
running for my seat; I would be delighted. In fact I wish
he had run for Chelsea Province at the last election,
because I well remember the declaration at the poll and
being stunned by the numbers that were read out. I wish
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he had been the candidate for the Liberal Party in
Chelsea Province. I would have enjoyed it very much!
If the National Party had applied itself to some serious
policy development and some serious thinking about
the environmental issues affecting country Victoria, the
services that country Victorians need and the
employment rate issues — the government has got the
unemployment rate down in country Victoria — it
might have had some chance of holding its miserable
6.7 per cent of the vote in Victoria instead of seeing it
decline. If it had not relied on preferences to win seats
in the lower house, it might have been able to stand on
its own two feet — —
Hon. A. P. Olexander — On a point of order,
Acting President, you have already called Mr Viney to
order once.
An honourable member interjected.
Hon. A. P. Olexander — Yes, she has. You, Acting
President, have directed Mr Viney to address the
motion before the house, and I ask that he do that rather
than taking us through a world discovery tour of
electoral results and preference strategies. He is not
addressing the motion; he should talk about what the
motion is about.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Hadden) —
Order! There is no point of order. I ask Mr Viney to
complete his contribution.
Mr VINEY — I am addressing the motion by
pointing out to the National Party that it ought to think
before it starts supporting the Liberal Party blindly with
motions such as this. People in country Victoria are
genuinely concerned about protecting biodiversity and
about salinity, fundamental service delivery and having
a lower unemployment rate. They are the issues the
National Party should be addressing instead of coming
in here and lecturing this government.
The government has put this framework in place at the
request of the commonwealth government, and
National Party members should address these issues
with their federal counterparts and ask them why they
wanted this policy as part of the planning scheme in
Victoria. They should have a talk with them about the
real issues they are concerned about and their national
action plan on salinity and water quality, instead of
going around country Victoria beating up stories as a
cheap political stunt to try to lift their measly vote from
4.7 per cent back up to the 6.7 per cent they once had.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I do not
intend to respond to Mr Viney’s irrelevant contribution,
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save to say that if he really believed in his own heart
that the National Party was as insignificant as he tries to
portray it to be in this house, he would not spend so
much time talking about it. Obviously he is aware that
the National Party, along with the Liberal Party, is
making great inroads into making country Victorians
aware of how this Labor government is very
detrimental to country Victoria.
I have long believed that members of socialist
governments are students of George Orwell and
particular fans of his well-known work 1984. One only
has to read today’s Weekly Times to find evidence that
1984 is alive and well among the Bracks cabinet,
because it reports the Minister for Environment,
Mr Thwaites, as saying that landowners are still exempt
from having to gain a permit to clear native vegetation
in the process of vermin control. He said all they need
to do is get departmental approval! I ask the house:
what is the distinction between getting a permit under
the Planning Act and getting approval from the
department to do the work? Both involve getting
permission.
Let us look at the dictionary. The words ‘permit’ and
‘permission’ are synonymous — they mean the same
thing. Mrs Carbines came in here and said, ‘It involves
just a phone call to the department. It will fax you out a
form. You do not have to get permission. You do not
have to get in the car and drive up there. They will not
come out and inspect it’. Can you imagine it! If only
that were true. If only a bureaucrat in this government
were game enough to say over the telephone, ‘Yes, you
can do it’. Of course that is not going to happen. They
are going to say, ‘We will come out and have a look.
We cannot do it this week, and we cannot do it next
week. In six months time we will come out’.
It is going to destroy the trust that has been built up in
country communities ever since Joan Kirner, to her
credit, introduced Landcare, with the help of many
people like Heather Mitchell and others from the
Victorian Farmers Federation. They turned around the
way we treated native vegetation and looked after
biodiversity. This government, by this planning
amendment and its other actions, is going to destroy
that trust, and people will resist and break the law
because this planning scheme is totally impractical and
will not work.
I completely resent Mrs Carbines’s ridiculous assertion,
made three times in her contribution, that farmers want
to clear every stick of native vegetation and that then
we will have erosion and salinity problems. Of course
that would be the scenario if the vegetation were
cleared, but no-one in their right mind is suggesting
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that, and it would fly in the face of what has happened
over the past 25 years. It is no credit to her that she
would make such an assertion as she did three times in
her contribution.
Mrs Carbines also attempted to ridicule the Honourable
Peter Hall about net gain. She said that the document
was clear and that Mr Hall should read it. She then
went on a little later to contradict herself by saying that
there will be further consultation on how the net gain
will work and then people will understand it. That is
exactly the point Mr Hall was making — the document
is not capable of being easily understood and more
work needs to be done. Mrs Carbines acknowledged
that, albeit inadvertently and in a totally contradictory
way.
We heard that this motion was being moved because
there was a case in my electorate in the Shire of
Campaspe. I do not make any comment on whether that
farmer did the right thing, save to say that the court
found that he did not break the law. I will not contradict
what the court said, but what a ridiculous overreaction
that the government comes in with the big stick because
of one particular example. It puts at risk the destruction
of all the good work of the last 25 years and
undermines the trust that has been built up.
It is typical of socialist governments — they know best,
they will wield the big stick and the community will
pay. That is exactly the circumstance that we are getting
on this occasion. The acting minister, who also happens
to be the Minister for Agriculture, was wearing two
hats when he signed off on the planning amendment
and exempted himself from having to undertake any
consultation. One wonders what sort of minister he
is — does he just sign things that are put in front of him
by bureaucrats? Can you imagine a Minister for
Agriculture deciding, if he had given it any serious
consideration at all, that he would agree to this without
consultation?
Mrs Carbines is saying that there should be
bipartisanship in the house on these issues. Of course
there should be, but what opportunity did we get to be
bipartisan? An acting minister signed it into law
secretly and without consultation, yet Mrs Carbines has
the gall to say that there should be bipartisanship. How
can there be bipartisanship when the government and
the minister want to act in secret?
Hon. P. R. Hall — When the minister tells you that
there will be discussion.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, when the minister
tells you that there will be discussion. The other aspect I
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want to mention in the brief time available to me — to
leave some time for my colleague Mr Bishop — is the
concept of net gain. In principle I do not have any
problems with that concept; it is a good idea, but the
problem is the way it is being applied, because no credit
would be given when you ask for a permit to remove
some native vegetation for plantings that have already
taken place. It is prospective; you cannot take into
account the fact that you might have planted thousands
of trees over the last five years.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — That is true!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — That is true,
Mr Theophanous, and it shows how ignorant you are.
What will it do? It will lead to a cessation of plantings,
which has been going on for the last few years. People
will say, ‘I will not plant now until I need to cut down
some trees because then I can get my credits for
planting — if I do it now I do not get any credit for it’.
What will that do? In places like the Shire of Moira, for
example, a volunteer group did extremely good work
planting native vegetation — eucalyptus, wattles and so
on — to provide habitat for the superb parrot, which I
must say is coming back in significant numbers, which
is proof of the pudding.
That group will be discouraged from doing it because it
is not getting credit for it if in future one of its particular
members wants to remove some native vegetation. That
group will say, ‘We will not do it now, we will wait
until we need to clear something so that we can use that
as the net gain principle’. I say that net gain has to take
into account the good work that has already been done.
What you do has to be bankable, otherwise the
principle will not apply. It will destroy the incentive for
people to replant. That is what the government should
be looking at; it should not be wielding the big stick. It
should be working with the community by saying,
‘Yes, let us put in place some practical rules and
regulations that we can all live and work with and
restore and maintain the trust between government, the
community at large and individual landowners’.
I support the motion but resent any suggesting made by
Mrs Carbines and others that I belong to some past age
where I want to cut down trees. There has not been a
tree removed on my farm for years, and there will not
be. I am presently returning quite a bit of land to native
vegetation, as are many of my colleagues and
neighbours, but I resent the circumstance that I
encountered in the last week. A person who has built a
new $750 000 home in a rural setting needed to cut
down a dead tree on the roadside in order to provide a
driveway into the house. The official who came out
from the municipality agonised for ages whether he
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would give permission to cut down that dead, white
ant-infested tree so that the owner could drive onto his
property.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — You are not
exaggerating this, are you?
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — I am not exaggerating this
at all. That is the ridiculous red tape and bureaucracy
which is destroying the trust that we built up in the
community. The planning scheme amendment will do
likewise and should be revoked today. There should be
a full consultation process which puts in place a
workable set of rules and regulations, particularly a set
of rules and regulations which enables rabbits, which
are the worst environmental threat that this nation faces
in any event, to be properly and adequately
exterminated without such ridiculous rules being put in
place.
Hon. J. A. VOGELS (Western) — I support the
motion to revoke amendment VC19 to the Victorian
planning provisions because of the sneaky way it was
introduced. The regulation will affect every shire and
city council in Victoria which in turn will affect every
citizen in Victoria.
Recently members of the Strathbogie Shire Council
told me that to remove a tree for roadworks cost $5000
by the time everything followed due process. That is
how ludicrous the situation is getting.
The amendment establishes the goal of net gain of
native vegetation in the state planning policy
framework and also introduces a requirement in the
environment significance overlay, vegetation protection
overlay and so on. The opposition is upset that this
amendment was snuck through the system. The acting
minister exempted himself from the requirements of
sections 17, 18 and 19 of the Planning and Environment
Act 1987, being the requirement to make amendments
available for inspection and to give notice of the
amendment. No notice of the amendment was given.
The acting minister — the Honourable Bob
Cameron — did not consult the responsible authorities.
This was signed off by Paul Jerome, the general
manager, planning land and environment regulation,
Department of Sustainability and Environment. The
minister’s chief advisor signed off on this amendment
saying that due process was not followed.
We heard Mrs Carbines talking about the consultation
that took place and we heard Mr Viney rabbiting on
about everything except native vegetation, but the issue
is that this regulation is being introduced without due
process having been followed.
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Mr Viney — How are your cows?
Hon. J. A. VOGELS — They are going well.
I would like to make a few comments about what is
happening to people, and I quote from an article in the
Weekly Times entitled ‘Big limbs put him in limbo’.
The article says:
A Wedderburn farmer has been left in limbo after being told
by the bureaucrats that he must plant 20 or more eucalypt
seedlings for each limb —

not tree —
he prunes from mature trees overhanging his fence line.

The article continues:
Mr Holt said he could understand the government wanting
farmers to offset the loss of native vegetation, caused by land
clearing, with new trees.
‘But it’s ridiculous that they wanted me to plant 20 seedlings
for each —

four-inch limb —
I cut back and even more for anything that was over
300 mm.’

That is absolutely ludicrous. Another instance that we
have all heard about is the 82-year-old widow from
Wedderburn who has been told that she has to plant
1330 indigenous trees and shrubs if she wants
electricity connected to her home. Mrs Van
De Wetering needs to clear 51 trees to get power to her
house. She has a diesel-powered generator which she is
probably finding difficult to start, so she decided she
would not mind getting the power on. The rest of the
20 hectares on which she lives is completely covered in
trees. She could have cleared that forested block 10 or
more years ago when there were no trees on it, but she
has been a good conservationist. She likes the country,
she likes the trees and she likes the native vegetation, so
she saved it. Now she wants to clear 51 trees to get
herself some power and she has been told she has to
plant 1330 indigenous trees. She also has to maintain
them for at least three years to make sure that none of
them dies. If that is the sort of outcome produced by
this legislation, I think it is outrageous.
The Bracks government has turned Victoria into a
police state. It is a state of control and regulation, and if
you do not follow these controls and regulations or get
the permits you will cop a punishment. The Labor Party
has a logo: Victoria, the place to be. Well it sure is the
place to be if you want to be controlled, regulated and
fined.
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Let us go through some of the things which have
happened since the Bracks government was elected and
which are mentioned in the Weekly Times in an article
entitled ‘The long list of the laws’. Farmers have to
obtain permits if employing children under 15 or face
fines of up to $6000, firewood can now only be
collected from April to July in central and northern
Victoria, and licences for collecting firewood from
Crown land have been restricted to 6 cubic metres of
dry, durable, domestic firewood. Lo and behold! If you
want to collect a bit more you are in big strife.
Firewood provides the only heating and hot water
source for a lot of people who live in rural Victoria. The
government has restricted the amount that can be
collected to 6 cubic metres. What a miserable lot!
Also mentioned in the same Weekly Times article is the
baiting of foxes and rabbits. Only land-holders with an
agricultural chemical user permit can buy the
chemical, 1080, to control vermin. A permit can only
be obtained by completing a two-day course in an
approved training program. That is fair enough, but
after completing the course you then have to obtain
another permit at an additional cost of $38.
The same article also mentions ripping up rabbit
warrens around native vegetation. Farmers must ask
Department of Sustainability and Environment staff to
inspect and approve the ripping out of warrens. As I
think Bill Baxter pointed out, the way rabbits breed, by
the time the department representatives come to have a
look at the rabbit warren there will be another
two warrens somewhere else on the farm, because it
will take months for them to get there.
The Weekly Times also mentions planning overlays and
points out that the state government has used planning
overlays to restrict a range of farming activities in areas
that have environmental significance or significant
vegetation or landscape overlays. Once again, most
rural people could put up with these things if they could
get somebody on the telephone or get someone to come
and have a look at the situation so they could get on
with the job. Instead they hear voice prompts when they
ring the Department of Primary Industries or
Department of Sustainability and Environment. To
actually get a person on the other end of the line can
take weeks.
The article highlights the fact that local councils have
been used to imposing penalties and dealing with
complaints against farmers in regard to odour, noise or
any pollutant that is ‘potentially harmful to the health,
welfare, safety or property of human beings’. Once
again, who makes the decisions on all these issues such
as whether an odour is foul or a noise from a baler is
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keeping someone awake? I do not know. There is also
the green wedge legislation and the flora and fauna
legislation. The legislation to control and regulate never
ends. In conclusion I want to say that the speakers on
this side of the house understand the effect this sort of
legislation and regulation is having on our farmers.
In my own case, as with most people on this side,
10 per cent of our property is locked up in old growth
native forest that has never been touched, and in the last
10 years we have probably put in another 5 to 10 acres
with new species. Our wetlands have seen the return of
many native species of flora and fauna, which is great.
The issue here is the clandestine way the government
attempted to slip this regulation amendment VC19
through the system. I support the motion.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I rise to
support this motion from a National Party point of view
and from no other. I would like to bring to the attention
of the house my disappointment in relation to the two
speakers on behalf of the government, because I believe
from a practical farmer’s point of view that they proved
quite conclusively to this house — and I am sure it will
make excellent reading for any of our people in country
Victoria — that government members have no
understanding of the practical application of farms and
how farmers go about their day-to-day work.
I invite both government members who have spoken so
far to come to our farm to meet our neighbours and our
son. They are involved in Landcare and spend a lot of
time ensuring that the conservation of those farms is
what I believe to be at world’s best practice. As an
aside I can tell you that young farmers nowadays spend
a lot of time at seminars and learning programs to
ensure that the conservation of land is at the front end
of their thinking. No item brings that more to the fore
than the farming practices we have today in Australia,
and particularly might I say in the Wimmera and
Mallee regions of Victoria.
There is the minimum till concept. Again I invite
members of the government to come and listen to these
young farmers as they ensure with their farming
practices that the land is well cared for and will be
sustainable into the future. They are certainly not
environmental vandals; they are the opposite, because
they know jolly well that unless they have sustainability
in their farms they will not be able to leave that asset to
their children or even make a living themselves in the
long term.
I want to go back to the practical application of ripping
rabbits, which for me used to be a reasonably long job
before the advent of calicivirus. The calicivirus
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program certainly has had an enormous effect on the
rabbit population in Victoria. I think that heightens the
stupidity of the government’s action in relation to
having to rush off and get permits every time you might
wish to rip a rabbit warren. As I have said, before
calicivirus the rabbit population was high, and farmers
did a lot of rabbit ripping, rabbit shooting and rabbit
poisoning. The Nationals have no problem with people
being made well aware of the risks and dangers of
poisoning; however, you have to take time off to ensure
that you go to these programs, and there is the extra
cost. Putting up with all that is an inconvenience
relating to the poisoning program.
In today’s world there are not that many rabbits around,
so if you see a warren or a burrow, the first thing you
want to do is get rid of it to ensure that the rabbit
population does not come back quickly. Farmers are
busy people, and no doubt if they see a warren when
they are driving or walking around the farm they will
wish to go out and do the job while it is fresh in their
minds. Now they cannot do that. As Mr Baxter said,
they have to ring up someone. I agree with Mr Baxter. I
do not know one bureaucrat in local government or in a
department who would say yes to a farmer if there was
the slightest risk of that bureaucrat, wherever they
might be, getting an absolute flogging from someone in
government. And I would bet they would. The people
farmers would be forced to deal with are fearsome, so
that bureaucratic pile becomes higher and higher.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — On what basis are they going
to make the judgment anyway?
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — Yes, how do they? They
cannot make it over the phone, because for a start they
are frightened. They would have to travel out to the
property, and again on what basis would they make that
judgment? Where are the guidelines and rules? How
does it work? From a practical farmer’s point of view it
is not a joke. If it were we would not be standing up in
the Parliament today, and we would not be getting the
response we got from the government side. The matter
certainly touched a nerve here today.
From a practical point of view, what does a farmer do?
We will almost force them not to bother with the job at
hand and to put it off until some other busy program
runs over the top of it. That certainly makes a mockery
of government trying to work with the farming
community.
The Weekly Times article has been talked about before,
and I commend that newspaper and the article’s author,
Peter Hunt, for putting it up. They did a good job,
because they put it out in front of everyone so that
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everyone could see the particular issues as they came
into place.
I want to have a bit of a chat about net gain in native
vegetation. That was also in the Weekly Times article. A
fellow well known to all of us in country Victoria, Reg
Holt, is referred to in that article. Reg is a farmer from
Wedderburn, and I know him quite well. Like all
farmers, Reg wanted to put up a new fence, which is
reasonable. Anyone who has been on a farm
understands that you pull down the old fence, throw the
posts off to one side to be picked up later, roll up the
wire and over time, as things build up at the fence and
trees overhang it, you probably run a grader along the
fence line. It is a practical operation that farmers do
every time they do a fence. If there are overhanging
trees, the first thing you will do is remove them,
because they endanger the fence, which you have spent
a fair bit of money on putting in place for the wellbeing
and viability of your farm and for keeping your stock
in.
But what happened to Reg? When he was putting up
his fence it seemed as though World War Three had
started. He was almost banned from trying to put his
fence up. It is quite ridiculous to think that those sorts
of draconian rules can stand in the way of a farmer
going about what I believe is a normal form of business
on farms. As I have said, I would challenge anyone in
the government to come out to our farms. I will take
them out to our farming areas to show them the
conservation attitudes of our farmers of today.
It is about balance. I could not help but think about the
balance that I saw displayed the other day at a
conference in Mildura run by Arron Wood and Damien
Heintze, two very competent young men. They have a
company called Fire Starter Communications. They
have run two successful international river health
conferences in Mildura. The conference I attended was
also attended by 650 students. High-profile people
came, such as the Honourable Warren Truss, the federal
Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, as well
as conservationists like Peter Garrett.
Again I want to make the point that what we are
striving for is balance. In the Sunraysia Daily Peter
Garrett is quoted as saying:
We have converted so much to irrigation the Murray mouth is
now at drought levels two years in three rather than one in 20.
Tens of thousands of river red gums are literally dying
because we are taking away the floodwaters they need to
survive and thrive.
The Murray cod is listed nationally as being in danger of
extinction.
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That was his view and his side of the balanced
pendulum. The Deputy Prime Minister, John Anderson,
participated in the conference by video link. On a big
screen he participated in a talkback classroom with the
650 kids so they could hear it all. He said that some of
the material he had seen from schools painted farmers
as environmental vandals, which I think is sad. He
defended farmers, saying they were not environmental
vandals, that they had a good understanding of the land
and that they would do what was necessary to sustain it
for future generations.
He said that four things — and whilst he was talking
about water, the principles remain — needed to be
achieved:
That decisions were based on sound and agreed science.
That proper consultation was undertaken.
That people be treated fairly, particularly where they have
done nothing wrong, such as farmers.
Clearly establish what was needed for the environment.

He also said:
We need to find a balanced way through this and not take a
black armband view. It is not something to be overcome by,
but to be overcome.

We are talking about balance. He went on to say:
People in this day and age seemed to have lost touch with the
raw elements of where their food and fibre and the basics of
life came from.

At that conference Peter Garrett called for the
environment to be a core curriculum in our schools. I
say that is fine. Let us do that but let us get the right
balance and let us have agriculture and the productive
levels of our country in the curriculum of schools as
well. Let us get the right balance. Let us not have an
imbalanced argument that isolates farmers and paints
them as environmental vandals — and I will challenge
anyone that they are not, and I have the proof for
anyone to see at any stage.
I commend John Anderson for taking that stance in that
particular environment. I believe it is about time we got
a decent balance and a decent approach to the
environment and to productive elements in Victorian
and Australian society.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (North Eastern) — I rise to
support the motion moved by the Honourable Philip
Davis that this house revoke amendment VC19 to the
Victoria planning provisions. In doing so I would like
to commend the speeches made by my colleagues in
both the Liberal Party and the National Party who have
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shown they have a true understanding of what happens
in country Victoria and how these amendments will
impact on country Victoria — unlike the speakers on
the other side of the house who have demonstrated that
they have absolutely no understanding of rural or
regional Victoria.
However I would like to thank the Honourable Elaine
Carbines who did point out that the environment does
matter. She is right — it is a key priority for the Liberal
Party. The environment is a key priority for us, but so
are socially sustainable communities.
Unlike the Labor Party, the Liberal Party will govern
for all Victorians. It will work with rural Victorians to
achieve a balance that protects and preserves our
environment and at the same time supports our rural
and regional communities.
By contrast the Bracks government wants to build a
fence around metropolitan Melbourne and create a kind
of metropolitan Camelot. Its answer to environmental
matters is to lock up the country. Country people know
that the Bracks government is the neighbour from hell.
When you lock up the country city people will soon
have all the feral animals — feral dogs, feral cats, feral
goats, feral pigs and feral rabbits — encroaching on
metropolitan Melbourne. Just see how they like it then!
The government sets out to enshrine the net gain policy
with these amendments. The truth is that the only net
gain that we will gain from these amendments is a net
gain of rabbits!
The government also treats with contempt farmers’
contributions to the environment. Sixty-five per cent of
our farmers are involved in Landcare and in the
replanting of native vegetation. They have been
environmentalists for a long, long time.
These amendments will also require local government
officials and bureaucrats to approve of and issue
permits for everyday farming activities. I had a meeting
with one of my councils last week, and they told me
they do not want this responsibility and they will not be
enforcing it.
The government has also tried to introduce this in a
sneaky way — in a typical way that this government
operates — and these latest bureaucratic restrictions on
land-holders were introduced in a very underhanded
way and without much consultation. Even worse, it was
the Minister for Agriculture in the other place who
agreed to these restrictive amendments. As the minister
he should be aware that pest animals are a major cause
of land degradation and stock loss.
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The rural members of the government on the other side
have been conspicuous by their silence today. I think
that is because they are ashamed of these amendments
which they know will introduce another level of
unnecessary bureaucracy for Victorians. They know
that these amendments are unpopular and unnecessary,
and that is why they are not making contributions to
this debate.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I
welcome the opportunity to speak on the motion of
revocation before the house today. I have three points I
wish to make.
The first point is that there is no doubt that over the
200-odd years of white settlement in this country we
have treated the land appallingly, and we are suffering
the consequences of that now. But I put it to the house
that we have changed markedly in the last 25 to
30 years, and there has been an extraordinary change in
attitude towards the way we treat the land. This is not
the preserve of the Labor Party or the National Party or
the Liberal Party; it is the responsibility, preserve and
interest of all Australians.
All across Australia — particularly in country Victoria
and country South Australia which I know well —
thousands of people are now actively involved in
managing the environment for the future. This is not a
party political thing at all. What this is about is our
nation rehabilitating vast tracts of land that we have lost
and making sure that we improve things for the future.
There is no doubt that this needs to be done, and as
Mr Viney said in his contribution, this is coming in
some senses from the federal government in the
national action plan for salinity and the huge amount of
money that has gone into the National Heritage Trust as
well as into Landcare.
I pick up the comment made earlier about the role that
former Premier Joan Kirner played in the establishment
of Landcare and the comment made by my colleague
Ms Lovell that 65 per cent of farmers are involved in
Landcare groups. I know from practical experience of
the extraordinary amount of effort that people on the
land put into planting trees. They have been doing it for
years and years now. Thousands and thousands of trees
have been planted, and I take up Mr Baxter’s point that
often there is a real argument that these trees should be
counted in the concept. People have rehabilitated vast
tracts of land and are getting no credit for it under this
regime.
The first point I want to make is that this is an issue that
needs to be addressed. Let us do it properly. The
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government, to its credit, produced a native vegetation
management framework and discussed it widely. I refer
honourable members to page 35 of this document,
which says:
Reviewing the Victoria Planning Provisions.

And this is the second point that I want to
make — —
Mr Viney — I gave you that document.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — And thank you to
Mr Viney for lending me his copy. What it says is:
After practical methods of application of the Net Gain and
habitat hectare concepts in the planning system have been
demonstrated, the Department of Infrastructure will prepare a
discussion paper on possible changes to the Victoria Planning
Provisions to give effect to the framework. The discussion
paper will be circulated for … comment.

And it goes on to say:
Depending on the level of interest or issues raised, an
advisory committee may be appointed … Following the
consideration of the public submissions, necessary changes to
the VPP will be made.

That is the Labor Party’s document. That is what it
says. Did it happen? No. What happened? In the
Government Gazette that carried the planning
amendment we are seeking to have revoked today we
have, I make the point, a paragraph under the name of
Paul Jerome, general manager, planning, land and
environment, which says:
The acting minister exempted himself from the requirements
of sections 17, 18 and 19 of the Planning and Environment
Act being the requirement to make the amendment available
for inspection and to give notice of the amendment.
No notice of amendment was given.
The acting minister did not consult the responsible authorities.

We have a document that the government put out in
good faith which said what it would do, and then we
have the proof of what it did.
The second point I wish to make, following on my first
point, is that we believe this is an important area that
should be dealt with by government, but if it is going to
do it, it should do it properly — but it did not. For that
reason and that reason alone, this motion should be
supported. This motion should be supported, and the
amendment should be revoked. The government should
do what it said it would do and consult with the people
of Victoria about the practical application of this
particular planning scheme amendment.
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The third point I wish to make is about the practical
application of this amendment. I make the point that the
two contributions from the government today came
from a provincial member — a member for Geelong
Province — and an urban fringe dweller from
Frankston. Not one country member of the Labor Party
was prepared to stand up and speak on this motion.
Why is that? The answer is: they do not have the
practical experience. I look around me and I can see a
farmer, a farmer, a farmer and a farmer — and I have
done a bit of farming myself. Members on this side
actually know what this means.
Hon. R. G. Mitchell interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — We know how this
amendment will work. As Mr Baxter so rightly said, the
concept that I will ring and someone will come out and
tell me what I can do is just nonsense. For the three
reasons I have put before the house today — this is
important; it should be done properly and it has not
been done properly; and the practical implications and
effect on ordinary farming people — this motion should
be supported.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — May I say
that I am cheered by the quality of the debate on this
matter today. I would like to acknowledge the
contribution on the opposition side of the Parliament by
the members of the National Party and the Liberal
Party. I have to say it stands in stark contrast to what
has been said by members of the government in
opposition to the motion. Indeed, I would have to say
that what I have heard today from members of the
government has been pathetic. There has been no
justification whatever for this imposition on country
Victorians.
May I say in response to Mr Mitchell’s earlier
interjection, ‘Is there a politician on the opposition
side?’, I do not know about that, but I can tell him there
are some parliamentarians here, and they are sorely
lacking on the other side. Members on this side are here
to represent the communities of country Victoria and
Victoria as a whole. They ask us to represent their
interests which the government has sadly ignored. The
fact of the matter is that these amendments are an
intrusion on the rights of people to go about their
day-to-day business by creating more bureaucracy,
more jobs for government employees and unloading a
state government responsibility on to local government
and therefore ratepayers.
These planning scheme amendments before the house
are an absolute disgrace because the government is
providing no support to the people who will have to
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implement them — the people involved in local
government. The government is providing no ease of
access to farmers who will need to deal with state
government bureaucracy. I urge the house to support
the motion to revoke the planning scheme amendments.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 18
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Bishop, Mr
Bowden, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.

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

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

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

Pair
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Nguyen, Mr

Motion negatived.
Sitting suspended 1.02 p.m. until 2.07 p.m.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Government: submission and response
guidelines
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct a
question without notice to the Minister for Sport and
Recreation and Minister for Commonwealth Games. I
refer to the guidelines for submissions and responses to
inquiries issued by the Department of Premier and
Cabinet in October 2002. Has the minister’s department
or any agency under his area of responsibility made any
submission or response to any inquiry in accordance
with these guidelines?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I welcome the member’s question in
relation to this matter, as I welcome questions by the
opposition in relation to many matters. It is interesting
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to have the opposition raise this matter in particular,
because as a government we have actually
re-established the importance and status of
parliamentary committees.
Let me reinforce that there are long-established
practices relating to submissions by public servants.
These practices were applied under the previous
government, they apply under other state governments
and they apply under the federal government, and we
will continue to abide by those guidelines. When and if
it is appropriate for members of Sport and Recreation
Victoria or the Office of Commonwealth Games to
appear in any forum, I am happy to ensure that those
guidelines are abided by.
Hon. Philip Davis — On a point of order, President,
the question was quite specific. The question was
whether any submissions had been made in accordance
with the guidelines. The minister has actually, I think,
not understood that that was the question. What he has
talked about are the guidelines and the committees
themselves. Can I seek clarification on that?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I need some
clarification from the Leader of the Opposition. My
understanding was that he asked whether anyone from
the minister’s department had attended any meetings.
The minister indicated that they would abide by those
guidelines, so in that respect he has been responsive to
the question. I am not sure what the member’s point of
order could be.
Hon. Philip Davis — The point of order was that I
asked if any submissions had been made in accordance
with the guidelines, and I did not think the minister had
actually addressed that issue. So you can rule on it,
President; that is fine.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister indicated
that if anyone from Sport and Recreation Victoria or the
Office of Commonwealth Games attended any
meetings they would abide by the guidelines, and on
that basis I do not believe there is a point of order.
Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — In that case I
will take this as a supplementary question. The issue
here is that the opposition is reasonably seeking the
minister to advise the house if any submissions have in
fact been made, so in that context I ask: will the
minister advise if any submissions have been made in
accordance with the guidelines that we have just
alluded to, and will he confirm that all submissions
made by the department and agencies within his control
will comply with those guidelines?

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
1080

COUNCIL

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am happy again to answer that
question. My understanding is that where appropriate
representatives from my department have made
submissions to those committees — I think it is rare
that they have been requested to make submissions
from my portfolios, but where they have — they have
made appropriate submissions, and I anticipate that
they will in the future. I understand there are probably
requests in the process at the moment. I anticipate that
they will make submissions, and they will accord to the
appropriate guidelines.

Housing: government initiatives
Ms ROMANES (Melbourne) — I refer my question
to the Minister for Housing. Can the minister inform
the house how the Bracks government is boosting
investment in social housing as well as economic and
construction activity?
Ms BROAD (Minister for Housing) — I thank the
member for her question and her interest in the benefits
to Victoria which flow from the government’s
considerable achievements in delivering more social
housing to Victorians. The Bracks government expects
to deliver in excess of 800 units from the $94.5 million
committed in our first term to expanding the supply of
affordable housing through the social housing
innovations project (SHIP).
These funds have been allocated not only to expand the
stock of social housing for public as well as community
housing but also to deliver housing through joint
venture partnerships. The joint venture projects involve
partnerships between the government and a wide range
of organisations — including local government,
community and church-based organisations, and private
and other non-government organisations — to provide
housing for low-income Victorians.
Fourteen of the joint venture projects involve an equity
contribution from local government, and I am
particularly pleased to see my two portfolios working
together so effectively.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Because you’re the boss.
Ms BROAD — Indeed. One of these projects is a
12-unit development under construction at Twyford
Street, Fawkner, where I was pleased to inspect work
last Friday. This is a $1.8 million development which
will provide much-needed accommodation for older
people in that local area. It is a significant investment in
affordable housing in the area. The project is made
possible not only through a contribution of some
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$1.2 million from the Bracks government under the
SHIP program, in conjunction with Community
Housing Ltd, but also a contribution from the City of
Moreland of $550 000, being the land for the units. It is
a vital contribution that demonstrates this government’s
success in attracting non-government support for these
types of joint venture projects.
In overall terms across Victoria, in addition to
government funds some $35 million in joint venture
partner equity has been injected into a total of 77 joint
ventures. That means the government has been
successful in boosting our investment in social housing
by some $35 million.
By using this partnership approach we will have created
around an additional 200 affordable housing units that
could not have been built through government funds
alone. Of course it again demonstrates that the Bracks
government is a responsible economic manager,
entering into partnerships like this which will have
flow-on effects for construction activity, because SHIP
projects are located right across Victoria.
We on this side of the house have been saying for some
time that the Victorian economy is strong, despite
facing challenges. In fact the total value of building
approvals in the year to August was $14.7 billion —
7.4 per cent higher than in the year to August 2002. Our
record as sound economic managers is again borne out
in the 2002–03 financial report for the state of Victoria,
presented by the Treasurer and the Minister for Finance
on Monday.
The Bracks government is getting on with the job of
delivering affordable housing to Victorians in a way
which has economic and social benefits across the
whole state.

Government: submission and response
guidelines
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I direct my
question without notice to the Minister for Aged Care. I
refer to the guidelines for submissions and responses to
inquiries from the Department of Premier and Cabinet
October 2002. Has the minister’s department or any
agency under his responsibility made any submission or
response to any inquiry in accordance with these
guidelines?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — As my colleague the Minister for Sport and
Recreation has indicated, this side of the house thinks
that it is a bit of a hypocritical stand by the opposition
to be concerned about guidelines and support of the
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parliamentary committee process given the flagrant
disregard of parliamentary standards and procedures
indicated by the lack of preparedness of the former
Liberal Premier of Victoria to appear before the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee, which is in stark
contrast with the contribution of the current Premier of
Victoria, Steve Bracks, and his preparedness to appear
before the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee in
a fulsome way and to expose the government to the
appropriate scrutiny.
Hon. Philip Davis — On a point of order, President,
the minister is debating the question; I ask you to direct
him to be responsive to the question.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister has been
on his feet for about 50 seconds of his 4-minute
entitlement to reply. I ask him to — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — Stop debating it?
The PRESIDENT — Order! No, I am not saying he
is debating it; that is your interpretation.
Hon. Bill Forwood — It’s not yours?
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Forwood, I will
make the rulings in this house, not you. I ask you to
desist interjecting when I am on my feet. I do not
uphold the point of order, and I ask the minister to
continue his answer.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — Thank you, President,
for the opportunity to repeat before this chamber, the
Parliament and the people of Victoria that this
government does believe in the importance of
appropriate scrutiny within the parliamentary
committee system and ensuring that ministers of the
Crown and those who work within the public service
appear appropriately before those committees. Indeed,
we agree with other jurisdictions — whether it be other
states or the commonwealth — that there needs to be
the appropriate appearance before parliamentary
committees of members of the executive government
and those who work for them.
That is a principle that we believe in and adhere to.
That is the reason why, just as in other jurisdictions —
other states and the commonwealth — there are the
appropriate guidelines for appropriate behaviour before
those committees. Indeed, that is why the government
of Victoria has established those guidelines and has
established a track record of the appropriate appearance
before parliamentary committees and will continue to
do so.
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Just as my colleague the Minister for Sport and
Recreation has said, if anybody within my area of
responsibility in the executive government appears
before parliamentary committees, I have every
expectation they would conform with the accumulation
of the responsibilities under the Constitution Act and
the Parliamentary Committees Act and in accordance
with the guidelines that have been established by the
government.
Supplementary question
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I ask the
minister to advise the house of the name and details of
each of these submissions and inquiries.
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — As the member knows,
the nature of my response has been that I have every
expectation that those obligations will be met in terms
of any occurrence. I think the member knows that there
are not any in existence, but if there are I will take that
on notice and respond to the member. But my
expectation is, as I think the member knows, that there
have not been any of those circumstances.

Aboriginals: youth
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — My question is to
the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs, Gavin Jennings.
How has the government encouraged the participation
of indigenous youth in shaping government policies
and assisted in overcoming the range of social issues
facing Kooris on a daily basis?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs) — I thank the member for his question and his
enthusiasm in his support of aboriginal communities,
and particularly young people, in this state. In fact,
yesterday in question time I referred to a range of
capacity-building programs within the aboriginal
community in Victoria and talked about a youth
leadership program that I have been very happy to
support, along with the government, in terms of the
capacity of young indigenous leaders.
Beyond the scope of that program is a very exciting
initiative that the government has undertaken in
partnership with the Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander Commission to provide the opportunity for
young people in this state to come together and form an
advisory body that will provide advice to the Victorian
government and ATSIC on the road ahead for young
people in this state — that is, the Victorian Indigenous
Youth Advisory Council. During NAIDOC week I
went to the inaugural bringing together of a group of
young people — —
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Hon. Andrea Coote — What does NAIDOC mean?
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS — National Aboriginal
and Islander Day Observance Committee, in response
to the question from the honourable member — that is
what NAIDOC means.
In fact that was the week young people came together
and elected a body of 12 people from across the
Aboriginal community in Victoria and Torres Strait
Islanders to represent their local communities. The
eligibility age was between 12 and 25 years, and the
group had its first meeting on 1 and 2 October. It
established its own objectives, meeting requirements
and set of activities to engage in to ensure there is
active participation of young Aboriginal people across
Victoria. Its catch phrase will be ‘Young, black and
vocal’. Its vision is to be a voice for Aboriginal youth to
create opportunities for a better life and be proud of
who they are. In terms of the overall objectives, being
proud of who they are is an important objective. One of
the key objectives is to make sure there is an absolute
resurgence of pride for young people within the
Aboriginal community. It is very unusual to see within
a set of objectives a key objective to decrease shame
and be proud. That is a threshold issue that Aboriginal
young people have identified for themselves as a way
of empowering themselves into the future.
A range of activities will include advocacy, bringing
people together and creating a social environment to
create opportunities for advice, and peer support will be
a feature of the Victorian Indigenous Youth Advisory
Council. As is the wont of any community organisation
these days that is in the business of linking people
together, there will be a web site. The appropriate web
site development and linking in on the Internet is taking
place. Honourable members may be logging in now!
Mr Atkinson looks as though he is keen to get in on the
ground floor to find additional information to support
Aboriginal communities into the future.
It is a dynamic group that will provide key advice to the
Victorian government and to the Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander Commission into the future. It is
essential that young people in our community
understand that when they express their inner most
feelings and desires for the future that there is a
response from those in government and other agencies
and all members of the community to say, ‘We will rise
up and walk that journey with you that you determine
into the future’.
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Wind farms: rehabilitation bonds
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — My question is
directed to the Minister for Energy Industries. I note in
a press release issued by the minister on 1 October
about the SEA Gas pipeline that he was considering
making rehabilitation bonds standard for all pipeline
developments. Will the minister also be prepared to
make rehabilitation or environmental bonds standard
for all wind farm developments?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I thank the honourable member for his
question. I do not know quite how to answer it, because
when he started I expected that he was congratulating
the government on putting rehabilitation bonds on the
SEA Gas pipeline. Mr Vogels made a point of
congratulating me for putting them on pipelines. It is
something the previous government was not prepared
to do. It left people in the lurch and did not care about
environmental impacts, so it was left to the Labor
government. When the government looked at things
like pipelines, issues emerged. In relation to the SEA
Gas pipeline considerable issues emerged, and the
government took the decision that the appropriate way
to protect the environment in those circumstances was
to provide for a rehabilitation bond. In that case we
asked for a bond of $312 000 to ensure that if the
company building the pipeline did not rehabilitate the
area appropriately, the government would have funds
available so that it could do the job itself.
Mr Hall knows very well that when talking about wind
farms we are talking about a commercial arrangement
between private farmers bringing in a private company
to install a windfarm on their properties. It is a very
different proposition to a government decision to run a
pipeline across a lot of properties, including public
land, and to do so in the overall interests of the people
of Victoria.
In relation to wind farms we are talking about a
commercial arrangement between the owner, who has
given permission for the wind farm to be built on the
property and who gains an ongoing benefit in terms of
rent from the wind farm being on the property, and a
private company. It is ludicrous for Mr Hall to come in
here and suggest that the government should intervene
in a private commercial arrangement between the wind
farm company and in this case the farmer who wants to
have the wind farm put on his property to get the
revenue associated with it. To suggest we should put a
rehabilitation bond on that private arrangement is
absolute nonsense. He knows it is nonsense, and it is
another example of why the opposition and the
National Party do not want to see the development of

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Wednesday, 29 October 2003

COUNCIL

an important renewable energy source in this state
through wind and are not interested in seismic testing to
identify new gas reserves for the benefit of the people
of Victoria. They go around and take up the same
position as people in minority parties can without
having the responsibility of delivering for the benefit of
all the people of this state.
Supplementary question
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — That is the
greatest lot of tripe I have ever heard from a minister in
response to a question. The minister knows very well
that the government grants a permit for wind farm
developments, and they are issued with certain criteria
attached to them. It is not uncommon for wind farm
developments to breach environmental criteria,
particularly in respect of noise. Therefore the issue of
an environmental bond is not absurd. Further, Ireland
imposed development bonds on wind farm
developments in case of the collapse of a company or
the need to rehabilitate those areas once the wind farm
development has reached its finite end. I ask: if the
minister is not prepared to give a categorical statement
today, will he at least investigate the merits of having
environmental bonds on future wind farm
developments?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — Again the member confuses matters
when he talks about wind farms in the way he just has.
When a wind farm is built, a range of environmental
requirements including those relating to noise are part
of the process. The planning permit is not granted
unless the noise levels and the visual landscape are
protected. That is part of the planning process. You do
not get a planning permit unless it takes place. For the
member to say we should have another layer on top is
absolute nonsense. We are talking about a constructed
wind farm that has already met a set of arrangements,
and those arrangements have to be complied with by
the owner.

Consumer affairs: dispute resolution initiatives
Ms MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I refer my question to
the Minister for Consumer Affairs. Will the minister
inform the house what action the Bracks government
has taken to set up alternatives for Victorians in the
difficult area of dispute resolution.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Consumer Affairs) —
I thank Ms Mikakos for her question and ongoing
interest in the important issue of alternative dispute
resolution services, which help people resolve disputes
without resorting to the courts. They also work to raise
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community awareness of rights and responsibilities and
to find ways to avoid disputes occurring in the first
place.
This house would be well aware, because I have said so
on a number of occasions, that our objective is to
empower consumers; and when that does not work, to
protect particularly vulnerable consumers. This is a
very important part of empowering consumers.
As part of the government’s initiative to strengthen
alternative dispute resolution (ADR), an online dispute
resolution project is being piloted within the
Department of Justice. There are two main stages of
this project: firstly, an information web site on ADR
and, secondly, a move towards an online ADR service.
I invite those members who have their lap tops turned
on in the house to log onto
justice.vic.gov.au/disputeinfo and they will see that —
while a lot of technical issues are still being worked
on — we now have a pilot web site running.
As part of the research needed to move to stage 2, the
University of Melbourne’s International Conflict
Resolution Centre has delivered an exploration report
outlining international and local experiences with
online ADR and a needs assessment analysing what
consumers and agencies need from this. The needs
assessment has found that both consumers and agencies
see online ADR as a positive and a potentially
timesaving tool. Both stressed, however, that it should
be used in addition to rather than to replace other
services.
The feasibility report alone does not provide a business
case for proceeding with online ADR, but it puts in
place guidelines on how we should deal with this. Civil
litigation in the courts would reduce as a direct result of
the increased availability of ADR, and a compelling
case to move resources to online ADR comes from
current work practices.
I invite members of the house to check the web site to
see how online ADR could actually work. We often
talk about technology as being an answer to many
things, and it will work in combination with the existing
ADR services provided. I invite members to go to the
web site and trawl through some of the things there.
One of them before
us — —
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Mr LENDERS — Mr Atkinson might inform the
house about what happens when there is a dispute
between neighbours about a fence. That is a topical and
common dispute, but it is something we may not wish
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to burden the courts with, so we can now find
information about it.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson interjected.
Mr LENDERS — Mr Atkinson has not pressed the
right button! The web site empowers consumers in that
they are able to look under a number of headings to see
what they can do if there is a dispute about the location
of a fence, whether a fence is even needed, who should
care for a fence, who should pay for a fence, who
should do the work on a fence or the type of fence. All
these are issues people often have disputes about, and
there are alternative ways of finding answers to their
questions. A lot of them are drawn liberally from the
Law Reform Committee’s quick guide to the Fences
Act — surprise, surprise!
This new alternative dispute resolution service uses
technology to help the government, particularly
consumer affairs, to assist in the resolution of disputes
before they get to the courts. Empowering consumers
does not remove the need to protect them, but it is part
of that. This is a case of the government listening,
acting, moving into the modern age and helping our
community resolve its own disputes.
Questions interrupted.

DISTINGUISHED VISITOR
The PRESIDENT — Order! Before I call the next
question I wish to acknowledge the presence in the
public gallery today of a former member of this house,
the Honourable Eric Kent, a former Minister for
Agriculture and member for Gippsland and Chelsea
provinces.
Questions resumed.
QUESTIONSWITHOUTNOTICE

Government: submission and response
guidelines
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — My
question without notice is to the Minister for Energy
Industries who is also the Minister for Resources, the
Honourable Theo Theophanous. I refer the minister to
the guidelines for submissions and responses to
inquiries from the Department of Premier and
Cabinet of October 2002 and ask: has the minister’s
department or any agency under his responsibility made
any submission or response to any inquiry in
accordance with these guidelines?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I thank the honourable member for his
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question. I have to say I feel a bit sorry for the
honourable member having been given this question
because it is about the way in which parliamentary
committees operate and the processes of the
parliamentary committees, in particular the processes
that operate in the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee.
The member who asked the question is a former chair
of that committee, as indeed am I. Try as he did when
he was the chair of the committee to mitigate some of
the excesses of the Kennett government in the
processes, submissions and operation of that committee
and to get former Premier Jeff Kennett to come to the
committee and answer some questions, he failed
miserably on all those counts.
Hon. Bill Forwood — That is true.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — That is true —
the member has said it is true. Who am I to argue with
that?
Underlying this question is the whole notion of how
these committees operate, what is the proper process for
the operation of the committees and how submissions
should be dealt with by the committees. As my
colleagues have said, it is in stark contrast to the way
the previous government handled the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee, including using the
committee to nobble the Auditor-General and putting
the chair of the committee in the unbelievably difficult
position of being an accomplice to that, which was a
shameful exercise. There was not a single member on
that committee who wanted to nobble the
Auditor-General, but they were told in the party room
that that is exactly what they had to do.
Having come to that point, we now have this opposition
getting up and wanting to ask each of the ministers in
this house a question about how we handle submissions
put before the committee and the processes we use for
public accountability in this state. Our processes with
respect to accountability through the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee are second to none.
I say that from the experience I have had over many
years of being a member and chair of that committee. I
would also venture to say that, if the Honourable Bill
Forwood were asked in a private moment, he would
agree with that. For the first time there is a process
which allows for submissions to go before the
committee, for all ministers to appear before the
committee and, most importantly, for the Premier to
appear before the committee to answer questions, as
everyone else does.
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My department and the other departments will continue
to ensure that we operate within the proper conventions
of accountability of that particular committee and the
conventions and proper processes under the act and that
we provide submissions in accordance with the
guidelines.

case studies and model codes of behaviour to show how
clubs are making themselves more user friendly, as
opposed to the opposition. It has become very popular
with community groups, and 4000 copies have been
printed and distributed, and it is also accessible on the
Sport and Recreation Victoria web site.

Supplementary question

In addition, I am pleased to announce that in the
not-too-distant future the government will release
guidelines on Victorian codes of behaviour for players,
parents, coaches, officials, administrators and even the
media in relation to sport. This complements the way in
which in recent years the state government has
supported and distributed the Australian Sports
Commission’s Codes of Behaviour document, which
contains sensible codes for parents, players, coaches,
officials, teachers, administrators, spectators and the
media.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — In
particular I thank the minister for the last two sentences
of his answer. Would the minister require, for example,
Vencorp or the Office of the Chief Electrical Inspector
to submit to the guidelines that have been issued?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I am not sure that this is an appropriate
supplementary question, but I am happy to answer it
nonetheless. The guidelines are there to be
implemented in relation to all of the instruments of
government. The two bodies mentioned by the member
operate totally independently of the minister on these
matters. I do not intervene in the way in which they
carry out their operations, because that is not my role. I
have an oversight over those organisations, but I am
sure that those organisations will be just as keen, as will
my department and other areas of responsibility I have,
to be accountable to any committee and for that to be in
accordance with government guidelines.

Sport and recreation: codes of behaviour
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
refer my question to the Minister for Sport and
Recreation. In light of recent reports of aggressive and
inappropriate behaviour at junior sporting events, will
the minister advise the house of what action the Bracks
government has taken to assist in creating a safer and
more enjoyable environment at these sporting events?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I welcome the honourable member’s
question and her particular interest in this matter at a
grassroots level in relation to community sport. Recent
reports have highlighted incidents of what has become
known as ‘ugly parents’ behaviour, which is often
associated with off-field aggression in the delivery of
grassroots sport practically at a community level. While
the reported incidents relate to acute examples, those
reports may discourage people from joining clubs or
playing or involving themselves in the delivery of
competitive sport.
In 2002 Sport and Recreation Victoria published
User-Friendly Sport — An Ideas Book to Help Sport
and Recreation Clubs Grow. The manual highlights

However, we have identified the need to develop a
common set of state codes, and this will be a new
resource. It has been developed following significant
consultation and is based on the Australian Sports
Commission’s national model. It includes information
on the reasons why young people participate in sport
and highlights the need to be a good sport to enjoy the
game and use good behaviour practices as a way of
achieving user-friendly junior sports clubs. It details in
particular how coaches, teachers, officials and
administrators at the grassroots level should act. The
new resource even gives pointers on how the media
should behave and the way we endorse and validate the
work that people do at grassroots community sport.
Perhaps the opposition might even develop its own
resource based on those guidelines.
This also complements and assists clubs and
associations through work the government has taken on
projects such as the Year of the Official workshop held
in September 2003. Other workshops that will be run in
December of this year will also be co-hosted by not
only Sport and Recreation Victoria, Vichealth and
Vicsport but also the state sporting associations.
The government is trying to reinforce participation
across the community, particularly at grassroots
community clubs, whether it be as voluntary
administrators, volunteers or participants. It is
important to ensure that people enjoy sport and enjoy
being involved in sport, and hence we must make sure
not only that clubs are family friendly but also that
codes of behaviour are adhered to and complied with.
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Government: submission and response
guidelines
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct my
question without notice to the Leader of the
Government in his capacity as Minister for Finance. I
refer to the guidelines for submissions and responses to
inquiries from the Department of Premier and
Cabinet of October 2002, and I ask: is the
Auditor-General covered by these guidelines?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — It is
interesting that all the opposition questions are along
the same line, as they were in the Legislative Assembly
to the chair of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee. In general terms I have nothing more to
add than my colleagues have said. The Auditor-General
is an independent officer of the Parliament who reports
to the Parliament. Like all servants of the public,
everybody is subject, as the Minister for Aged Care
said, to the Constitution Act, the Parliamentary
Committees Act and whatever acts of Parliament a
person is subject to. The Auditor-General is someone
who speaks without fear or favour. I think that answers
the question.
Supplementary question
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Therefore,
are submissions and responses to inquiries by the
Auditor-General subject to the guidelines?
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — What I
find absolutely extraordinary about this entire debate
are the crocodile tears and hypocrisy of the party that
made an art form of the nobbling of the
Auditor-General, the gagging of its own backbench and
the gagging of its own ministry; the party that made an
absolute art form of bringing the Auditor-General
in-house as a tame creature of the Premier, the same
Premier who had a member of the executive
government chairing the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee try to nobble the
Auditor-General. This party is now going forward and
carrying on in total hypocrisy about open, transparent
and accountable government. It is the same party which
would not have its Premier appear before the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee, chaired by a
member of the executive, but it has the gall to come
into this place — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.
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Small business: retail leases
Mrs CARBINES (Geelong) — I refer my question
to the Minister for Small Business, the Honourable
Marsha Thomson. Over six months ago Parliament
passed the retail leases legislation. Can the minister
advise the Council how the act has been operating since
that time?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I thank the honourable member for her
question, because I know she has retailers within her
electorate who are very interested in the progress of this
act. Council members will remember the extensive
consultation that took place prior to the introduction of
the bill into this house. It was probably one of the most
consulted-over pieces of legislation that has ever
entered the Parliament. It has resulted in a fairer
balance between landlords and tenants.
The act commenced operation on 1 May, and on
1 November a set of regulations will come into effect
that impact on existing leases. This will ensure that
existing leaseholders get the benefit of the increased
protection that the act provides for those who are
entering into new leases. The new regulations cover
matters such as confidential use of turnover
information, outgoings statements, notices of upcoming
renewals and options, rent reviews, repairs, relocations,
alterations and refurbishments. They will help address
imbalances in bargaining power between landlord and
tenant and provide greater certainty to the retail sector
for those people who signed leases under previous retail
legislation. This will give consistency across the
various legislative regimes. I am sure that in the same
way that the original implementation of the act was
warmly welcomed, these regulations will also be
welcomed.
Following the legislation we developed a new
disclosure statement. This statement must be provided
by the landlord at least seven days before the signing of
the lease, and this is one of the key safeguards in the
legislation. We said when we brought in this legislation
that we wanted to ensure that people knew what they
were getting themselves into before they signed their
leases — —
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — He signed an old lease.
This will ensure that the information that tenants need is
there for them to look through prior to signing on the
dotted line. The extensive consultation that occurred
with the act, which was applauded by all, including the
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opposition spokesperson, was repeated with the
regulations, and those regulations were subject to the
required 28-day consultation period.
Despite its failure to engage in the consultation period,
property law specialists, Kilger Partners, decided to
criticise the disclosure statement in the Age and also in
Inside Retailing. This is of some concern, because they
did not even take part in the consultation process.
Neither journalist, Hugh Martin, nor the Honourable
Bruce Atkinson, approached the government for
comment. The government’s key aim with this
legislation was to deliver greater certainty and fairness
in commercial dealings between retail tenants and
landlords. I am pleased to say we have delivered.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
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statistics — that is, all but 47 of 916 questions in the
first batch have been answered.

PORT SERVICES (PORT MANAGEMENT
REFORM) BILL
Second reading
Ms BROAD (Minister for Housing) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

In doing so I must say that I have great pleasure, as a
former Minister for Ports, in taking responsibility for
bringing in this bill, the second bill introduced by the
Bracks government to implement its program of port
reform.
Second-reading speech as follows incorporated on motion
of Ms BROAD (Minister for Housing).

Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I have
answers to a further 12 questions on notice: 819,
829–30, 860, 870–1, 880, 885–7, 889, 891.

This is the second bill introduced by the Bracks government
to implement its program of port reform. The first, enacted
during the autumn sittings of Parliament, focused on reform
of the port of Melbourne.

Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — I have
two questions on notice about which I have already
written a letter to the minister and to which I have had
no answer at this stage. They are questions 787
and 877. I am surprised about that, particularly in
regard to question 787, which requires very little
information in the way of research, just simply a yes or
no answer. Could the minister explain why the answers
to these questions are not available and when they will
be available?

This bill is much broader in scope. It addresses a variety of
other issues identified during the port reform process as
inhibiting the sustainable economic, social and environmental
development of Victoria’s ports.

The PRESIDENT — Order! It would be helpful if
Mr Strong indicated to the house and for the record the
name of the minister to whom he wrote those letters.
Hon. C. A. STRONG — To be honest, President, I
cannot remember, but the questions were addressed to
the Minister for Planning and the Minister for
Environment in the other place.
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I will
certainly follow up any letters that are outstanding
through my colleague who represents the Minister for
Planning and the Minister for Environment.
I draw to the attention of the house the fact that the
government is receiving an average of 29 questions on
notice every parliamentary sitting day, and 95 per cent
of them have been answered before the deadline. We
will certainly seek the answer to the member’s
question, but I want to advise the house of those

I am sure I do not need to dwell on the crucial role played by
our commercial trading ports at Melbourne, Geelong,
Portland and Hastings in the economy of this state and
nationally. Debate on, and support expressed for, the previous
bill indicates that both sides of the house are well aware of
their importance.
Suffice to say each year our commercial trading ports handle
of the order of $75 billion of trade, including nearly 40 per
cent of Australia’s container trade. The port of Melbourne
alone handles more than $60 billion of trade each year and
contributes in excess of $5.4 billion to the state’s economy.
As well as our trading ports, Victoria also has 13 ‘designated’
or local ports. These extend from Mallacoota in the east to
Port Fairy in the west. In addition to their normal port
function, local ports make an important contribution to
regional economies through tourism and other recreational
activities.
The Bracks government is committed to ensuring that the
legislative framework which underpins our port system
promotes efficiency, effectiveness, safety, security and
environmental responsibility on the part of our port managers
and, at the same time, facilitates the effective contribution of
the ports to the sustainable economic growth of the state.
In 1995 the Kennett government commenced a major
restructuring of Victoria’s port industry with the enactment of
what is now the Port Services Act 1995.
As well as splitting responsibility for port land and channel
responsibilities by creating the Melbourne Port Corporation
and the Victorian Channels Authority, that act paved the way
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for the privatisation of the onshore assets of the commercial
trading ports of Geelong, Portland and Hastings. Hastings, in
the event, was not actually sold but in lieu its assets were
vested in a holding corporation with the private sector
contracted to run the port.

Port of Hastings

The 1990s reforms were driven by competition policy
objectives and a belief that simply restructuring the
management and ownership of our ports to maximise their
exposure to market forces would be sufficient to ensure their
effective contribution to the Victorian community.

I explained earlier to the house that the assets of the port of
Hastings were originally to be sold. However, the sale did not
proceed and instead the former government amended the Port
Services Act to establish the Hastings Port (Holding)
Corporation as the landlord for the port of Hastings, with a
private operator managing the port, and the channels serving
the port, under a management agreement.

However, as noted by Professor Bill Russell, who was asked
in 2001 by the then Minister for Ports, the Honourable Candy
Broad, MLC, to review those changes, the Kennett reforms
‘did not deliver widespread economic, social or
environmental benefits to Victorians’.
The key elements of the further changes advocated by
Professor Russell in his report entitled The Next Wave of Port
Reform in Victoria were accepted by the government in its
formal response, published together with Professor Russell’s
report in July 2002.
As I have already indicated, the first of the legislative changes
flowing from Professor Russell’s report were implemented
earlier this year through what is now the Port Services (Port
of Melbourne Reform) Act 2003.
As a consequence, the government was recently pleased to
announce the establishment on 1 July 2003 of the new Port of
Melbourne Corporation to take up the challenge of managing
the port of Melbourne in an integrated, strategic manner in the
broader interests of the Victorian community.
This current bill takes the next step and incorporates the
second tranche of the legislative reforms foreshadowed by the
government.
Establishment, classification and management of ports
The first group of amendments proposed in the bill will
rationalise the way ports in this state are established, classified
and managed.
Victorian ports are currently created under one of two acts.
While the commercial trading ports are subject to the Port
Services Act 1995, our designated or ‘local’ ports (as they
will become known under the bill) are governed by the
Marine Act 1988.
Along with other limitations in the existing provisions, the
split between the two acts makes little practical sense, leads to
confusion and duplication and does not allow the flexibility
necessary to make sensible administrative changes and
adjustments in response to the natural evolution of Victoria’s
port system.
The amendments in this bill honour the government’s
undertakings in response to Professor Russell’s questioning of
the existing legislative arrangements by consolidating in the
Port Services Act the law relating to the establishment,
classification and management of all Victorian ports.
These changes will result in a more logical and coherent
legislative scheme to underpin Victoria’s port system and
facilitate the adoption of common standards by our port
managers, especially in the areas of safety and environmental
management.

One of the legacies of the changes made to Victoria’s port
legislation in the mid-1990s is the Hastings Port (Holding)
Corporation.

Professor Russell highlighted a number of deficiencies in the
charter of the Hastings Port (Holding) Corporation which
have inhibited the corporation from becoming more involved
in the development of the port.
Indeed, as Professor Russell concluded:
The port of Hastings is a significant asset of Victoria and
must be accorded an appropriate management structure
and be provided with the ability to take a stronger
strategic role in the future planning for this port.
The government recognises the potential role of the port of
Hastings in the Victorian port and freight logistics system. As
a consequence it is proposed to replace the Hastings Port
(Holding) Corporation with a new port corporation, the Port
of Hastings Corporation.
As its legal successor, the Port of Hastings Corporation will
assume responsibility for the assets and liabilities of the
outgoing Hastings Port (Holding) Corporation. These include
the various agreements to which the holding corporation is a
party.
However, the new corporation’s broader charter will also
enable and encourage its board to actively plan for and
contribute to the development of the port. This will
necessarily involve greater engagement with the local
community to ensure that constructive and sustainable
outcomes are achieved for both the port and the region it
services.
By removing the constraints which have inhibited the current
port corporation from developing and articulating a vision for
the future of the port of Hastings, it is the expectation of the
government that the new Port of Hastings Corporation will
become an increasingly influential player in Victoria’s port
system and, indeed, that, over time, the port of Hastings will
become a significant economic force in the region.
Channel management
The third group of amendments in the bill sets out to redefine
the role of the Victorian Channels Authority.
The Victorian Channels Authority was originally constituted
by the previous government to manage the channels in port
waters. However, under the recent Port Services (Port of
Melbourne Reform) Act 2003, the authority will no longer be
responsible for the management of the waters serving the port
of Melbourne.
That responsibility, together with the resources necessary for
the management of the port of Melbourne channels, is vested
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by the amending act in the new Port of Melbourne
Corporation.

nature of their particular port operation. This commitment is
reflected in this bill.

Consistent with the government’s response to the Russell
review and following extensive consultation with key
stakeholders, it is now proposed to replace the Victorian
Channels Authority with a new port corporation to be known
as the Victorian Regional Channels Authority.

The matters which must be dealt with in safety and
environment management plans are specified in the bill.
However, the minister will have the capacity to issue
guidelines to assist port managers in developing detailed
proposals for their own particular plans.

The key role of the new corporation will be, in effect, to hold
Victoria’s shipping channels, except the channels serving the
port of Melbourne, on behalf of the Crown, and to ensure that
appropriate management arrangements are in place for them.

Under the legislation, safety and environment management
plans will need to be completed by 30 June 2005, although
the bill will enable this time frame to be extended in specific
instances if this becomes necessary because of some
unforeseen circumstance.

In the cases of Hastings and Portland, this will involve
maintaining existing channel operating agreements with the
respective port managers. In the case of Geelong, the
corporation will retain direct responsibility as channel
operator but will contract in the majority of services required
for this purpose.

Once finalised, port managers will be obliged to conduct
business in accordance with the safety and environment
management plans for the port.

The government has been most concerned to ensure that with
the advent of the new, integrated and more strategically
focused Port of Melbourne Corporation, the users of the port
of Geelong are not unfairly disadvantaged.

It is important that I make it clear to the house that the
inclusion of explicit safety and environment requirements in
the Port Services Act is not intended to override existing
legislation. Rather, the intent is to complement current laws
by bringing a whole-of-port perspective to the question of
achieving safety and environmental objectives.

In its capacity as independent channel manager for the port of
Geelong, the new corporation will be well placed to ensure
that Geelong users’ interests are protected and that they
continue to receive quality services. The Essential Services
Commission will also continue to regulate pricing and access
arrangements for the channels in Port Phillip Bay, thereby
providing a further level of comfort for Geelong interests.

The provisions I have outlined will address the concerns
raised by Professor Russell by putting in place plans which
clearly identify the roles and responsibilities of the various
organisations and agencies involved and will thereby reduce
some of the confusion which currently exists. They will also
ensure that our port managers are better equipped to handle
potential problems in a coordinated and practical way.

The corporation, at the request of a port manager and with the
approval of the minister, will also have the ability to assist
regional ports in implementing the government’s port reform
objectives of integrated land and water management,
sustainable trade growth and regional economic development

Other amendments

This role, to be activated as required by the port managers of
the regional ports, has the potential to balance to some extent
the broader mandate recently afforded to the Port of
Melbourne Corporation as the manager of the major capital
city port.

The purpose of each amendment is explained in the
explanatory notes attached to the bill. Accordingly I do not
propose to unnecessarily take up the time of the house by
discussing these in detail here.

As well as helping to support and stimulate port-related
economic activity in regional Victoria, this functionality will
also allow the new corporation to provide practical assistance
to the regional ports in undertaking integrated planning to
meet new and emerging safety, security and environmental
obligations.
Safety and environment management plans
The fourth group of amendments in the bill deal explicitly
with the important issues of safety and environmental
management in Victorian ports.
While all Victorian ports are, of course, subject to state
occupational health and safety, dangerous goods, and
environmental and marine safety laws, the Russell review
identified the need to legislate explicitly for a systematic
approach to safety and environmental management within our
port system.
In its response to Professor Russell’s findings, the
government undertook to require all ports to have in place
safety and environment plans appropriate to the scale and

The fifth group of amendments to the Port Services Act
proposed in this bill consists of a range of more specific
changes designed to improve the operation of the act.

Summary
This bill effectively completes a historic package of
legislative reforms in response to Professor Russell’s
comprehensive review. The Bracks government believes
these reforms are crucial to the efficient, effective and
sustainable operation of the port system in Victoria.
Coupled with the legislative and administrative changes
already introduced earlier this year, the bill lays the
foundations for a rejuvenated port system which is coherent,
competitive and geared to meet the challenges that lie ahead.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. R. H. BOWDEN
(South Eastern).
Debate adjourned until next day.
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WATER LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 28 October; motion of Ms BROAD
(Minister for Local Government).

Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — I started this
speech some 17 hours ago, so I am not sure if that
qualifies for the Guinness Book of Records. I was at the
point of saying that we in Melbourne are very profligate
with our use of water and that it was very pleasing to
note that stage 1 and stage 2 restrictions had been
introduced without a murmur from the general
community. The vital importance of water has been
recognised by the Bracks Labor government with the
appointment of a minister to deal specifically with
water matters.
The Minister for Water has introduced a number of bills
into this Parliament which have been designed to
improve our water usage. Now this bill, the Water
Legislation (Amendment) Bill 2003, has bipartisan
support. At the end of August the government released
a green paper entitled Securing Our Water Future. In
this green paper are over 80 proposals that are designed
to protect and manage our long-term water
sustainability.
The main purpose of this bill is to introduce permanent
water restrictions or savings which will be in the form
of water-saving plans. It is somewhat paradoxical that
since the stage 2 restrictions were introduced it appears
that, at least in Melbourne, it has hardly stopped
raining. I know Mr McQuilten would say that is just in
Melbourne and it is not happening in the country.
The water capacity of our dams is now at 54.8 per cent,
which is a very good figure and is about the same as
last year. However, this is in no way grounds for
complacency. It has been estimated that we would need
at least five or six years of average rainfall for our
storage capacities to return to 90 per cent full. Indeed
there is absolutely no guarantee that we will get that
rainfall. We may get five or six years of below-average
rainfall, so it is important that we take permanent steps
to minimise as far as we can the use we make of water
so that it is only available for essential purposes.
The nature of the water-saving measures to be
introduced in the plan for Melbourne have yet to be
determined, but they will be determined over the next
few months after full consultation. However, as I
indicated previously the population of Melbourne is
very supportive of more stringent restrictions on water
usage. For example, in a survey, 60 per cent of people
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supported bans on the use of hoses to clean their
driveways. Once the water-savings plans have been
determined, there will be fines for contravention of
these plans.
The government is of the view that the present penalties
which are incurred if there is a breach of a restriction
are not adequate. Breaches in such circumstances are
serious offences, and the bill provides an increase in the
appropriate penalties. Unfortunately there are people
within our society who steal water. It has been accepted
for many years that licences need to be obtained to take
water from waterways. If people take more than their
entitlement, they are obviously affecting the amount of
water available for other potential users. Anyone who
steals water in this way will face serious consequences.
Some opposition members have queried the use of
penalties. The Honourable David Koch was quite vocal
in his view that the penalties were too draconian. I felt
that last night Mr McQuilten very adequately
responded to Mr Koch’s concerns. I believe
Mr McQuilten’s speech was both articulate and
knowledgeable, but I would also like to add my
comments to the remarks that Mr Koch made. Penalties
are there for two purposes: they are a deterrent and they
also indicate to the community that the Parliament is of
the view that the offences are serious.
Water is now a serious issue. This has been
acknowledged by people from all sides. If we are
imposing restrictions, and the penalties are no more
than a slap on the wrist, the question could be asked, ‘Is
the government serious?’. The government is serious.
The level of penalties could be fines of $100, $1000 or
$10 000. There are 44 members of this chamber. Each
of us would come up with a different figure, but the
government determines what the levels of fines are and
those levels have been determined to indicate that water
is now a serious issue which we all have to take
seriously. The fact is that if people try and steal water,
they are depriving other people of their use of water.
As I indicated previously, this bill is one in a series that
the Minister for Environment in the other place has
been bringing into this Parliament. It is really part of a
process of a change in the mindset which we must all
have in the use of our water resources. It is a great
pleasure to be a part of a government which has the
vision and determination to look at such issues in a
critical yet totally responsible manner. I commend this
bill to the house.
Ms HADDEN (Ballarat) — I rise to speak in
support of the Water Legislation (Amendment) Bill
before the house. It is a very important bill, and it is
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certainly timely as we experience the seventh year of a
drought. Whilst we have had some good rainfalls in the
last few days, and some very soaking rainfalls in parts
of my electorate of Ballarat Province, that is not the
case across the state in many catchments. In Ballarat in
the last two or three months the city’s water supply,
which comes from the White Swan Reservoir, has
increased its capacity from around 24 or 25 per cent to
around 28 per cent.
Its water level is still very low; it is down some 20 per
cent from 12 months ago, and we are going to
experience a long hot summer and high evaporation
rates. I believe the city of Ballarat, for example,
probably is going to experience stage 4 water
restrictions. At the moment Ballarat city is on stage 3
water restrictions which came in on 1 October.
Under Central Highlands Water, stage 2 restrictions
were implemented earlier this year for Ballarat, and
indeed stage 4 restrictions have applied to Daylesford
and Hepburn Springs since last December. Their
restrictions have been dropped to stage 3 at the moment
because their reservoirs over at Daylesford in the
Wombat Forest have increased to maximum capacity at
the moment. But again these situations will not remain,
and we are coming into our summer season in the next
couple of months.
I will try and be somewhat succinct on what the bill
does. It introduces a permanent water-savings plan and
creates an offence and penalty for breach of that
water-savings plan. It increases penalties for a breach of
restrictions or prohibitions under a drought response
plan, and for unauthorised use offences such as theft of
water. That probably sounds a little bit harsh to those
who do not understand the value of water, but if one
takes water not in accordance with an entitlement or if
one takes water outside the staged restrictions, then it is
an unauthorised taking of water and quite clearly, a
theft of water.
The bill also provides for authorised officers of
metropolitan licensees to prosecute alleged breaches of
restrictions or prohibitions under drought response
plans as well as under the permanent water-savings
plans. There are specific offences, including
unauthorised use of water.
The bill also extends the jurisdiction of the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal to allow it to make
an order for damages in the nature of interest in
proceedings already taken under water legislation. The
interest rates are set out in the Penalty Interest Rates
Act of 1983.
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For instance, in clause 4 the penalties are trebled for the
unauthorised use of water under the Water Act. The
penalty for a first offence is increased from $2000 to
$6000, and for a subsequent offence from $4000 to
$12 000. The option or alternative of imprisonment has
been doubled, from 3 months to 6 months for a first
offence and from 6 months to 12 months for a
subsequent offence. There is also provision for a
maximum penalty for a continuing offence at an
additional rate of 20 penalty units or $2000, and we
know that a penalty unit equals $100.
The Bracks government is committed to ensuring the
security of this state’s water supplies. We have all seen
the Minister for Environment’s statement Valuing
Victoria’s Water which was made in April of this year.
That set out what this government proposes: to
maintain our water supplies as sustainable for all
Victorians into the future.
We have also seen this government’s release of the
green paper on water. That has made some
80 proposals to secure our water for the future. The
review will receive submissions until the end of
November, the date having been extended from the end
of October because people were so keen to make
submissions after reading the green paper.
In relation to the green paper on Victoria’s water future,
it proposes a 10-year plan to make sure that this state’s
water resources are secure and sustainable. Given that
its target is to increase the efficiency of irrigation
systems across the state by 25 per cent by 2020,
increase water recycling by 20 per cent by 2010 for
Melbourne, reduce Melbourne’s water use by 15 per
cent by 2010, as well as delivering significant
improvements to the very important health of our rivers
and streams by 2010 through increasing environmental
flows and undertaking river bank and other catchment
management works, we all need to be very vigilant
about saving water so as to achieve those targets.
In my view there is only one way to do it — that is, to
have a penalty as a disincentive to people using water
outside their entitlement and breaching stage
restrictions.
I was interested to hear my colleague Mrs Carbines, a
member for Geelong Province and Parliamentary
Secretary for Environment, when speaking yesterday in
this place on the bill, mention what she saw as
inappropriate behaviour by a McDonalds Ballarat
driveway attendant in May when Mrs Carbines was
passing through Ballarat on her way to Mildura. She
said she observed an attendant hosing down the
driveway for some half an hour. I think she made a
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comment along the lines that ‘Geelong has got water
restrictions. Ballarat should, too’, and that that sort of
practice should not happen.
I have since discussed that matter with Mrs Carbines,
and I think the house should know — I place it on the
record, as I have already said to Mrs Carbines — that in
May Ballarat was under stage 2 water restrictions. If
anyone observes somebody acting as a wally in relation
to water and water usage I think it is incumbent on us to
go and speak to that person — although in the example
of the McDonalds driveway attendant, the person to be
approached would have been the attendant’s employer.
However, when I checked the notices which appear
mainly daily in the Ballarat Courier from Central
Highlands Water I concluded that the attendant at
McDonalds in Sturt Street, Ballarat, may well have
been complying with stage 2 water restrictions, because
they provide:
Water must not be used to clean paved areas unless cleaning
is required for health or safety reasons.

I think that McDonalds would probably fall within that
exemption, but certainly that is something I will take up
with Central Highlands Water. As I have said, we in
Ballarat Province are well aware of water restrictions.
Geelong was on water restrictions for some four years;
I think stage 4 was its most severe restriction. Geelong
actually received water via the Bungal Dam at Lal Lal,
south of Ballarat, so Ballarat’s entitlement to water was
being sent down to Geelong — otherwise Geelong, I
am quite sure, over that period of about four years
would have probably been on much stricter restrictions.
Of course Ballarat is at the top of the central highlands,
and water does not run up the hills — it runs down
them. Ballarat is about 700 metres above sea level, so
the only water that comes into our catchment at White
Swan is from the sky. Therefore, we have to be very
frugal with our water. At the moment the White Swan
is at 28 per cent capacity, but already Central Highlands
Water to its credit is looking at saving some 300-odd
megalitres per annum by unloading Creswick off the
White Swan supply and putting it on temporary supply
back on to Cosgraves Reservoir in the Creswick forest.
This is all done strategically while looking at the
long-term water consumption and provision to the City
of Ballarat over summer. We are in strife up there; we
are in a very different position to Melbourne. When I
see the overuse of water here I believe people in
Melbourne are not as acutely aware as we in country
areas — especially areas that are not on a reticulated
system — are of what water restrictions mean. People
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in country areas will tell you they face restrictions all
the time.
I believe this legislation is important; it is timely, and I
think we need to send a message to those wallies who
misuse water, interfere with the water authority’s
property or interfere with the staged restrictions on the
use of water that they will be dealt with — and dealt
with harshly. I believe these penalties are in order, and I
commend the bill to the house.
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
am pleased to have the opportunity to make a very short
contribution in support of the bill. A number of
speakers from the government benches have already
spoken and covered the contents of the bill quite
succinctly and a number of speakers from the
opposition benches have also spoken in support of the
bill.
This bill is an important part of a whole range of
important initiatives that the government has introduced
to deal with water reform. They are designed primarily
to ensure that Victorians use our water as responsibly
and as equitably as they possibly can. There will be an
ever-increasing demand on our precious resource and
we all have to be much smarter about how we use it and
how we manage it.
A number of members have already spoken about the
drought we have been in for the past seven years, and
of course we have had the recent history of the
devastating bushfires in Victoria. There is nothing like a
drought and a shortage of water supply coupled with
bushfires to really bring the need for this vital and
precious resource into very sharp focus for us all.
We are planning for Victoria’s future needs. As a
government we have a responsibility to do that. We
have introduced a whole range of initiatives that set out
to provide for a sustainable water supply into the future.
These initiatives include firstly, the establishment of the
Victorian Water Trust to provide a secure source of
funding for much needed investment in Victoria’s
water and infrastructure; secondly, the move to an
independent economic regulator of the water industry in
the Essential Services Commission; and thirdly,
legislation in relation to farm dams and safe drinking
water. A range of initiatives has already been taken by
the government, and this bill before the house today is
just another part of the government’s commitment to
and plan for ensuring the security of Victoria’s water
supply.
The ministerial statement on implementing the
government’s policy, Water for the Future, was made
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in April and it has already been talked about at some
length. The minister referred to the government’s
intention to introduce new permanent water-saving
measures for Melbourne by the summer of 2003. We
have already seen water restrictions introduced in
metropolitan Melbourne. The government’s green
paper, Securing Our Water Future, was released in
August and has also already been spoken about at some
length by previous speakers. It reiterated the
government’s commitment to the need to change the
community’s mind-set on how we manage water. One
of the things we know is that the community is open to
and willing to accept that there is a need for restrictions
and for looking at smarter and wiser ways to use our
water.
The bill provides for a number of important measures. I
will not go into them in any detail, because they have
already been outlined by previous speakers. The
measures include the introduction of permanent
water-saving plans, including their introduction for
regional areas, which would be implemented by water
authorities after consultation with local communities. It
creates an offence and penalty for breach of the plans. It
increases the penalties for breach of a restriction or
prohibition under a drought response plan and for any
unauthorised use offences, such as theft of water. The
current penalties in the legislation do not really reflect
the gravity of those sorts of breaches of restrictions or
prohibitions. They are very serious offences, so the bill
increases the penalties.
The bill provides for authorised officers of the
metropolitan licensees to prosecute alleged breaches
under drought response plans and permanent
water-saving plans and specific offences including
unauthorised use of water. As has already been pointed
out by a previous speaker, the bill extends the
jurisdiction of the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal to allow it to make an order for damages.
In conclusion, I acknowledge that most people do the
right thing and abide by restrictions. Most people
support the government in its bid for us to think about
using water in better, wiser and smarter ways.
Victorians are well and truly aware that our water
supply is finite and that water reform is about securing
our water supply, a precious resource, and protecting it
so that not only is it available for our own use but it is
also secure for future generations. We all want to see a
sustainable and equitable water supply and to ensure
that it is available to all Victorians in the short, medium
and long term. That is what this bill is about. It is part
of a range of government initiatives designed
specifically to bring about this result. It is a good bill,
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and it deserves the support of all members of the house.
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 members for their contributions to
the debate.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

EDUCATION LEGISLATION
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 28 October; motion of
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries).

Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — This bill
will not be opposed by the opposition, but I do propose
to go into committee to discuss some aspects of it. I
indicate that the opposition has some concerns with the
legislation.
The bill seeks to remove some provisions of existing
education legislation. It looks to strengthen existing
provisions in relation to the disqualification of teachers
who are convicted or found guilty of a sexual offence,
to prevent them from teaching in schools in the future
and indeed to remove them from schools if they are still
in the teaching service. It also provides for a number of
miscellaneous matters. So says the second-reading
speech. There are a couple of things in this legislation
that members of the Liberal Party would not regard as
miscellaneous matters and on which we seek some
government clarification.
One of the key aspects of the bill, and certainly
something that is not at all contentious, is the repeal of
section 27 of the Education Act 1958. That section lists
a range of subjects that may be studied in high schools
or higher elementary schools. The section in its current
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form has not been used for quite a number of years. As
the second-reading speech mentions, it is out of date
and no longer used. It would certainly be regarded with
some amusement by many teachers today who have
gone through a process in the past few years of
developing a very comprehensive curriculum
framework, particularly with the curriculum standards
framework, which commenced during the Kennett
years and has continued under the current government
and which involves developing and honing courses
preparatory for university, introducing a range of
courses for companion training with vocational
activities and, having set Victorian certificate of
education (VCE) courses in place, going right through
the school curriculum.
There have been significant changes in the past decade,
a lot of which obviously focus on the eight key learning
areas, which are: the arts, English, health and physical
education, languages other than English, mathematics,
science, studies of society and environment, and
technology. As I said, the opposition has no concerns at
all about this provision, which is reasonable and really
reflects the status of what is happening in education
today.
The bill also seeks to update some delegation aspects of
the education acts. I will come back to that, because
that is the area I have some concern about and will be
seeking some more information on.
The third area of this legislation is a little bit more
contentious. It involves strengthening provisions
dealing with teachers who have been convicted or
found guilty of a sexual offence against a child or are
refused registration or deregistered by the Victorian
Institute of Teaching. This is a particularly contentious
provision. It is interesting to note that the provision in
the legislation before this house, which was passed by
the Legislative Assembly, is quite different from the
one first introduced into that house. The provision
previously allowed for an exemption for certain people
who might have been convicted in the past of an
offence of a sexual nature.
It was only after concerns were raised by the Liberal
Party spokesperson on education in another place,
Victor Perton, that the government decided that it
should amend its legislation and change that provision
to ensure that people who had been convicted of such
offences should not be re-employed within the teaching
service, or indeed if they were currently within the
teaching service should not continue to be employed in
that service.
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There is no doubt that in terms of those people and the
education setting generally the state has a significant
duty of care in running schools. Parents obviously
expect that when their children go to school those
children will be in safe hands. Indeed, I am well aware
of the fact that many teachers take that duty of care very
seriously. In fact it is an area in which they go to great
lengths to develop a range of strategies within their
schools to ensure the safety of children and young
people who are students in those schools.
Parents and the community would not have had an
expectation that you could have had a child’s teacher
employed who had been convicted in the past of a
sexual offence against a child. That certainly seemed to
be totally inappropriate to the opposition, and it was
clearly inappropriate to the community, but it seemed to
take quite some time to impress upon both the Minister
for Education and Training, Lynne Kosky, and the
Premier, Mr Bracks, that it was an inappropriate thing
to happen. In fact it was only a capitulation during a
radio interview by the education minister that saw the
government decide to remove the provision that had
been in the earlier legislation introduced into the
Legislative Assembly that would have provided a
possible exemption to certain people who had been
convicted of offences. Of course, it was understood that
those offences were perceived to be fairly narrow in
nature and in many cases might have involved
circumstances that had occurred some 20 or 30 years
ago but nonetheless it was inappropriate for those
offences to be considered as part of a teaching service
position.
I note that the bill provides that a teacher whose
registration by the Victorian Institute of Teaching is
refused, cancelled or suspended can be then suspended
by the secretary of the department or indeed a state
school council without pay. If that teacher remains
unregistered for 12 continuous months that person’s
employment is automatically terminated. This is to
cover a situation where somebody has not been
accepted for registration because of a conviction that
would disqualify them from registration, but indeed
they might have leave accruing or such like and be still
within that school’s teaching staff. I understand why the
provision is there to a point, but I have to say that it
seems like a rather tortuous and protracted method of
dealing with the issue of a sex offender who is on a
payroll at a particular school.
It seems to me and I think to most members of the
Liberal Party that it would be much better to resolve
such an issue quickly in everyone’s interest, including
the interest of the person whose position was under a
cloud and who by all rights is facing termination of
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their services at the school at any rate. Indeed it
certainly would be a fairly painful and in many cases
disruptive situation for the school community to have
that person continue in employment for a period of
12 months, even if they are only on the books, which
one might suggest is what this provision is designed to
try to achieve.
The legislation before the house also updates the
Children and Young Persons Act by replacing
references to a person registered as a teacher under
part 2 of the Education Act 1958 or permitted to teach
under that part to refer to a person registered as a
teacher under the Victorian Institute of Teaching Act
2001 or permitted to teach under that act. That is fairly
much a consequential amendment of previous
legislation that has come before this house and certainly
is not of concern to the opposition.
The other minor amendment that is not of concern to
the opposition is the provision that has been included to
enable advertisements for provisional appointments to
positions under the Teaching Service Act to be
published on the Internet. This will enable the
department to post relevant positions on an Internet site
and to keep that site updated for the benefit of potential
applicants. In this day and age that is a more than
reasonable provision. Certainly I am sure that many
people will peruse those teaching opportunities. I
expect that many of those people will be from interstate
and overseas who have appropriate qualifications to
take up positions in our teaching service, and I think we
would welcome people who were appropriately
qualified joining that service by use of Internet
recruitment. That is a way of expanding the recruitment
of qualified teachers for our service. Certainly it will be
seen as a very convenient way of advertising for
teachers. I am sure there will be a great deal of
enthusiasm for that.
Just going back to the issue of a person convicted of a
sexual offence, the opposition was concerned about
that. It was an area that was a major problem in the
legislation that was first presented in the Legislative
Assembly. We welcome the change. We note that it
was a hasty change. We note it was something of a
backflip in the middle of a radio interview by the
Minister for Education and Training, and we are
somewhat perplexed that it took so long, as I said
before, for it to sink in that this was a significant issue
both for school communities and indeed for the public
generally.
The opposition is also concerned about another backflip
that occurred in the context of the legislation first
presented to the Legislative Assembly, but following
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amendment we face a very different bill in this house.
That particular provision relates to audits on school
finances. There has been a position where schools have
had audit services provided. The government sought to
change those, and one cannot help feeling that the
manner in which this was approached in the legislation
could well have been an attempt to save money,
because it gave a power to the minister to vary the
number of audits — in fact to reduce the number of
audits. That might well have achieved a situation where
it was possible to reduce the cost of audits to the
government. There was a concern among school
communities, certainly among principals and school
councils, and indeed a concern shared by the
opposition, that the government might well be looking
to pass on more of the cost of those audits to schools.
The opposition is pleased to see that that provision has
been deleted from the legislation, but again it is
somewhat surprised that it was not until after concern
was expressed by the opposition and indeed by the
principals association that the minister decided that that
was not something that should be proceeded with in the
legislation. The opposition is surprised about that,
because this government, and particularly the minister
in the context of introducing the legislation, spoke
about the amount of consultation that was done on this
bill. If such extensive consultation was undertaken we
find it hard to believe that the two provisions deleted by
way of amendment in the lower house actually made it
into the bill that appeared in the Legislative Assembly
and therefore had to be amended by the minister in two
fairly spectacular backflips.
Many of the primary issues I have covered in what I
said to the house today were the subject of debate in the
lower house, and I do not know that there is that much
to add given that most of the provisions remaining in
this bill are by and large fairly routine provisions and,
as I have indicated, not contentious. The one area I find
of interest, because it represents a significant change in
the practice of government, are the clauses which
amend the Teaching Service Act and the Education Act
regarding delegations. There are existing provisions in
both of those acts that enable the secretary of the
department or the minister to delegate powers and
functions under those acts.
The opposition concurs with the minister’s
second-reading speech that it has been a long-accepted
principle of management that government is able to
operate by a system of delegations by ministers and
department heads. However, this particular delegation
goes a step further. I will be seeking in committee to
clarify with the government what exactly this means,
because in the second-reading speech — not so much in

EDUCATION LEGISLATION (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
1096

COUNCIL

the legislation, which has very broad clauses that just
talk about a broad power of delegation — there is
specific mention of the fact that the Minister for
Education and Training could delegate powers to
another minister, which is already an option,
particularly with acting ministers when a minister is
away, or a parliamentary secretary or other person as
appropriate.
This is the first time we have had legislation brought to
this Parliament that prescribes a parliamentary secretary
as a person who could have delegated responsibilities
under legislation. Whilst parliamentary secretaries
undertake a wide range of roles and responsibilities in
government, usually at the direction of ministers, they
are not sworn, as is a minister, and are therefore not
able to carry out all the functions and roles of a
minister. It is interesting, therefore, that the delegation
option is proposed by this government. Presumably we
will see this in future legislation involving other areas
of government that are covered by parliamentary
secretaries; it would be odd to believe that the only
people who will have this expanded delegation position
will be any parliamentary secretaries who are involved
in the education area or working under the education
acts. So we would expect that this is a development that
the government intends to introduce across
government, and it is a very significant change.
This is not just about parliamentary secretaries filling in
for ministers on deputations, attending functions,
undertaking reviews or studies on behalf of ministers;
the suggestion is for a more significant delegation of
responsibility.
The question that the opposition and I have is: what is
the accountability that goes with this delegation? I can
foresee a situation where we come to Parliament and
there is a question regarding an issue the parliamentary
secretary is involved with. Are we in a position to ask
questions of the parliamentary secretary, given they are
not a sworn officer of Parliament or government? Or
are we to expect that the minister will fully and
comprehensively answer on behalf of the parliamentary
secretary? Or will the minister simply hide behind the
fact and say, ‘I do not know terribly much about it,
because the parliamentary secretary did it’, when the
parliamentary secretary is not subject to scrutiny by the
Parliament? It is an interesting step in terms of the
accountability of government, ministers and other
government officers to the Parliament.
The fact that this is raised for the first time in this
legislation warrants greater explanation by the
government than has so far occurred in the context of
debate, of the second-reading speech or of any other
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discussion of this legislation, particularly in the other
place.
I notice the delegation powers have also been granted to
a range of other experts, including retired judges,
retired tribunal members et cetera, but in the
second-reading speech, which supports a very broad
clause in the bill itself, specific duties or areas of
responsibility for those people are mentioned — that is,
in discipline matters or making recommendations to the
minister or secretary or any other appropriate matters.
There are greater restraints on that delegation, which is
from the secretary of the department. The delegations
from the minister are very broad — for the first time, as
I said, it includes parliamentary secretaries. It represents
a significant change in the status of parliamentary
secretaries.
I will be seeking some answers from the government as
to where this provision has come from and what the
government envisages this will mean in terms of
accountability to the Parliament stepping forward.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I am pleased to
have the opportunity this afternoon to make some
comments on the Education Legislation (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill, which amends the Education Act
1958, the Teaching Service Act, the Victorian Institute
of Teaching Act and the Children and Young Persons
Act. It amends those acts in a variety of ways and
covers a number of issues, some of which are related
and some not. To deal with this efficiently, I thought I
would deal with the stand-alone issues first and then
come back to the more complex issues in the legislation
which amend more than one of those four acts of
Parliament.
The first issue I deal with is clause 6, which repeals
division 2 of part II of the Education Act 1958.
Division 2 contains one section, section 27, entitled
‘Higher elementary schools and high schools’. The
section refers to the course of study to be offered in
higher elementary schools and high schools. Despite
the fact that I do not think we have any higher
elementary schools in this state, the content described
under the course of study to be delivered in higher
elementary schools states:
(1) In every high school adequate provision shall be made
for the teaching of science, including laboratory practice,
and of the subjects involved in manual training and for
practical and theoretical instruction in domestic arts.
(2) In any higher elementary school or high school the
course of study may, as the Minister determines, be
varied so as to provide a theoretical and practical
training in subjects bearing on the industrial
requirements of the locality.
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(3) In any agricultural locality the course of study at a high
school may include a practical course in agricultural
science.

I believe those criteria are applicable today. The
teaching of science, including laboratory practice, is
entirely appropriate, as is manual training and practical
and theoretical instruction in domestic arts. Schools
should have the flexibility to run courses in subjects
appropriate to the local industrial requirements. If it is a
high school in an area that practices agriculture, it
should run agricultural courses. Those criteria are
probably still applicable today, but the reason given in
the second-reading speech for the repeal of this division
is that we have a new curriculum standards framework,
which I think started under the previous government, so
this is updating and including some extra course
requirements for schools in this state.
Division 3 is headed ‘Technical schools’. I do not think
we have any technical schools in this state, because
they are all secondary colleges. Section 28(1) states:
Where any institution or school for technical education was in
existence on the fourth day of January one thousand nine
hundred and eleven —

we are going back to technical schools graded in those
days! I am not sure why we are not reviewing this
section of the Education Act, as it applies to technical
schools. I gather there is a reason, because the footnote
says that these provisions were amended in 1995 and in
1998. So I suppose this division pertaining to technical
schools is still relevant to schools today, but I guess that
is a side issue.
The next stand-alone issue I look at is clause 4, which
refers to delegation powers from both the secretary of
the department and the minister. I was interested in the
comments of Mr Atkinson regarding the delegation
powers, because I agree with him that they are an
interesting concept. We are giving the minister the
power under statute to delegate some of his powers to a
parliamentary secretary. Mr Atkinson asked what the
implications of that were. Perhaps that needs to be
explored and answered. I look forward to the
committee stage of this debate so that we can have
some answers to those issues raised by Mr Atkinson.
Clause 4 amends the delegation powers of the secretary
set out in section 4(12) of the principal act, which
states:
The Secretary may in writing —
(a) delegate to any professional officer, teacher or other
officer in the Department of Education such of his
powers and duties …
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What we are seeing with the amendment is that the
delegation powers can be extended to someone outside
the direct employment of the Department of Education
and Training. The same with the ministerial powers of
delegation, which are set out in section 8(1) and (2) of
the principal act. The minister may delegate some of
those powers to people, once again largely within the
employment of the ministry. We are seeing again the
broadening of those delegation powers so that they can
be delegated to other ministers and parliamentary
secretaries. The questions posed by Mr Atkinson in
respect of this issue are interesting. I look forward to
the exploration of them at a later time.
The second-reading speech said it was envisaged that
these delegations could be extended to people like
retired judges and so on to adjudicate on disciplinary
matters, and I see some value in having delegation
powers to experts in those areas. I expect in future there
will be further applications for delegation powers to
other experts in other areas.
Clause 7 refers to notices and enables advertisements
for teacher vacancies and provisional appointments to
be published on the Internet. Once again I believe that
is an appropriate amendment. I hope Education News
will still be published setting out teacher appointments.
I know as a member of Parliament and a former teacher
I find it of interest to open the copy of Education News
to see whether some of my colleges have been
promoted or schools in my electorate have new
principals. I am more likely to look at a hard copy of
Education News which arrives in my electorate office
than to go specifically to an Internet site to explore that
on a regular basis. I have no difficulties with vacancies
and appointments being advertised on the Internet, but I
make a plea that they are still published in hard copy in
the newsletters circulated to schools and school
councils.
Mr Atkinson also referred to a provision that was
removed in the Legislative Assembly. It related to the
audit of schools, and thank goodness the government
removed it because the proposal to shift the cost of
those audits onto schools was very unfair. It is another
case of cost shifting, so I am glad the government saw
sense in removing the provision and that schools are
subjected to an annual accountability mechanism, but
not one that can occur every two or three years. They
are some of the stand-alone issues.
I want to talk now about the more substantial matter in
the bill concerning persons who are found guilty of
committing sexual offences against children. These
issues are dealt with in clauses 5 and 9 of the bill.
Clause 5 essentially ensures that any person convicted
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of a sexual offence against a child will not be eligible
for employment as a teacher in a Victorian school. The
provisions apply to both government and
non-government schools. We need to be clear about
that. Clause 9 makes similar amendments regarding the
registration of teachers and makes some amendments
concerning the Victorian Institute of Teaching, but
essentially they are similar to the previous amendments.
I want to make some further points and comments
about this particular matter. Certainly the Nationals
support the need to be absolutely vigilant to the extent
of being tough on those committing child sexual
offences. We need to err on side of caution with these
matters. I think the provision is appropriate, because it
would be inappropriate for a person who has been
convicted of a child sexual offence to teach in a
Victorian school. In saying that, I need to point out that
they are retrospective measures which will entail all
current teachers undergoing police checks. It will also
mean that a person who has a past conviction of a
sexual offence against a child but is now teaching quite
successfully in a school will lose their job. That is the
fact of the matter.
With this legislation passing through the Parliament
today a few individuals in the teaching service in
Victoria will lose their jobs. At least two cases have
been reported to me on a confidential basis involving
teachers who in the very early years of their life
committed misdemeanours — sexual offences against
children, and then went on to become teachers. The
facts were not hidden from the Registered Schools
Board or anybody else when the person sought
registration. One person who is now married with a
family has been teaching in Victoria for a period of
20 years or more, and probably the vast majority of the
parents of the students are none the wiser about the fact
that in the distant past the person committed a sexual
offence against a child. The person has surely
recognised the error of their ways and has paid for the
crime, so to speak. But when this legislation is given
the royal assent by the Governor and becomes law,
these people will be tossed out, and we will lose some
good teachers. I do not think there will be many, but a
few people will lose their jobs.
I have a bit of sympathy for those in that position. They
have well and truly got on with their lives by putting
those one-off incidents behind them and have made a
valuable contribution to the teaching profession since
then. I have sympathy because of that. I guess the
government did too initially and that is why it had in
the original legislation a mechanism for appeal to the
minister in respect of those decisions. I gather that the
appeal mechanism was there to accommodate those
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situations. But public pressure has caused the
government to introduce amendments to eliminate that
appeal mechanism in the other house. I say that in the
context of what I said initially — that is, that we need to
be tough on people who commit sexual offences
against children; I have no difficulty with that at all. If
this were applied from today and not retrospectively, I
would be in support of it without any qualification. I am
in support of the bill being passed through the house, as
is the rest of the National Party, but we need to consider
the fact that a few people will be caught by this
particular provision, and I certainly have some
sympathy for them.
I want to say a couple of other things about this. As I
said before, clause 5 of the bill will require all current
teachers to have police checks undertaken. I know a
police check costs $24 because a member of my family
recently had one done. The question that comes up is:
who is going to pay for the police checks? Is it going to
be the responsibility of the individual teachers to pay
for their own police checks? Will it be the responsibility
of the school at which the teachers are employed to pay
for police checks, or will the government department
pay for the police checks? That has not been made
clear. Perhaps one of the government members in
response or indeed the minister when summing up this
debate might like to provide us with an answer to that
question.
The issue about police checks in general has raised
some debate in our community. The issue about privacy
and police checks has been canvassed a lot. I asked a
school principal about the process with police checks
and whether the full police record of any prospective
teacher or current teacher at his school is revealed to
him as part of the process. I was informed — and this
was confirmed at the briefing on the bill I had with the
department people — that the principal at the local
school does not receive the total contents of the
criminal record of a person who has had a police check
undertaken. The person who reviews the criminal
record revealed by a police check is somebody within
the department called the manager of conduct and
ethics. The process is that after the manager of conduct
and ethics reviews the criminal record of the applicant,
a letter is sent to the school principal and to the
applicant stating whether or not that person is suitable
for employment in the teaching service. It does not give
the details of the police record; it is really just an
approval statement that is lodged with the school
principal and the applicant concerned. I think that is an
appropriate process. It does two things: firstly, it
removes from the school principal the responsibility of
deciding whether a person is suitable for teaching or
not — and rightly so, because that should be handled by

EDUCATION LEGISLATION (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
Wednesday, 29 October 2003

COUNCIL

somebody higher up, and the manager of conduct and
ethics is an appropriate person to do that — and
secondly, it protects to some degree the privacy of the
teacher concerned, which I also think is important.
In respect of the privacy issue, I listened one morning to
Mr Paul Chadwick, the Privacy Commissioner, being
interviewed by Jon Faine on ABC radio. He talked
about the privacy aspects of having police checks
undertaken and made the point that many other
jurisdictions around the world have what is called a
‘spent conviction statutory scheme’. Under that scheme
a conviction is expunged from a person’s criminal
record after a period of time that is deemed to be
appropriate for the particular crime. That applies in
many other states, and this government should give
serious consideration to also having a spent conviction
statutory scheme.
After all, criminal records also impact on a number of
other things in life. I know, for example, one’s credit
rating can be impacted upon by a criminal record, and
therefore people who may have had some incident
occur in their lives many years ago still have what
happened many years ago, which would be of no
relevance in their lives today, impact upon their ability
to get a decent credit rating.
I am not saying for one instant that a conviction for a
sexual assault against a child should be expunged after
a period from a person’s record, but I am saying that in
respect of the broader issue of police checks there
should be an opportunity to have removed from the
criminal record of people some of the more minor
convictions that a person might have committed some
time ago. Mr Chadwick’s comments in respect of that
are well worth consideration by the government.
With those words, I indicate that we have some
sympathy for people who will lose their jobs because of
the legislation. That being said, I repeat that we must
keep the interests of children paramount when talking
about people who have had convictions of sexual
assault against children, and therefore we need to be
overly cautious on that issue.
On the balance of those things, the National Party will
not oppose the bill. The measures in the bill are on the
whole sensible and will improve the operation of
education in Victoria. I repeat that the National Party is
prepared to support the passage of the legislation.
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I rise
to speak with pride on the Education Legislation
(Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill. I commence by
acknowledging the contributions to the debate by
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previous speakers. In particular I thank the Leader of
the National Party for his measured and fair
contribution to the debate.
The bill consists of five main areas of reform: it repeals
section 27 of the Education Act 1958; it updates
delegation sections of the Teaching Services Act 1981
and the Education Act 1958; it strengthens the
provisions in both the Teaching Services Act and the
Education Act relating to teachers or prospective
teachers who have convictions for or who have been
found guilty of sexual offences against children; it
updates the Children and Young Persons Act to reflect
the current names of the registration body; and finally,
amendments will be made to the Teaching Services Act
to allow for advertising and advice of appointments to
be placed on the Internet.
I would like to address some of the proposed changes,
the first being subjects taught in secondary schools.
Firstly, the bill addresses section 27 of the Education
Act 1958 which lists subjects to be taught in secondary
schools. As has been already noted, the amendment is
long overdue. This section has not been changed in
45 years whereas schools and subject content have
changed dramatically in that time.
During my 15 years as a professional teacher I have
lived through these changes. I know there is a view
within the profession that some of these changes have
been good, some bad. I am one of those optimists who
believes all change is good, and the changes,
particularly in the latter years in schooling — from
higher school certificate (HSC) to the Victorian
certificate of education (VCE), in a greater participation
of schools in marking the students’ results, from a
tertiary entrance rank (TER) to an equivalent national
tertiary entrance ranking (ENTER) — have all been
wonderful.
The curriculum and standards framework and the eight
key learning areas have clearly superseded section 27
of the act. The eight key learning areas are: English; the
arts; health and physical education; languages other
than English; mathematics; science; studies of society
and environment; and technology.
It is fitting that the Victorian legislation reflects these
nationally agreed standards from prep to year 10 in the
curriculum standards framework, which, as Mr Hall
pointed out, have existed for a number of years, and
that the Victorian certificate of education covers
years 11 and 12.
I turn to delegations. The Victorian education system is
huge. The government system has more than
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500 000 pupils, who have 1 million parents, and it
employs 40 000 people in over 1630 government
schools alone. We are well aware that a third of all
pupils in this state attend independent schools.
In an organisation of this size it is paramount that
delegation allows for efficiency and effective
administration. The bill clarifies the minister’s ability to
delegate powers. There is nothing sinister about it.
Under the current legislation the authority of the
minister and the secretary under the Teaching Services
Act and the Education Act to delegate is limited in quite
a few areas. The bill seeks to address this.
Under clause 4 the secretary can delegate disciplined
issues to experts such as retired judges or tribunal
members to hear and make recommendations. This is
both right and proper.
The Honourable Bruce Atkinson is unduly concerned
about delegation. The present legislation is restrictive
and does not, for example, permit delegation of powers
to a parliamentary secretary, another minister, a school
council, a parliamentarian, a retired judge or a
magistrate. Although the bill enables a delegation to a
‘person’, it also limits matters that can be delegated,
therefore it is not wholesale slather that you can
delegate to anyone.
The bill actually lists the delegations. The delegation
powers are not as wide as delegation powers in other
states. For example, the education minister in New
South Wales can delegate to any person on any matter.
This is also the case in the Northern Territory and
Tasmania. Under this bill the delegation powers are not
as broad as those in other states nor as broad as other
delegation powers to other ministers in other ministries.
The delegation powers are clear.
Specifically, the power to make regulations is excluded
from delegation as are the powers to issue directions
and guidelines to school councils and to compulsorily
acquire land, so we cannot have a parliamentary
secretary doing that. A delegate cannot subdelegate nor
are there any changes with respect to the powers to
make regulations. Those powers remain with the
minister and the secretary.
Probably the most important part of the bill, which has
already been spoken about today, refers to convictions
for sexual offences. Without doubt the most important
aspects of this bill are the provisions to safeguard our
children. The bill will amend the Teaching Services Act
1981 and the Education Act 1958 so that any person
convicted of a sexual offence against a child,
irrespective of the date of that conviction, is ineligible
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for employment as a teacher; and if they are currently
employed in a school, their employment will be
terminated.
I listened carefully to Mr Hall’s contribution. While
there is a side of me that shares some of his concerns
about retrospective legislation, I am also highly aware
that people who have offended and been convicted of
sexual offences against children are more than likely to
offend again. Statistics prove that. Therefore I think it is
always important to err on the side of safety when
dealing with children.
A teacher must have been convicted or found guilty of
a sexual offence — it is not as if they have not already
been through the court system where they were found
guilty — to have their employment terminated. I do not
believe there is anyone who would not endorse this
amendment. The community places an enormous
amount of trust in the teaching service with the
expectation that their children are learning in a safe
environment.
The community is entitled to expect that their children
are not exposed to people who have abused children.
The Honourable Bruce Atkinson has made a point of
having a go at the government over the current
amendment that ensures the termination of employment
of any teacher who has been convicted of a sexual
offence. There is a double standard here. While the
opposition was in power in 1995 the scheme of
criminal record checks that the government introduced
allowed for a review by the Merit Protection Board. It
was enabled, in effect, to grant exemptions. The
community today has different expectations; the
government has understood that and introduced this
amending bill.
I support the amendment. The government has acted on
community concerns, and the legislation we have
before the house today strengthens the protection
available to our young people. It also supports the faith
the community has in the school system.
Parents in the community need to be confident that their
children are being cared for by people with the highest
level of trustworthiness and ethics. The Victorian
Institute of Teaching (VIT) was established to ensure
that all Victorian teachers receive all the professional
recognition they deserve. The institute is replacing the
Registered Schools Board.
The bill before us gives the Victorian Institute of
Teaching the power to check the criminal records of all
teachers. The bill also strengthens the provision for
ensuring that all teachers in Victoria are registered with
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the VIT. Where the VIT has refused, cancelled, or
suspended registration of a teacher, the secretary will be
able to suspend that teacher without pay.
There are a range of reasons why suspension or
cancellation might have occurred. If a teacher remains
unregistered for 12 continuous months, then that
person’s employment is terminated. The VIT ensures
that our children are taught by professional, competent
teachers.
Last week I attended a conference on teacher quality
which was run by the Australian Council for
Educational Research. It became very evident to me
that both here and overseas, teacher quality equates to
educational outcome: the better the quality of the
teacher, the better the educational outcome. I suppose
that makes sense, and everyone probably knows that,
but to ensure teacher quality you must have control
over professional standards, and you must know that
the profession is highly qualified. The VIT carries out
that task.
Finally, the bill looks at advertising on the Internet.
This is a good part of the legislation which is both
sensible and practical. As well as probably saving
money, it is a better use of resources and technology,
and ultimately I hope it will possibly save trees and the
unnecessary use of paper. However, like Mr Hall, I also
enjoy receiving the education magazine.
I am extremely proud of the improvements this
government has made in education in the past
four years; and it continues to make them. We will have
another bill before the house, probably tomorrow. I
commend the Bracks government, and also the
minister, on her excellent leadership in her portfolio.
The amendments before the house today are further
examples of her leadership. I commend this bill to the
house.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — I rise to speak about
this important bill. I particularly want to speak briefly in
the first instance about the Victorian Institute of
Teaching, which became fully operational on
31 December 2002. The act says that to be eligible to
teach in any school in Victoria, both government and
non-government, the teacher must first be registered
with the Victorian Institute of Teaching. It says that an
employer commits an offence if they allow an
unregistered teacher to teach in a school. It is also an
offence for an unregistered teacher to teach in an
independent school.
Registration is an area that has been lacking for teachers
for some time. I have heard some teachers argue against
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it, but in fact having proper registration in place gives
an added status to the teaching profession. Many other
professions require registration. As a psychologist I
have just received my registration notice for next
year — it has become very expensive. Certainly, no
psychologist is allowed to practice in Victoria if they
are unregistered or if they become unregistered because
of unprofessional behaviour.
The Victorian Institute of Teaching Act 2001 brought
teachers into line with other professionals, and this bill
does even more than that. What will happen now is that
a teacher who is currently teaching in a state school and
who is refused registration by the institute, or whose
registration is cancelled or suspended, will no longer be
able to teach and will lose their job and lose their
employment with the department — or certainly in a
school.
The bill gives a school council in respect of its
employees, and the secretary in respect of temporary
employees under the Teaching Service Act 1981, the
discretion to suspend a teacher’s employment if the
teacher’s registration is suspended, refused or
cancelled. In fact this covers more than the clauses in
the bill regarding sexual misconduct by teachers; it
covers a range of unsatisfactory behaviours that could
lead to the cancellation, refusal or suspension of a
teacher’s registration
If a teacher remains unregistered for 12 months, their
employment is automatically terminated. This is a
sensible clause, and if it did not exist it may be the case
that an unregistered teacher would have to continue to
be paid. It covers, by the way, teachers on seven years
maternity leave who may let their registration lapse but
continue in their employment.
Another aspect of the bill that is commendable is the
focus on advertising teacher positions on the Internet.
Most people now have access to the Internet and use it
to look up a range of things. As one of the other
speakers said, it will open up teaching employment
opportunities to people in other states and other
countries. This has to be good for teaching in Victoria.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — That was me.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — I thought it might be you, but
I was not sure. This opens up teaching for a range of
professionals who may not have otherwise known
about available positions.
A very important component of the bill is that a teacher
convicted of a sexual offence against a child is
ineligible for employment in any school, and ineligible
particularly for employment in any state school. The
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secretary or school council as the relevant employer
must dismiss retrospectively any teacher convicted of a
sexual offence against a child. This is because when a
parent delivers their child to a school there is a very
strong element of trust in that attendance by the child at
the school. That trust allows parents to leave their child
alone at school with a teacher. Nothing — no amount
of cajoling, threats or punishment — is going to force a
parent to leave their child with someone they do not
trust.

was that the powers are quite restricted. That is
paraphrasing. Basically she said that they were defined
in this legislation, but she must have been reading from
a different bill. The bill I have has a very broad power
of delegation. The only limitations on the delegation to
a parliamentary secretary that I find in this legislation
are that they are not allowed to acquire land, which one
would expect; that they are not allowed to pass on the
delegation, and that would go without saying; and that
they are not allowed to make regulations.

It is absolutely crucial that teachers, as well as being
professional and good at their job, are trustworthy
citizens with whom parents can comfortably and with
safety and security leave their children. It is a very big
thing for both a child and a parent when a child starts
school. It is usually the child’s first experience away
from the parent and the parent’s first experience away
from the child. It is absolutely essential that the child be
left in the hands of trustworthy, professional and
competent people, which I must say, the majority —
almost all teachers I know in the teaching service —
are. It is a very high-quality organisation with very
high-quality employees.

Although the Honourable Helen Buckingham felt that
they were significant limitations on a parliamentary
secretary, I would have thought that all the other areas
of activity that a parliamentary secretary could become
involved in means this is a very substantial change in
the jurisdiction of the Parliament and the parliamentary
secretary acting as an officer of the Parliament. That is
quite different from having a delegation from the
minister. It is very broad. It is new; this is the first time
we have seen it. I wonder if the minister could tell me a
little bit about what the government envisages for this
delegation power.

I am not going to allude to the issue of delegation,
because it has been covered very well, but my
contribution on the bill is one that congratulates the
minister for her work in education and in leading the
Victorian education service in such a competent
manner. I commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
Clauses 1 to 3 agreed to.

Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — Firstly, although this is new, as the
Honourable Bruce Atkinson has indicated, I think it is
necessary to put it into context. The context is that in
the first instance the capacity, at least in Victoria, to
delegate to a parliamentary secretary is not new. The
Public Sector Management and Employment Act 1998
enables the minister to delegate to any person, and I
would have thought ‘any person’ would include a
parliamentary secretary. That act was introduced by the
previous government, and section 43(4) specifically
states:
The Public Employment Minister may, by instrument,
delegate to any person any of his or her functions under this
Act, other than this power of delegation —

Clause 4

in other words, to delegate itself.

Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — Clause 4 is
the clause that deals with delegations. In my remarks in
the second-reading debate I indicated that the
opposition would be seeking from the government
some further information on what this new provision in
this legislation, which is a first, means in terms of
delegations and accountability.

The second-reading speech indicates the range of
persons to whom delegations might be made under the
bill. Whilst clause 4(3) broadens existing delegation
powers in the Education Act so that the minister can
make these sorts of delegations, it also excepts the
power to issue guidelines or give directions to school
councils and the minister’s powers of compulsory
acquisition of land for preschools.

As I indicated in my remarks, opposition members have
not previously seen legislation come before this place
which has specifically mentioned parliamentary
secretaries as having delegated powers from ministers. I
heard the remarks of the lead speaker for the
government on this issue, and one of the things she said

If we look at other states, we find that New South
Wales and the Northern Territory have education acts
which give their ministers wider delegation powers than
those proposed by this bill. For example, the New
South Wales act states:
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… the minister ... and the Director-General ... may delegate to
any person or body ... the exercise ... of their respective
functions under this act ...

The current bill is more restricted in that it limits the
delegation power. Under our bill delegates cannot in
turn subdelegate the same power to another person. As
I said, it excludes the power to compulsorily acquire
property for education purposes and the power to issue
directions to school councils. The states of New South
Wales and Tasmania have education acts which give
their secretaries delegation powers comparable to those
proposed in this bill.
These powers are similar to those in the Victorian
Public Sector Management and Employment Act 1998.
The parliamentary secretary is one of the persons to
whom a delegation might be made if the minister
considers it appropriate to do so. One could expect that
the minister and the parliamentary secretary would
discuss what the delegated matters might be. One could
expect that the matters delegated could include some
administrative type matters — for example, school
councils, or specific matters such as an inquiry into
some matter or other.
The minister — and I think this is the central point —
will be answerable to Parliament for the manner in
which delegations are exercised, just as she is
answerable for officers who exercise delegations more
generally, as all ministers do, and indeed in my own
ministry there are quite a lot of instances of delegation
of power to officers within the department. Ultimately
however, the responsibility is that of the minister, and
that is how responsibility is retained under these
provisions.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I thank the
minister for his comprehensive answer, and I appreciate
that. That does not mean that I want all the answers to
be long, but I appreciate what the minister said.
I seek the minister’s guidance as to why it was
necessary, if this does not really represent a change,
particularly under the public sector management act. Is
that right? It will be corrected; it will be right on the
night! If it is covered under the other all-encompassing
act, why was it necessary in this legislation to clarify
the position, as is suggested in the second-reading
speech? I draw the minister’s attention to the remarks in
the second-reading speech that the changes:
… will … clarify that the Minister for Education and Training
could delegate powers to another minister or parliamentary
secretary, or other person as appropriate.
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The word ‘clarify’ is used there. Why was it necessary
to clarify it if it is believed that head of power already
exists?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I am advised that the Minister for
Education and Training has no powers to delegate
under the Public Sector Management and Employment
Act.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — That seems
to be something of a contradiction to what the minister
told the Parliament a couple of moments ago. Could he
advise me then which ministers do have an ability to
delegate under the act — not the Education Act, the
Public Sector Management and Employment Act?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — Where there may have been some
confusion, Chair, is that I stated that the states of New
South Wales and Tasmania have education acts which
give their secretaries delegation powers comparable to
those proposed in the bill, and these powers are similar
to those in the Victoria Public Sector Management and
Employment Act. But it is simply a reference to the fact
that the powers in the New South Wales and Tasmanian
education acts are similar to powers available under the
Public Sector Management and Education Act, but they
do not relate to the Minister for Education and Training
in Victoria.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I need to
clarify this and have it crystal clear. At this stage the
Public Sector Management and Education Act does not
provide a delegation of power to ministers to
parliamentary secretaries: is that correct?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I am advised that the Public Sector
Management and Employment Act would allow the
minister responsible for that act — in this case the
Premier — to delegate to any person, and that would
obviously include parliamentary secretaries.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I seek the
minister’s advice as to whether or not the government
intends to proceed with this similar power of delegation
to other ministers? It is hard to record a shrug in
Hansard.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I am trying to be helpful to Mr Atkinson.
Obviously we are dealing with a bill in relation to
education. I am not aware of any plans to extend this
power elsewhere. I could not say that such plans exist,
but I am not in a position to rule it out either. I think
what is happening here is we are dealing with a specific
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bill, and this is what has been put up in relation to this
bill. I do not think it is fair to be trying in the committee
stage of a bill such as this to ask questions in relation to
what government intentions might be about other bills
and in relation to other ministers. I am certainly not in a
position to be able to provide any information in
relation to that.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — On this very
significant issue I just make the observation that this is,
as far as we can see, a very significant policy change.
Indeed it has not occurred in respect of any other
legislation where ministers have indicated that there
will be specific delegations to parliamentary secretaries
in terms of that administrative responsibility, the
difference being of course that we well understand the
process of the way that ministerial power is exercised,
and that the minister asks various people to undertake
certain tasks on their behalf. Anyone who has served in
government well understands that at the end of the day
the minister is accountable and that the authority of the
minister may be vested to a greater or lesser extent in
advisers and parliamentary secretaries to pursue
particular matters.
What is different here, as my colleague the Honourable
Bruce Atkinson has pointed out, is that there is an
express desire by the government in relation to this bill
to create a particular delegation which is being alluded
to in statute and in the second-reading speech which
does not exist in respect of any other parliamentary
secretary so far as I am aware. I want to confirm,
because we see it as quite a material change, that this is
not presently a uniform approach. We believe that is the
case, and the minister has alluded to the fact that it is
difficult for him to respond about other legislation, and
I respect that, but could he confirm that he is not aware
that this is a uniform approach? I would have thought
that if that is the case, it would be more appropriate for
the Premier to bring in a bill to deal with the situation in
that sense.
Secondly, so I can roll up this contribution quickly, this
approach clearly is defining, as I would see it, a
function under this act so that the parliamentary
secretary, if so delegated, will effectively become more
than a parliamentary secretary — he or she would in
fact be a junior minister. The minister may shake his
head but the fact is that this delegation of power
specifically ascribing particular functions to a
parliamentary secretary will create a different status for
that parliamentary secretary than has existed until now.
Further on the same issue, if that is the case clearly
there is an issue of accountability. Although we passed
through that very quickly I am very keen to have an
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exposition, if you like, about the accountability of this
person who is a parliamentary secretary — that is, a
member of Parliament — in being responsible for their
administrative actions and decisions under these
delegations and particularly their responsibility to be
accountable to the Parliament. It would seem to me that
under this delegation provision the Parliament would
have no power — it would be ultra vires for the
Parliament — to put matters to the parliamentary
secretary who has the delegated authority, clearly, as he
or she is not a minister in this place or the other place.
Matters could be the responsibility, if you like, of the
parliamentary secretary but the parliamentary secretary
could avoid accountability to the Parliament. Could the
minister please clarify those issues?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I too would like to wrap this up, as the
member has indicated. I will attempt to answer the
questions that he has put to me.
First of all, I think he is reading too much into this. I
will explain why that is the case. In relation to specific
functions mentioned there are no specific functions
outlined in the bill. It allows the minister to identify and
delegate, if she wishes, to the parliamentary secretary
specific matters. It could be an inquiry. Having been a
Parliamentary Secretary for Education I can say that
responsibilities are given to parliamentary secretaries. I
was given, some would say, an onerous responsibility;
others would say ‘the honour’. A very significant piece
of research and inquiry was done by the parliamentary
secretary in that instance, obviously with the support
and help of the department.
The fact that this legislative power is included in this
bill to allow the minister to ask the parliamentary
secretary to undertake or to delegate to the
parliamentary secretary such matters is more like a
formalisation of some things. Whilst there was not a
delegation of power, it was certainly a delegation of
responsibility. I indicate to the honourable member that
the government would expect the Parliamentary
Secretary for Education to continue to do the things that
parliamentary secretaries do.
I make this point, and it is important to put this on the
record because the honourable member did ask me
about accountability: the person accountable to the
Parliament is the minister. The minister is accountable
for all the activities within her department, including
the activities of the parliamentary secretary. It would
also include the activities of anyone else to whom she
delegated powers. The fact that as a minister you
delegate powers to somebody within that department,
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whether that is a parliamentary secretary or some other
person, does not absolve you from responsibility or
from being asked questions in the house about the
activities of that particular person to whom you have
delegated.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 5

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — While the bill is
in the committee stage it gives me the opportunity to
ask a couple of quick questions that I posed during my
contribution to the second-reading debate and to try to
get an answer from the minister.
The first is that the impact of clause 5 is that every
current teacher in Victorian schools will now be
required to undergo a police check. What is the
intention in respect of the payment for police checks for
all Victoria’s teachers? Who is going to pay for their
police checks?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — The honourable member has raised an
important question. While not wanting to mislead the
house in any way in relation to this question, I
understand that at least teachers who are currently in the
system will not have to pay, but I want to have clarified
the position in relation to both those teachers and new
applicants. What I propose to the honourable member is
that because I am not in a position to answer his
specific question, I undertake to come back to him at
the earliest possible opportunity with an answer.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I appreciate the
honesty of the minister, because when I get an answer I
want it to be accurate. When he talks about ‘the earliest
possible opportunity’ could the minister give me some
guide as to what that time frame for an answer might
be?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — That will be by tomorrow.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Along the same
lines — and if the minister can give an answer to this
by tomorrow I would appreciate it as well — I would
like some clarification as to payment for police checks
of teachers currently in government schools and also
teachers in non-government schools. Is it possible to
give an answer as to who will pay for police checks of
teachers in non-government schools as well?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — It is an important part of the question the
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honourable member has asked me. I undertake to come
back with answers to all those questions by tomorrow.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Thank you for
that. Further on clause 5, during the contribution to the
second-reading debate I explained what I understood to
be the process for doing police checks of teachers and,
indeed, employees of school councils as well. In the
second-reading debate I gave my understanding of the
current process. I would appreciate some verification
from the minister on whether I am correct.
The way the police checks work currently for teachers
who are seeking employment in schools is that they
complete a form which enables the police to check on
their criminal record. The results of that criminal record
check are forwarded to the manager of conduct and
ethics within the department, and that person is the only
person that sees the full contents of the criminal record
of that potential employee. What happens is that the
manager of conduct and ethics sends out two letters,
one to the school principal and one directly to the
applicant, with a simple statement to say that the
criminal record has been viewed and this person has
been deemed suitable for teaching young children. I am
just seeking an assurance from the minister that that
process will be followed with all of Victoria’s existing
teachers and future teachers and school council
employees.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I suppose I should congratulate Mr Hall
for raising these issues with the government. They are
important. At the moment the government is working
with the Victorian Institute of Teaching (VIT) in
determining the processes with respect to existing
teachers. I will undertake to provide an answer for the
member by tomorrow.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I simply thank
the minister for that commitment.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — Can I
ascertain that the answer to be given to Mr Hall will
actually be given to the chamber or made available to
the opposition as well, because although the opposition
has allowed Mr Hall to pursue that line of questioning,
it also shares his interest in the areas of questioning he
has been following in the committee.
The CHAIR — Order! I think it would more
appropriately be made available to members.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I am happy to make that commitment,
yes.
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Clause agreed to; clause 6 agreed to.
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Report adopted.

Clause 7

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Once again I
have a very quick question on this clause. Clause 7
enables notice of teacher vacancies and teacher
appointments to be given on the Internet. I made the
comment during the second-reading debate that I would
hope that those vacancies and appointments will still be
displayed in hard copy in the teaching news
publications as they currently are. I ask the minister
whether it is intended to continue to provide notices of
teacher vacancies and appointments through Victorian
Education News.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I advise that there will be a transition
period during which they will be listed both on the
Internet and in Victorian Education News. However,
over a period of time, probably some months, following
that transition it is the intention to have them listed only
on the Internet, I presume as an efficiency measure.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I thank the
minister for the answer. While we are still debating this
bill I will express my disappointment at that intention
of the government. As I said in my contribution to the
second-reading debate, Victorian Education News is a
worthwhile document. It gives us information about
what is happening in our schools. It is a document that
goes to all schools and school councillors, it is made
available to school communities and it comes to
members of Parliament too. It is one of the publications
that I certainly look through and read.
One of the most useful things I find about it is that I can
look through a section on the Gippsland region and
notice where there are vacancies and where there have
been appointments to major teaching positions,
particularly principals. It keeps me informed of staff
movements in my electorate. I and others who would
be in a similar position will not think to click on a
particular site on the Internet to check that information
in the future. I think a lot of the dissemination of this
sort of information will be lost by not having it
duplicated in Victorian Education News — and if that is
the case I will be extremely disappointed.
As a final comment I make a plea to the government to
reconsider that, because I believe Victorian Education
News is a very useful medium that reaches more people
than a page on the Internet will.
Clause agreed to; clauses 8 to 14 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.

Third reading
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In so doing I thank members for their contributions to
the second-reading debate. I also thank the members
who contributed to the committee stage of the bill, and
in particular I thank them for their understanding in
relation to some of the specific questions that were
asked of me, and I shall report back to them as I
indicated.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

EDUCATION (WORKPLACE LEARNING)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 28 October; motion of
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries).

Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — The bill
now before the house, the Education (Workplace
Learning) Bill, seeks to introduce some new legislative
requirements to deal with work experience and
workplace training. This bill is not opposed by the
opposition, but again it has some concerns about it, and
I guess again the concerns go to some extent to the
question of police checks. I will discuss that in the
context of my remarks today.
This legislation does quite a number of things, but is
totally confined to the issue of work experience and
workplace training for young people — an area that has
become increasingly important. Workplace training is
an area of real growth in our education system and the
partnership that it has struck with many industries and
individual companies in developing the skills of, and
vocational opportunities for, young people.
As the opposition has indicated in a previous debate in
this place, in the past there has been an attitude that we
were preparing most of our children to attend university
courses, but clearly there are a good many young
people who do not wish to pursue university courses in
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terms of their vocational opportunities or learning
activities.
In that context it is important to have procedures and
opportunities in learning that allow young people to
look at different courses. In a number of cases, as I have
indicated, these courses involve both vocational or
workplace placements and some sort of formal study or
tuition. That is becoming increasingly popular, and a
number of successful government programs have been
developed involving that dual training process. It is
equipping many young people for the vocations that
they want to pursue — young people who would not
necessarily aspire to go through the university system
but who see this as a valid form of education and skills
development for them.
In that context the education system needs to recognise
that partnership with industry in training requires some
flexibility. It also needs some definition as to who is
responsible for what in the duty of care for the young
people involved in the programs.
Work experience is a little different, of course, because
it usually involves young people in years 9 or 10.
Interestingly enough this legislation abandons any work
experience opportunity for children of 13. Whilst very
few children would be involved in work experience at
13, the opposition is perplexed as to why that restriction
is included in the bill given there has been no real
indication by the minister as to why that opportunity
needs to be specifically abandoned.
There may well be some 13-year-olds who would
welcome some sort of work experience opportunity but,
as I said, there would be very few of them, because
work experience — because it essentially involves
years 9 and 10 — involves students who are a little
older, usually 15 and 16-year-olds. Work experience is
a short-term placement and usually involves two weeks
in a workplace or perhaps two workplaces, as many
students take one week at one workplace and a second
week at another. It is mostly a program of
familiarisation.
I know the Honourable Helen Buckingham has a great
deal of experience in work experience as a careers
teacher. I think she might have placed a work
experience student in my office, and indeed came to
visit my office to check its suitability for that student on
one occasion.
Hon. C. D. Hirsh — Of course she did. She is very
conscientious!
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — She is obliged to. She is
certainly required to under the legislation now, but it
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has always been one of the operating procedures. This
is one of the areas that this legislation clarifies, because
it has always been part of the work experience
procedure that careers teachers or a supervising teacher
would visit a workplace while the student was there to
make sure the placement was going well.
I have also had some direct experience with work
experience on a number of occasions, a number of them
in my business before I entered Parliament. In fact I had
six work experience students go through my business at
different times and, interestingly enough, two of them
went on to work for me on a permanent basis. One of
them left the business, worked for David Jones for a
while and went overseas. Just before she came back to
Australia I received an email saying she was looking
for a job in arts and theatre management, but I
suggested that there was a job going in my electorate
office, and that is exactly where she is now! Anna
Hayes is working on a job-share basis as one of my
electorate officers, but interestingly enough I first met
her when she was a 15-year-old from Mullauna College
who came to do work experience in my business.
My experience as an employer with work experience
students was interesting, because some of them were
very good and some of them were not so good. As a
sideline, those who sought out the work for themselves
usually proved to be very good; those who I accepted
because I knew their mothers, and their mothers were
looking for a work experience opportunity for them,
inevitably had other distractions during the placement. I
can remember one student in particular who spent a
great deal of time practising her basketball rather than
turning up on her appointed workday.
Hon. C. D. Hirsh — The mother or the student?
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — The student. In talking
to students I have established that the experience of
work experience varies across students and employers.
Some employers provide little experience to students.
In fact, one of the students I had as a work experience
student had worked for Fox FM the week before and
effectively was going in to work at 9.00 a.m. and going
home at about 10.15 a.m., after she had made coffee for
the people there. They did not know what to do with the
work experience student. I thought that was a sad
experience for her. I have established that her
experience is one that happens from time to time in a
number of places. Some employers go out of their way
to enrich a student’s experience and make sure it is a
full familiarisation with workplace opportunities, but
others provide a less useful experience for students.
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In that context, it is obviously not an easy process for
employers to manage, whether they are large employers
or small businesses. They have to supervise someone
fairly closely in what is a familiarisation process. It is
not as though the student is necessarily set a task to do.
The money paid by employers for that experience is
relatively low and reflects the expectation that the
person is not there for a productive week of
employment, but nevertheless it is with a great deal of
goodwill that employers participate in work experience
programs.
That is different from the workplace training programs.
Clearly they have the expectation that employees gain
skills in the workplace to continue employment in the
workplace. There is the strong prospect that the person
working with a company will become a permanent
employee once he or she has completed their
traineeship or whatever program it may happen to be in
the workplace program.
Obviously the opposition does not support the
exploitation of children. It does not give any comfort to
businesses that are not vigilant on genuine health and
safety threats to their employees, and the Liberal Party
is keen to eradicate bullying, harassment, intimidation
and inappropriate or illegal actions including sexual or
physical abuse in the workplace. However, the
opposition believes this bill goes too far.
I will take up what Mr Hall said in a previous debate. I
share many of his concerns that much of the system
seems to be about punishing people for an extended
period rather than having rehabilitation as part of the
system. People are tested rather than approached with
the notion that our justice system is based on — that is,
innocent before proven guilty. The process now is one
of vigorously trying to interrogate people, if you like, or
find out what their secrets or concerns are.
Where is Liberty Victoria these days? It seems to have
been captured by the Labor lawyers. They do not seem
to make much noise about section 85 changes in this
house, yet during the period of the Kennett government
they were jumping up all the time about varying the
powers of the Supreme Court. We do not hear about
that any more. Section 85 changes continue. We do not
hear them going on about the police files issue, where
there are some real concerns about inappropriate access
to people’s police files.
Where is Liberty Victoria with that issue? I would have
thought the privacy issue and the inappropriate access
to police files would have been a major issue for that
organisation, but we have a deathly silence. The issue
of police checks for this, that and the other thing has
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arisen, yet there is no comment about privacy issues
and the appropriateness of those police checks from
Liberty Victoria.
In some ways it is hard to argue against police checks
in this legislation. I heard what the Honourable Helen
Buckingham said in an earlier debate, and I agree with
the view that if there is doubt you really ought to err on
taking the child’s position and making sure there is not
a risk. I understand that argument, which is a valid one.
I also think increasingly we are facing a situation where
we are looking at almost a Big Brother exercise. There
are so many checks and requirements being made of
people.
I notice and I am sure other honourable members notice
that many sporting organisations are finding it
increasingly difficult to get volunteers to take positions.
It is not because they have something to hide, it is
simply because they wonder, ‘Why would I put myself
through that? Is it worth all the humbug to go through
these checks, requirements and be subjected to all sorts
of potential claims and counter claims by people on
different issues when I am a volunteer?’.
I know some Rotary clubs have decided not to proceed
with their youth exchange programs because their
members are saying, ‘Why should we go through police
checks?’. It is not because they have anything to
hide — indeed in most cases most of those people who
protest about the process do not have anything to
hide — but they are simply saying that enough is
enough. As a society we have to start thinking about
this and whether we will keep going with this intrusion
into people’s lives, as is suggested.
The opposition is concerned with this bill, because even
though it is hard to argue against the police check issue
and you should err in making sure there is no risk for a
child, the introduction of police checks will mean an
enormous change to the preparedness of most
employers to participate in work experience programs
in the future. We will see many employers simply
saying, ‘No, that is one step too far; it has got too hard’.
It is another layer of work for them and another
requirement that is added to the process.
As I said earlier in my contribution, work experience
works because of the goodwill of employers. They do
not get a lot out of it. There are no productivity benefits
and no profits, and they will not necessarily have those
young people take up employment in their business in
the future. They are doing it as good corporate citizens.
They are doing it out of goodwill. When you start
putting pressure on them and impose further on them,
they will start to assess whether it is worth all the effort.
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I expect that the legislation will have a significant
impact on work experience programs in the future and
the number of employers able to participate. The whole
program will be assessed by schools as well because of
some of the issues such as making sure that
occupational health and safety requirements are
covered in those places where the children are placed.
Mullauna Secondary College, in the electorate that the
Honourable Helen Buckingham and I share, has already
deferred its work experience program because it has
found that it is just too onerous for it to go around to
each place of employment and check whether they are
okay from an occupational health and safety point of
view and that it is safe to send children to those places
of employment.
The government might well argue that the provisions in
this legislation which make it clear that principals, staff
and schools are not liable for any untoward incidents
that occur in a workplace — in other words, under this
legislation they will be given an indemnity against
untoward incidents that might happen in a
workplace — will address the problem that Mullauna
Secondary College was concerned about, but I am not
so sure that it will. There are a number of other schools
that will also be looking carefully at the work
experience programs and the high level of
administration those programs will now involve.
Employers I have talked to — and I have talked to a
good many of them through my handling of the shadow
small business portfolio on behalf of the Liberal
Party — are indicating that there are too many work
experience requirements for their businesses today and
they are no longer offering the same opportunities as
they have in the past. Some of them would not
contemplate offering opportunities in future programs
had they not previously been involved in them.
Basically more employers will say no. As I said, that is
not because they have something to hide but rather
because of the Big Brother incursion into their
businesses and because of concerns about privacy
issues and the possible use of information.
To some extent this goes to the heart of the procedures
adopted when assessing who might be an inappropriate
person to have a supervisory role following a police
check. We understand the police checks are to be done
by the education department and that in the case of state
schools the government will bear the cost. I would be
happy if the government would clarify and confirm that
that is the position.
In the case of independent schools, we understand they
will have to foot the cost. I would be happy if the
government would also confirm that, because I am sure
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they would not be too happy about that additional
impost. Some schools, particularly some in the Catholic
system as distinct from the more substantial and
better-resourced private schools, will certainly look at
the program again, because it is becoming somewhat
onerous given the costs associated with things such as
police checks.
One of the reasons for the costs is that only in a few
cases will a police check have to be carried out on only
one person in the workplace. It is quite feasible that in
many places police checks will need to be done on, say,
five people if the process is to be done properly. If the
spirit of this legislation is to be accepted and taken up
by employers, police checks may need to be done on
five or more people.
In many larger organisations the process involved with
workplace experience is that a student will go to a
different department each day of the week — they will
spend a day on the floor in sales, another day in the
warehouse, another day in accounts, another day in the
IT department, and yet another day in marketing or
somewhere else. As a result they will be with at least
five different people, and that will involve five different
police checks. That is just too cumbersome, and it is not
going to happen.
In the context of this legislation some employers could
nominate a person as the supervisor when that person is
not in effect the supervisor of the work experience
position at all — they will simply be the designated
driver or the nominated person for the sake of
complying with the act. If you take it to the nth degree,
somebody could be totally inappropriate as a supervisor
of a young person but spend the bulk of the time with
them because the employer could nominate somebody
else as the supervisor. From that point of view I do not
know about the workability of this legislation, and
certainly employers do not know about the workability
of this legislation because they are telling me that that is
a major concern with work experience under this
legislation.
We already have the Victorian Independent Education
Union, which represents non-government schools,
saying that this proposal is unworkable and that it will
spell the death of work experience. We also have the
Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and
Industry, which the government suggested should be
consulted about this legislation, saying it is concerned
about whether the work experience program will be
able to survive under this legislation. One gets used to
everybody saying it will be the end of the world every
time a new piece of legislation or a new regulation
comes along, so we get a bit of a thick hide, but the fact
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is that the number of work experience programs has
reduced from what it was, say, 10 years ago. I will be
interested to hear the Honourable Helen Buckingham
tell us about the program she was involved in and how
easy it was to find employers.
I am told by the state schools I have consulted in my
area that it is becoming increasingly difficult to find
employers for work experience placements. In most
cases the schools rely on the students themselves
finding somewhere to work, and then the schools just
go along, have a look at the place and tie up some of the
details and the administration of the process. They rely
very much on the students finding the employers
themselves, and the feedback I have had indicates that
that is becoming increasingly difficult. If that is the
case, the comment by the Victorian Employers
Chamber of Commerce and Industry that it will become
increasingly difficult for work experience programs to
continue running because of the additional
requirements will bear fruit.
David Gregory, general manager of workplace relations
at the Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and
Industry, said:
If the process becomes so complicated that it cuts across their
good intentions, some might think twice about taking on
children in the future.

That in many ways is an understatement compared with
remarks I have had from other small businesses. The
Career Education Association of Victoria also said that
employers are likely to can the program rather than
worry about compliance with police checks. The
Australian Retailers Association has also suggested that
it is unlikely that all of their members who currently
provide work experience programs will continue to
provide those programs into the future. They have
pointed out that particularly in a retail store a number of
people are involved in the supervision of any one young
person. In some of the larger retailers one day in each
department is very much the process they employ as a
formal part of their work experience programs. If that is
the case, then many of those retailers could face 5, 6 or
10 people needing to get workplace checks just so they
can continue that process.
One asks in the context of the legislation: what are
some of the practicalities of it? If the police checks are
undertaken, what range of offences will disqualify a
person from being a supervisor? Will it need to be any
sort of criminal record or will it be specific types of
crimes? If that is the case, what are the guidelines on
what crimes will exclude somebody from a supervisory
role in a work experience program or in a workplace
training program?
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The opposition would like to know how the
government proposes to run the system. Is the process
to be run in the same way as that suggested in the Child
Employment Bill, which the house dealt with
previously? The government was to come back to the
opposition to verify exactly what the process is. It was
explored in committee and there was some confusion
about exactly what the process is.
The workplace experience process becomes even more
critical because you are asking employers to participate
in a process without at this point understanding what
that process might be or for sure about the
confidentiality considerations that were suggested. Will
their privacy be assured as part of the process? We also
wonder about the change with the 13-year-olds. How
will the unsuitability of a particular employee be
communicated? Who will communicate that process?
I am concerned about what rumour might attach to that.
If an employer is excluded for whatever reason or is
declined participation following the process, that
implies something is wrong. Where is their opportunity
to defend themselves and to work out exactly what has
gone wrong as part of that process from their point of
view? What is the intrusion on the privacy rights of
some of their employees who have paid the penalty for
the crime they committed but are now in a different
situation under these circumstances?
We would like to be assured that employers are not
being hit with the payment. We understand about the
occupational health and safety issues that have started
to creep into work experience programs. For example,
if a teacher who does not have the qualifications to
understand what is a safe or unsafe workplace makes
comments, what are the ramifications of that for an
employer going forward in terms of other government
agencies or authorities? I have another question but
cannot find it, so I shall save it for the committee stage.
Mr Viney — It must have been a good one!
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — Exactly. The Liberal
Party will not oppose the legislation, but has concerns
about aspects of it, as I have outlined to this point. The
provision about encouraging young people to have
some occupational health and safety training before
they enter a workplace is a good one, although one
wonders about how that will be delivered and who is to
pay the cost of it. Are the schools, the employer or the
department picking up the cost of that process? As a
provision in its own right it is worth while, because
there is no doubt there are many young people who
have clearly a limited understanding of some of the
risks in the workplace.
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It is also possible upon entering some workplaces to be
overawed and not to be totally focused on some of the
risks that exist in those workplaces. That, by and large,
is a sensible provision. The provision that allows
greater flexibility in the number of days that can be
provided for work experience or work placements is a
good one, as is the provision that allows for a work
experience arrangement for a pupil over the age of
21 years.
In that context, the legislation is going in the right
direction. We do not oppose the bill because we almost
come to the same position as Ms Buckingham did in
her earlier contribution, that it is better to err on the side
of being sure rather than sorry when it comes to young
people. Nevertheless, we are concerned about some of
the trends with the Big Brother approach which seems
to be creeping in to so many things. It is starting to have
a major impact on many organisations and people being
prepared to volunteer into the future. It would be a great
pity if the work experience programs were to be
diminished or to end simply because the legislation was
too overbearing in its implementation.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — There is no doubt
that workplace learning in its various forms has added a
great deal of value to a number of educational programs
being delivered in both Victorian government and
non-government schools.
Today the vast majority of students at some stage
during their secondary school years are given the
opportunity to experience a work situation first hand. In
previous years that opportunity has not always been
available to all students.
The most common forms of that workplace learning
come through work experience, which usually involves
placement in a work situation for students in year 10.
Sometimes schools offer this for students in year 9, but
it is more commonly offered to year 10 students. Work
experience as a program is almost universally adopted
by every school right throughout Victoria, both
government and non-government. Work experience has
been around for some time. I recall that I was teaching
at a school in the mid-1970s — if my memory is
correct — when work experience was first introduced
in Victoria, and it was considered a fairly novel idea at
that time.
Work placements are a more recent innovation. They
have come about through initiatives like vocational
education and training (VET) programs in schools,
school-based apprenticeships and more recently the
Victorian certificate of applied learning (VCAL). One
good thing about legislation such as that before the
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house today is that it gives us an opportunity to talk
about some of the good things associated with
workplace learning. I am going to take that opportunity
to make some comments about school-based
apprenticeships as being one of the benefits of having
that school-based learning.
The bill changes some of the terminology that has
traditionally been associated with work-based
experience. The terminology for ‘work experience’ is
now being changed to ‘workplace learning’, and the
term ‘work placements’ will be known in the future as
‘structured workplace learning’. The names are
changing, and I agree that this is a commonsense
approach. The new terms probably better describe what
occurs in both of those events. It is extremely important
that we link education to employment, and the
expressions ‘workplace learning’ and ‘structured
workplace learning’ do that well; they link the formal
process of education with the potential employment
opportunities for students.
I now want to spend a couple of minutes talking about
the various workplace learning situations. Work
experience, now called ‘workplace learning’, is
valuable in getting students to focus on potential
careers. Schools now often offer not just one but a
couple of different work placements of a period of a
couple of weeks so that students can get some
first-hand experience in what might potentially be a
vocational area for them. Giving students a focus
certainly helps them gain employment when they leave
school.
Vocational education and training, or the VET
program, as I have said before in this chamber, is a
wonderful initiative. The introduction of VET programs
in secondary schools was probably the best thing the
Kennett government ever did for education. It has been
a marvellous success and has helped people
enormously in getting employment when they leave
school. I have seen some of the early statistics on VET
programs, and they demonstrate very clearly that
students who undertake VET programs are far more
likely to gain employment when they leave school than
students who do not. I have seen some of that research
for some of the areas of my electorate of Gippsland
Province.
The Victorian certificate of applied learning is a more
recent innovation of the current government, and that
has also been a marvellous innovation and addition to
the educational opportunities available to senior
secondary students. The Victorian certificate of
education (VCE) is not for everyone, and VCAL has
become an alternative formal program with a lot of
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practical applications that have taught young people
important skills. But just as importantly it has given
them greater self-esteem. Many of those senior students
were not well suited to the more formal Victorian
certificate of education, and VCAL gives them a
purpose. It gives them something they can achieve at a
senior level at secondary school, thereby helping their
self-esteem. Many students might not have otherwise
pursued education right through to year 12, and VCAL
has given them the opportunity to study right through to
the end of secondary school and has acknowledged the
work they have undertaken.
For VCAL and VET programs to operate in country
schools there needs to be a great deal of cooperation
between schools. We do not always have economies of
scale at some of our country secondary colleges, and
we have seen that a good deal of cooperation is
required between neighbouring schools to ensure that
students can come together for the VCAL and VET
programs.
One of the interesting statistics I saw when I was doing
a little bit of reading and research before speaking on
this bill was that 70 per cent of Australians do not go
straight from school to university. Only 30 per cent of
students who undertake VCE go directly to university,
so alternative programs like VCAL, VET and
school-based apprenticeships are important to ensure
that we have a strong TAFE system in Victoria to
provide vocational education for those students to
continue. When we talk about these work placements
we are talking about perhaps 70 per cent of students
who do not go directly into university from school.
I have talked about VET in this place before, and I
think I have talked about VCAL before, but I have not
spoken about school-based apprenticeships and
traineeships. I want to spend a couple of minutes
talking about those today because they are important,
and they are becoming an increasing focus. If I were at
secondary school I would like nothing better than to be
paid to attend school and get a bit of part-time work
experience at the same time. I reckon that would be the
best of both worlds. It is great that some young kids can
complete some formal schooling while at the same time
start an apprenticeship and receive some remuneration
for that as well.
To see the extent of school-based apprenticeships I
went to the Victorian Curriculum and Assessment
Authority’s web site this morning and had a look
through some of the new school-based apprenticeship
programs that are being offered. They cover a fairly
broad area. There are certificates in agriculture and
various certificates in the automotive field, some in
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heavy vehicle road transport and others in light
vehicles.
They cover certificates in business office administration
with, once again, a number of branches in that
particular area. There are certificates in community
services, in aged care work and in community work.
There are others in engineering, and engineering
production in particular. There are certificates in food
processing that again relate to a whole range of areas,
such as general foods, dairy processing, fruit and
vegetables, confectionery, retail banking, wine — a
certificate II in processing wine! — and certificates in
horticulture and in a number of different branches of
hospitality and information technology. Also there are
certificates in a number of areas of retail operations. In
the area of sport and recreation there are traineeships in
probably five or six different areas, and a few
certificates in the seafood industry as well. A fairly
comprehensive list of school-based apprenticeship
programs is being offered, but of course not in every
school. They cannot possibly provide all of those, but
those options are available to students while completing
their years of secondary schooling.
To further elaborate on who is entitled to embark on a
school-based apprenticeships, I looked in a publication
that hit the desk of my office just a week or so ago
entitled The Lens. It is a publication of the East
Gippsland Local Learning and Employment Network
(LLENS). Our local learning and employment
networks are starting to make an impact on
employment opportunities for young kids by providing
important links between education and the workplace.
In the first year or two they struggled to find a place
and establish routines and patterns, but now they are
starting to prove a very effective organisation in linking
education and work.
I have been very impressed with some of the
publications by the Gippsland East Local Learning and
Employment Network. As well as publishing a regular
bulletin it has done some statistical research work on
outcomes and opportunities for students in East
Gippsland, and has done that work very well. In its last
newsletter the LLENS focused on school-based new
apprenticeships. An article states:
Students who are over 15 years of age and who are permanent
residents of Australia may commence a school-based
apprenticeship or traineeship. The student may be working or
completing training two days per week and attending school
three days per week. Alternatively the student may be
working one day per week and attending school four days per
week.
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The article goes on to talk about the flexibility that can
be offered for these school-based new apprenticeships.
As I said, these are a wonderful opportunity for young
people to get started in life by being directly involved in
the workplace and by earning income while completing
educational qualifications. This is an excellent start for
those young people. School-based new apprenticeships
and traineeships have a strong future, and I hope that
they grow, get stronger and provide opportunities for
more students in the years to come.

the school for everything the student did in the
workplace.

Having made those general comments about some of
the relationships between employment and education
programs and the link between the two, I now want to
look at some of the details of the bill. A number of
changes are contained in this amendment bill, and one
of those is changing the minimum age eligibility for a
pupil to participate in a work experience arrangement
from 13 years of age to 14 years of age.

The last clause I want to speak about is clause 13. A lot
of the issues in the bill are contained there. Clause 13
gives the minister power to make orders relating to a
number of aspects of work experience. At the start of
clause 13 one of the ministerial orders relates to the
work experience arrangements for people over 21 years
of age. It certainly clarifies beyond doubt that it is
possible to have students of 21 years of age or older
undertaking work experience, and that is appropriate.
More adults are coming back to learning, and so they
should. Mind you, if they are over 21 years of age they
cannot automatically come back to a secondary college
in this state because of the age factor. Nevertheless,
there may be circumstances in which people aged over
21 years are enrolled in school programs requiring
work placements of some sort. It is important that we
clarify that they can participate in work experience
arrangements.

That increase has attracted some interest publicly, and I
must admit that I have spent some time talking both to
employers and to school principals as to whether they
see this as desirable. Their first comment was that very
few 13-year-olds undertake work experience in the first
place. Most students are older, but it has been said that
for a student who perhaps is having difficulty fitting
into the mainstream schooling programs sometimes a
special program involving a work placement may be
arranged for that student. The school people I spoke to
were not particularly fussed about this age change.
Although it may impact on some, they believe
alternative arrangements might be made to
accommodate that.
My second point is that this amendment bill also brings
about variations to the days per term allowed for work
placement. Currently the maximum number of days per
term for work experience is 10 and the total for the
whole year could not exceed 40 days. There has been a
change so that the maximum number of days for work
experience in any one term can be up to 15, but the total
amount of days of work experience for the year remains
at 40, so I do not see any real problems with that
particular change.
Clause 11 is important, because it provides immunity
for teachers and principals from legal actions that may
arise while a student is at work. This amendment is
welcomed by the school communities. It has always
been felt unfair that they were legally accepting
responsibility for a student while that student is at a
workplace. Physically they were not in control of or
supervising that student, and it was rather ludicrous to
suggest that there was still an ongoing responsibility of

This is a fair process, even though it alters the
constitution with a section 85 provision under
clause 14. I am not going to embark again on the
process of having a whack at the government for
changes to the constitution, but this is a sensible use of
the changes to the Constitution Act, and it is certainly
welcomed by school communities.

The next part of these ministerial orders relates to the
requirement for employers and supervisors of students
in structured workplace arrangements to undertake
police checks. I noted with interest the comments of the
Honourable Bruce Atkinson in respect of this issue. I
suppose some of the issues surrounding police checks
for employers and supervisors go to the same issues
that we spoke about with the previous bill with teachers
now having to undertake police checks. Certainly the
issues of privacy, who pays et cetera, are the same sorts
of issues that arise in this legislation as they did in the
previous one.
I want to raise a couple of issues about this, and
hopefully in response government speakers or the
minister in summing up will respond to some of these
questions. As I asked during the committee stage of the
last bill, I would like to be assured that some of the
issues relating to privacy and process are observed
under this legislation for employers as we were told
would be likely to apply for teachers. Even though we
do not have a definite answer to that question about
process and who pays, these questions are relevant and
I ask them again.
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For example, who is going to pay for the police checks
for the employers? Is it the employers themselves, the
schools or the government? I have heard that the
government may do so for a couple of years. I think
there was a comment from the minister in the press. I
would like something more definitive than that. I do not
think a couple of years is satisfactory. The Nationals
would like to know what the process is going to be and
who is going to pay for these police checks each year. I
would like to know the situation as it applies to both
government and non-government schools.
The process is also important. Is it going to be the same
process that I suspect is employed with teachers — that
is, is the manager of conduct and ethics going to be the
filter process? I do not think a principal would want to
hold in his hand the complete police or criminal record
of one of the local employers around the town. They
certainly would not want the responsibility of judging
the criminal record of a potential employer as to
whether or not that person is suitable to have students in
work placements.
I think it is important that there is a filter process. If it is
going to be the manager of conduct and ethics with the
department, once again I would like some clarification
as to the process involved with that. I have to say this in
defence probably of the government and in response to
some of the comments from the Honourable Bruce
Atkinson: it is interesting that this provision will only
apply to students who are 14 years of age. Most of the
students who undertake work experience are probably
15-year-olds. But there is a criticism of the government
in that that point should have been made stronger and
clearer right from the outset, because probably the
majority of employers will not require police checks,
particularly if they have 15-year-old children at their
workplaces or under their supervision. I can understand
that if an employer were reluctant to take students and
did not want to have to undergo a police check, maybe
an arrangement could be made between the school and
that employer that they only place 15-year-olds or
people older than 15. So it only applies for
14-year-olds.
It is interesting too that when we talked about police
checks in the context of the Child Employment Bill a
week or two ago in this place, there is an age difference
which is difficult to understand. Under the Child
Employment Bill police checks are required for any
child under the age of 16 — so it was 15, 14, 13, 12 et
cetera. Here we are talking about police checks, insofar
as work experience applies, just for young people who
are 14 years of age. So there is a difference in terms of
the starting point, which I think confuses the issues
somewhat.
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Once again I ask for some consideration by government
of the suggestion of the Privacy Commissioner that we
have a spent conviction scheme. That would probably
help to ensure that employers continue to take students
in work experience placements.
The questions and comments of the Honourable Bruce
Atkinson were appropriate. I would have hoped the
government would consider the impact on
employers — that is, whether any employers will drop
out of the scheme because they see the need to
undertake police checks as an onerous task and
therefore not worth while in terms of taking students on
for work experience. I would have hoped the
government would have canvassed that issue and done
some research. My personal belief is that probably a
few employers will drop out, but I hope not a lot will. I
hope we are still able to find placements for all our
students in the various programs in our schools who
would want to do it.
There are two other points I want to comment on. They
concern the ministerial order enabling the minister to
make orders about occupational health and safety
training for students. It is appropriate that students have
an awareness or have some preliminary occupational
health and safety training before they go out on work
placements. I think that is appropriate. How effective it
is going to be, I am not sure, because the minister still
has to make orders about the form and extent of the
occupational health and safety training students will
undertake. My big concern is the variance of
occupational health and safety training between
workplaces and the need in some cases for greater
levels of occupational health and safety training. I do
not think a school-based occupational health and safety
training program will be sufficient in all cases. There
will be some placements in more dangerous workplaces
where the employers may wish to undertake further
occupational health and safety training.
The issue here is once again who pays? Is there a cost
to provide occupational health and safety training to
students? Is it the school that wears the cost of that or
should the school be funded by the government to do
that? They are issues too which are rightfully put into
the context of this debate concerning ministerial orders
about occupational health and safety training.
The last ministerial order listed in clause 13 requires the
principal or head teacher to ensure that he or she or a
teacher at the school contacts the pupil at least once
during the time the pupil is placed with the employer
for work experience. I would have thought that is
commonsense. I know during my time teaching it was
always the case that students were visited in the
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workplace. I am surprised that we need to put this in the
legislation, but if in fact — —
Hon. H. E. Buckingham interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — If students have not been
followed up, I say they should be, and if this ensures
that they are, then I welcome it.
We in the Nationals have talked to a lot of people about
this. We have talked to many of the individual schools
in our electorates — both government and
non-government schools — about this issue. We have
spoken to employer groups and teacher union groups
about the issue as well.
It is fair to say that there is a concern from the
non-government school sector that this is going to
impose some additional costs upon them. That needs to
be addressed by the government. I do not think it is fair
that non-government schools should be made to wear
this additional cost, in the same way that I do not think
government schools should be made to wear additional
costs.
I hope in responding to the debate the minister
addresses those issues, particularly about privacy, the
processes for police checks and who will meet the costs
for police checks and occupational health and safety
training. I ask the minister to respond to those issues. If
there is not an adequate response, then I understand the
bill is going into committee and we can explore those
issues further then.
However, with those comments I indicate that the
Nationals have had a good look at this. We think it is on
the whole very sensible legislation. We certainly do not
oppose it. We see some great value, as I said right at the
outset, in workplace learning and the value it adds to
many of the educational programs that are offered
through Victorian schools. If this makes it better, then it
certainly has our support.
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM (Koonung) — I
welcome this bill to amend the Education Act 1958 to
make further provision for learning in the workplace. I
find myself in a very privileged position. Less than
12 months ago I was living out the legislation that this
is amending and found myself in a situation where I
thought there was undue responsibility placed on me.
Some of the problems I found within the previous
legislation I believe are addressed in the bill that is
before us today.
I do not believe the legislation is unworkable, as the
Honourable Bruce Atkinson said. I think it clarifies and
gives a level of certainty to everyone who
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participates — parents, students and employers in
workplace provision. Both speakers before me have
talked about the importance of workplace learning. For
15 years of my professional life I understood very
clearly the importance of workplace learning. Schools
teach very specific skills — skills to do with subjects.
Children have a choice of subjects. The world outside
the school requires us to have much broader skills,
though, and schools are addressing this by giving
children drug education and consumer education.
We also need to make students aware of the world of
work. Schools have a responsibility to help children
clarify their career choices, and it is not just career
choices; sometimes it is subject choice, because we put
an onerous responsibility on schoolchildren in year 10
to decide their subjects, which in turn decides where
they can go after school.
Workplace learning is an integral part of education.
Continuous learning, reskilling and upgrading of
qualifications are an absolute necessity if individuals
are to make the best of their opportunities and if indeed
Victorians and Australians are to remain competitive
with other Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development countries.
The government I belong to is committed to valuing the
investment of lifelong learning, and I know particularly
from my previous profession that most people in life
spend time changing careers. If you change careers you
usually need to change your skill base. Many of us here
have changed careers. I do not think anyone is a
professional politician.
Workplace learning is a brilliant concept. Most students
in secondary schools across Victoria, both in the
government and the independent sector, have an
opportunity for workplace learning through either
structured workplace learning or work experience.
Work experience is something that I have had more
experience of. This happens to kids in years 9 and 10
and sometimes even year 11. Some are really keen. I
had students in year 12 who carried out work
experience in their holidays, just so that they could
clarify whether the courses they were going to put
down in the middle of the year as their Victorian
Tertiary Admissions Centre choices were the correct
ones.
This bill clarifies the issues between schools, pupils,
parents and employers in the provision of workplace
learning opportunities to all students. It covers a
number of aspects. The first has already been spoken
about in this chamber — that is, occupational health
and safety requirements. As a prior educationist I
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believe all students, not just those going out into the
workplace, need to know about occupational health and
safety.
I hope I might be able to clarify some of the questions
that have arisen in the contributions of the previous two
speakers. Through ministerial orders, all workplace
learning pupils will be required to undertake
occupational health and safety training before they
undertake workplace learning. In the case of structured
workplace learning, all students will have to complete
accredited courses that are run through the TAFEs. In
the case of work experience, pupils will have to
complete occupational health and safety training
programs that are being developed by the education
department and provided free — for Mr Hall’s
information — to all schools, both independent and
government.
These resources may take the form of a program called
Safe@work. It will be provided on the Internet. The
program assists pupils preparing for work experience
and is a general module that will introduce them to the
notion of what health and safety laws are and what are
common hazards. There will be industry modules for
particular industries that have always been identified in
work experience as the ones that are more hazardous.
They include building and construction, health and
community services, electrical and electronics,
hairdressing, hospitality and tourism, manufacturing,
metals and engineering, office and business services,
primary industry and retail.
Pupils will receive certificates when they successfully
complete this relevant training. Those certificates could
be useful for them when they want to go out and get
some casual work. They will be able to go to employers
and say, ‘Look, I have some training in this area’. Other
resources being developed include videos for the
workplace, and we are also developing resources for
students with disabilities who of course we must look
after. This will be provided free and to all school
sectors.
Some age requirements are discussed in the bill. The
bill raises the minimum age for work experience from
13 to 14 years. I made it my business to investigate
what the impact would be on students under the age of
14. According to the 2003 census carried out by the
education department, only 46 pupils of 13 years of age
took part in work experience. Therefore it is 0.1 per
cent of the cohort of 39 155 students — that is, nearly
40 000 students — who did work experience. It would
have impacted on only 46 students in the last census
period. As an educationist I do not believe that
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13-year-old students have the maturity or the skills to
take into the workplace.
Hon. J. A. Vogels — I was driving a car at 13.
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM — The member may
be exceptional. I support clause 5 of the bill, which
enables the minister to make an order for a principal to
allow work experience for a student over 21 years of
age. As we become a more tolerant society and, as one
particular example, allow more refugees into this
country, we will find that there will be a necessity for
work experience to be available for people who are
over 21 years of age. That is an excellent amendment.
People who want to continue their education should not
be disadvantaged in experiencing the world of work.
Police checks will enable the minister to require a
criminal record check of an employer or anyone
supervising a child under 15 years of age. Once again I
point out to the previous speakers that statistically last
year 900 students fell into this category of a
requirement for police checks. The police checks will
be funded by the government in both the independent
and the government sector.
The police checks are consistent with the intent of the
Child Employment Bill that we had in the house two
weeks ago. As I stated in the debate on the previous
bill, I believe people want to know. I have worked in a
system where I had to have a police check, and I had to
pay for it. Then I wanted to place a young woman —
over the age of 15 at that stage — in a child-care centre
in the City of Whitehorse area, where there were nine
child-care centres. The City of Whitehorse paid for the
police check that it required. I do not know whether that
is common among city councils, but Whitehorse does
that, and I commend it for doing so. I assume other
employers are also prepared to do that in similar
circumstances. But this year the government will be
paying for the police checks in both school sectors
involving the 900-odd pupils under the age of 14, and I
assume the figures will be similar in the future.
Now for school and teacher indemnity — my favourite
part. The changes in the bill also provide that no action
will lie against a principal, teacher or the school for a
breach of duty relating to the care and control of a
student whilst the student is undertaking work
experience. I found the previous legislation very
difficult. I felt it put me in a difficult position as a
careers teacher signing off on 180 girls going out into
the wider world of work. This bill quite correctly
addresses that and gives the indemnity. Even with the
best duty of care in the world and the best of good
intentions, a principal, a curriculum coordinator, a
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careers teacher or other teachers who go out and visit
workplaces cannot always be sure of those workplaces.
The bill addresses that and alters the constitution to do
so. As a previous careers teacher I really welcome that,
and I am sure those in the profession I used to belong to
will also welcome it.
Finally, the bill proposes renaming ‘work experience’
as ‘workplace learning’ in the heading of part IVA of
the Education Act. Currently there is a little bit of
confusion about the differences between the two and
there is a need to clarify the functions of work
experience and workplace learning. Work experience is
short. Kids usually do it for only one or two weeks of
the year. Sometimes those who are very keen do it a
little more often and sometimes they do it in their
school holidays, which is fabulous. It enables them to
get a handle on what the world of work is like and
whether they are heading in the right direction with
their subject choice.
‘Work placement’, which is proposed to be renamed
‘structured workplace learning’, involves pupils in
structured on-the-job training where they are expected
to learn the skills and competencies related to Victorian
Qualifications Authority-accredited courses, which of
course are national across Australia.
This is an excellent bill. It gives clarification and
reassures schools, parents and employers through
legislative requirements that ensure the safety of our
children. It will also make sure that work experience is
a worthwhile experience when kids go out there. I trust
it will not impact on people offering to take work
experience pupils. It is my humble belief that to date
employers have shown exceptional goodwill in this
area in offering students work experience, and in
15 years I never had a difficulty.
Mr Atkinson asked me how I went about doing it. I
made the students find their own workplace experience
places, because I thought that was experiencing what
the real world of work was like — finding a job. I did
not have problems with that. I always placed 180 to
200 students and did so successfully for 12 years.
Hon. D. K. Drum — You must have been very
good, Helen.
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM — Thank you.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Do the same people take
them each year?
Hon. H. E. BUCKINGHAM — Yes. And I believe
once everyone understands this legislation and how it
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clarifies the intent of what the government is doing, the
same people will continue to take students.
I understand the necessity for police checks and
occupational health and safety. I think everyone at
school should know about occupational health and
safety, whether or not they are going out on work
experience. I cannot emphasise enough the benefit that
students gain from work experience. It exceeds any
problems there might be in administering and following
up on occupational health and safety courses or
administering police checks. Work experience is
fabulous. It helps students clarify their subjects. It helps
them find out if they are on the right track to where they
want to go. As a teacher I have had students do work
experience in universities.
I think one of the best aspects of work experience is that
a lot of kids gain casual work from doing work
experience — and in this day and age that is great, too.
About 30 per cent of students over the age of 15 are in
casual work and often work experience has been the
trigger for that.
I commend the minister and the education department
for the help they have given me in understanding this
bill. I commend it to the house. I really believe it is a
very, very good piece of legislation.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — This bill supports
the government’s commitment to its investment in
lifelong learning and the achievement of the goals of
the government for education and training. My
particular interest in this bill is not so much in the
secondary area, but I spent the last three or four years
prior to entering this place teaching welfare studies and
community development at a diploma level at a TAFE
college.
A large component of the two-year course that the
students do comprises what will now be called
structured workplace learning; it was always called
work placement, where students went out for three
months of each of the two years into a workplace under
the supervision of both a workplace supervisor and the
TAFE instructor and actually learnt the specific
practical application of the theory they had spent the
previous nine months or two terms learning. They are
mainly adult students, and it is a great way to learn. To
be able to take theory and then apply it in a practical
manner is probably the best learning experience that
any student can have. So to see work experience and
work placement clarified and emphasised in the
secondary area is of great advantage to students.
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I just want to say something with regard to the increase
in age from 13 to 14 years. Developmentally there is
quite a big jump during adolescent years, and although
it is certainly a fairly broad statement to make, the jump
in the adolescent development from 13 to 14 years is
quite dramatic. Adolescents have a learning spurt that is
almost as large as that in early childhood. Their brain
goes through amazing changes during those years, so
the change from 13 to 14 years is, I think, a fairly useful
requirement.
Hon. D. K. Drum — You’re scaring me.
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — The thing is that kids under
12 cannot cross a road; their brains are not sufficiently
developed to be able to estimate the speed and distance
of traffic, and that is why they should have supervision.
I just toss that in as an aside to demonstrate
developmental issues.
Hon. Andrew Brideson — John Vogels must have
been well advanced for his age!
Hon. C. D. HIRSH — He must have been. I think
Mr Vogels and the horse and cart would go very well
around the farm!
Another area I want to talk about is the area of
occupational health and safety. It is absolutely crucial. I
have known in the past of students who have gone into
work experience placements and had some problems. A
student with whom I had done some work some years
back went into a retail establishment and actually ended
up in a bit of strife over that, because she did not
understand the occupational health and safety issues. It
may not have been just her responsibility — I think
perhaps the employer played a part in it too — but it is
absolutely crucial to have occupational health and
safety training in place.
My granddaughter, while in year 10 last year, went off
and did work experience at a barrister and solicitor’s
office, but found herself to be fairly confused over the
whole issue. She went off to Howie and Maher for two
weeks. She enjoyed the court but found the office a bit
strange. But following on from that, this year she is
doing legal studies units 3 and 4 — the year 12 units —
and all the time she is finding herself thinking, ‘Ah,
that’s what that was about!’. She would actually like
another week or two, once she has finished this
theoretical stuff, in a lawyer’s office again to have a
look at the practical application of the theory that she
has spent all this year learning. She questions me
closely on some of the things we do in here and has
been quite critical of some parliamentary procedures.
Hon. D. K. Drum interjected.
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Hon. C. D. HIRSH — Well, she knows everything
now! She now knows everything, because she has
learnt about these matters.
I will not go any longer because I know other members
want to speak, and I think there are time constraints, but
I do commend this bill to the house. It is a very
important bill. It is very much in focus with
government targets and policy in terms of lifelong
learning, and I commend it to the house.
Mr VINEY (Chelsea) — I am very pleased to stand
here today and support this legislation, and in doing so I
will speak for only a very short time because I know
there are members who want the bill to go into
committee. First of all I acknowledge the contributions
from Ms Buckingham and Ms Hirsh and in particular
their reflections on this matter from the education
perspective.
In my contribution to the debate I will make a very
brief comment on my experience as an employer who
had students undertaking work experience placed with
me. I would have to say that many employers do
undertake this in conjunction with local schools and, as
Mr Drum and I made comment just a moment ago as an
aside, they do so very often as a community service. It
is an important service that they provide to schools and
to students to help them establish where they want to go
in their careers and the sorts of subjects that they would
like to take on in the remainder of their school time.
It is important, though, in government policy to ensure
that there is a proper balance in all of these things, and I
want particularly to take up a couple of the matters
raised by speakers from the Liberal and National parties
in this debate. In particular, I refer to the suggestion
from both parties that we are heading down an onerous
path of excessive checking.
I think that as a serious contribution it is important that
Parliament always achieves a balance in these matters,
particularly when it comes to young people. I think that
is really what this legislation does. It attempts to get a
reasonable balance between the need for the
community to protect young people and at the same
time ensure that there is sufficient flexibility to
encourage employers to participate in this important
program.
There are matters associated with occupational health
and safety and in some instances young people from
schools do go into workplaces that have dangerous or
potentially dangerous environments. I think it is
fundamentally important that we ensure young people
have appropriate training in occupational health and
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safety and some of the sensible things that they need to
do when they enter a workplace, and I commend that
aspect of the legislation.
I support the provisions that make the program
available only to students over the age of 14. It reflects
the view that those 13-year-olds — and apparently it
represents only about 1 per cent of the students who
participate in this program — perhaps do not have quite
the maturity to enter a workplace. Again that is a
reasonable balance.
On the matter of police checks, I point out to the house
that under the provisions of this legislation it is in fact
only when 14-year-olds are entering a workplace that
employers will be subject to police checks — and that
represents only 2.4 per cent of students participating in
this program. The vast bulk of students participating in
these programs are 15-years-old or older. Indeed the
government has indicated in this legislation that the cost
of the conduct of police checks for both government
and non-government schools will be borne by the
government.
There are important protections concerning the police
checks of employers. There are appropriate provisions
relating to the confidentiality of that information — the
information that will be provided to the school from the
department after the police check will only relate to
whether the employer and supervisors have been
identified as fit and proper people.
As a parent who has had a child involved in workplace
experience, I think it is important for all parents that we
can send our children to workplaces with some degree
of confidence. The only occasions when employers
would be identified as not being suitable for
participation in these programs as a result of a police
check would be in relation to serious criminal matters
such as sexual offences, drug dealing and violent crime.
I for one — and I think most members of this house
would agree — would not want my children placed in a
workplace where the supervisor had been convicted of
those offences. You would certainly want to ensure that
the school and education system provided that kind of
protection to young people.
This legislation is about balance; it is about ensuring
that there is reasonable protection for young people.
That is a fundamentally important function of all of us
in government, of government departments and of both
government and non-government schools. There is an
appropriate balance: there is some protection for
employers in terms of the privacy of the information
gained through police checks. There is a sensible
balance in relation to ensuring that young people have
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had some training in occupational health and safety and
that those who are too young for the experience do not
participate in the program. I am confident in this
legislation as a result of having reviewed it, and I
commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
Clauses 1 to 7 agreed to.
Clause 8

Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I move:
1.

Clause 8, omit this clause.

Clause 8 is the clause that deals with the exclusion of
13-year-olds from work experience. Whilst I have
heard government speakers comment on this, the
opposition still does not believe there has been any
substantive reason advanced by the government as to
why the opportunity for work experience ought not to
be available for 13-year-olds.
We heard the Honourable Helen Buckingham say that
her research, provided by the government, indicated
that only 46 thirteen-year-olds undertook work
experience in the latest year. The opposition concurs
that this is a low number, but does not see why those
46 students, if they were suitable for work experience,
should have been excluded from this opportunity as
would have been the case if this legislation had been
passed in its current form.
The opposition does not accept the proposition that was
put by the Honourable Helen Buckingham that as an
educator she believed 13-year-olds do not have the
maturity to undertake work experience, because our
consultation has involved a number of people,
including a school principal, telling us that they do have
a number of 13-year-olds doing work experience.
Whilst most work experience students are at least
15-years-old and in years 9 and 10, the principal
indicated that for some students work experience at a
younger age is a useful part of their education. He said:
For example, where the student is not achieving at school, and
looking for options, doing work experience can be a useful
‘reality check’ for them.

The opposition believes that is a worthwhile comment
that goes to the very heart of the reason why we do not
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believe 13-year-olds ought to be excluded from this
opportunity. A policeman said to us to us that:
Thirteen-year-olds today have much more opportunity to gain
experience in a number of fields. Thirteen is not too young to
start mentoring, nurturing them into a work experience
environment. I believe it gives them a sense of purpose,
real-life skills and broadens and awakens their inquisitive
minds to what can be expected of them in the future. It is
important that young people get all the opportunities.

Those two comments are among a raft of comments
that came back to the opposition in its consultation on
this legislation. The opposition has not seen any
substantiation by the government of the need to exclude
13-year-olds from work experience, and while it
acknowledges that there might not be many involved in
this process, it does not see why any should be
excluded. This amendment would give the opportunity
for 13-year-olds to continue to have work experience
opportunities.
Sitting suspended 6.31 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.

Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I do not think the government can agree
to the removal of clause 8, which is the subject of the
amendment moved by Mr Atkinson. Ultimately this is
about judgment and balance. When we are talking
about a 13-year-old or a 14-year-old we are talking
about making a judgment. We could talk about a
12-year-old, a 13-year-old or a 14-year-old person. We
all agree that it should be around the 13-year-old or
14-year-old level. The government has made a
judgment that it ought to be at 14 years, thus excluding
13-year-olds.
The figures supporting that indicate that out of a total of
39 155 pupils who will have undertaken work
experience by the end of 2003, only 46 would be
13 years of age. It will not impact on the vast majority
of students who take up these opportunities.
Mr Atkinson made the point that it would impact on
46 students and queried why they should be impacted
upon. He actually said in his contribution that they
would be excluded. I make the point that they are not
totally excluded but excluded for one year. They are
able to undertake their training 12 months later when
they turn 14 years.
This is about judgment and if you want to take a
broader view, even the maturity of individuals varies.
Some young people of 13 years are more mature than
some 14-year-olds and so on. As law-makers we make
a judgment about what we think is appropriate. The
government has decided that the appropriate age in all
the circumstances is 14 years, thus excluding
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13-year-olds. I again reiterate that means the exclusion
of only 46 students this year.
Amendment negatived; clause agreed to; clauses 9 to 12
agreed to.
Clause 13

Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I move:
2.

Clause 13, page 7, line 4, omit “provided” and insert
“consented to the provision of”.

I believe the government would be well advised to
accept this amendment. It is not a substantial change to
the government’s concept of the legislation. It captures
the government’s concepts, as indicated to the
opposition, of the procedures involved in police checks.
In other words, the employer, as the opposition
understands it, is not to provide the police check
certificate or receive the report of some kind but is to
consent to a police check being undertaken by the
education department. Employers are consenting to the
provision of a police check rather than providing it
themselves. The amendment more appropriately
captures what the government intends in this provision.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — Again, this amendment involves a matter
of judgment. The government cannot agree with the
change in this instance. It is a simple but important
change suggested by Mr Atkinson and it changes the
emphasis somewhat. On that basis the government will
not support the amendment.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — Will the
minister explain to me how it changes the government’s
position? Does the employer provide the police check,
because that is what the clause, as worded by the
government, says?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I am advised that there is a consent form
which is sent to the employer, and the employer
obviously has the choice as to whether or not they sign
that consent form. In that sense the choice referred to is
there.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — This clause
effectively says that the employer will provide the
police check. That is what the clause says; there is no
doubt about the words. It does not say the employer
will provide a consent form, tick a consent form, agree
to a consent form or provide authority for a police
check; it says the employer will provide the police
check. I do not see why the government should stand
on its digs on this particular word when the words I
propose by way of amendment are a far more accurate
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reflection of what the minister has just indicated will be
the procedure and far better capture what the
government is trying to do with this legislation. There
are no tricks with these words.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — There is an important difference between
saying that someone has consented to provide a police
check while not having provided it and saying that
someone has provided a check. Of course it is up to the
employer as to whether they consent or not, but if they
do not consent the situation is clear from what the
clause says. It says:
(g) requiring that work experience arrangements cannot be
made for a pupil who is a child unless the following
persons have provided a check …

Inserting the words Mr Atkinson would like us to insert
would change it. Saying ‘cannot be made for a pupil
who is a child unless the following persons have
consented to the provision of ’ would not mean that the
consent has actually been provided. It would simply
mean that the person had consented to it but may not
have actually provided it.
This makes it clear that it actually has to be provided.
The employer is not given the option of not providing
it, because in that case the clause would come into
effect and work experience could not be provided in
those circumstances. I think it is fairly clear.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I disagree,
but I am not going to win the argument on the numbers,
so I seek the leave of the Council to incorporate into
Hansard the response of the Minister for Education and
Training to the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee which appears in its Alert Digest No. 8 of
2003. It outlines the procedure the minister says will be
involved with police checks. Effectively it states how
the conduct and ethics branch and so forth will carry
out the checks. What I am trying to do is establish the
procedures under the clause so everybody understands
what they are and how they will be incorporated. This
is the minister’s letter to the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, which appears in Alert Digest
No. 8.
The DEPUTY CHAIR— Order! According to
standing order 5.02 if a member desires to incorporate
material into Hansard it has to be submitted prior to
this point in time. The President must peruse the
material before the matter is raised in the house and has
to be satisfied about its relevance and whether it should
be included. Has the member done that?
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Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I accept
your ruling, Chair, but I am trying to expedite
proceedings. I do not want to get stuck on this clause.
All I am trying to do is facilitate the process going
forward. Instead of that I will read it in. The minister in
the response she gave to a request made by the Scrutiny
of Acts and Regulations Committee on 7 October for
her to advise how this would operate by drawing
attention to the privacy and delegation powers and so
forth, particularly the criminal record checks that are
involved under this legislation, said:
The proposed process for criminal record checks will involve
the following steps.
If the employer and supervisor/s agree to the criminal
records check, they will complete the consent to check
and release national police record form and provide the
necessary identification.
The school will forward the forms to the conduct and
ethics branch of the Department of Education and
Training that will manage the criminal records check
process with Victoria Police. That branch currently
manages criminal record checks undertaken for the
department’s employees.
The only information given to schools and the
employees by the conduct and ethics branch is whether
the department’s standards were met.
The reason for the unsuitability of the employer or
supervisor will not be released to the school or employer
and no other details of the findings will be released to
any party.

On that basis I will put the amendment to the vote, but I
will not pursue debate on it. I have established the
procedures that are to apply, and I believe they make a
bit of a mockery of the wording of this clause, which
the government is insisting on. But I do not want to
obstruct the debate.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — The first thing I
want to say is that Mr Atkinson has put on the record a
bit of helpful advice, because I asked about the process
in the committee stage of the last bill. It is helpful to
have a letter read into the record in respect of the
process that will be involved with employer police
checks.
The separate matter I want to have verified by the
Minister for Energy Industries is in respect of the
payment of police checks for employers. Could the
minister verify who will pay for the police checks for
the employers?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I am advised that in this instance the
department will pay for both the government and the
non-government sector.
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Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — And for a period
of time — is that an ongoing commitment?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I am advised that the department has
sought funding for two years in relation to this issue.
Obviously beyond that, as with all such programs, it
would be subject to the normal budgetary processes.
Amendment negatived.

Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — I move:
3.

Clause 13, page 7, line 23, omit ‘experience.”.’ and
insert ‘experience.’.

The CHAIR — Order! Amendment 3 will test
amendment 4.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — If it tests
amendment 4 — that is one that I would commend to
the minister and to the government as being important
in the context of the legislation and the new provisions
of the legislation.
I shall speak to matters under amendment 4, given that
they are tested by amendment 3. What we are seeking
through amendment 4 is that there be included in the
legislation a provision that an order under
subsection (1)(g) must:
(a) set out the offences or types of offences that the
Secretary recommends that a person convicted of would
not be suitable to be an employer, or a person having
direct supervision or control, of a pupil who is a child
under a work experience arrangement;
(b) provide for the Secretary to notify a person whose
criminal record check sets out a conviction referred to in
paragraph (a) and allow that person to make any
submissions to the Secretary about the conviction and
whether the principal or head teacher of a school should
be notified about the conviction.

Effectively it seeks to have the offences defined that
might prevent an employer or a person in a supervisory
capacity within a workplace from being in a position
where they would be supervising a young person under
the provisions of the act. What we are trying to
establish is what crimes would apply in these
circumstances; would they simply be offences that
relate to sexual or physical abuse, or perhaps crimes
that relate to petty theft?
The opposition does not believe it is appropriate to
leave this matter to someone’s interpretation at a point
in time but believes it should be codified. It is also
important that whenever you seek to convey
information on a person to another party that will affect
their position in some way they should have the ability
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to appeal or to challenge that information if they believe
it to be wrong, or they believe there is some concern.
This amendment puts in place an opportunity for people
to seek further information and, if necessary, to argue
about an interpretation that might have been made of
their circumstances.
Further in the amendment we seek to have this order
drafted after discussion with the Privacy Commissioner
because, as indicated in comments I have made to the
house on behalf of the Liberal Party today, we are
concerned about the privacy aspects of the legislation,
notwithstanding that it is also important to protect
young people. We certainly recognise that. In this
context we believe it is worthwhile to have the Privacy
Commissioner consulted on such an order that codifies
the offences that might preclude somebody from being
involved in a supervisory capacity with someone in
work experience.
We seek that that order might be made or promulgated
and advertised in one of the daily newspapers
circulating throughout Victoria as well as being
published in the Government Gazette. We seek that
such an order be brought before both houses of
Parliament on or before the sixth day of sitting of the
house after the publication of the order in the
Government Gazette to allow both houses of Parliament
to consider what effectively would be a schedule to the
legislation and what would be the basis upon which
decisions would be made affecting people under the
provisions of the legislation.
There is an amendment to the Subordinate Legislation
Act which ensures consistency with that act for the
Liberal Party’s proposition of an order. Also the Liberal
Party seeks that if the order is disallowed by
Parliament, then the disallowance would have the same
effect as a revocation of the order. Furthermore, we
would seek that the Privacy Commissioner would
publish a report on the operation of any order within
two years of the making of that order, which seems to
fit snugly with the budget allocation the government
has made to the program.
We also seek as a further basis of monitoring the
legislation and its impact on what we see as very
valuable programs in terms of workplace training and
work experience that there be a report under the
Financial Management Act by the Department of
Education and Training to explain the number of people
undertaking work experience in each of the years
reported on as a part of a monitoring procedure.
The opposition believes this is an important amendment
to the legislation, and commends it to the government
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because it is legislation that takes us in a new direction
and has significant ramifications. It is important that the
legislation be subject to the full scrutiny of the
Parliament and its implementation not simply left to
interpretation by departmental officers, especially given
the particular ramifications that might be involved for
owners of businesses or people in their employ. I
commend it to the government.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — This amounts to a fairly substantial
amendment drafted by the honourable member. It goes
to a number of changes that he seeks to put in place as a
result of the amendment. I will try and indicate to him
the government’s reasons as to why it cannot accept the
amendment in its current form.
In the first instance this amendment seeks to amend
clause 13, and clause 13 amends section 64S(2) of the
Education Act 1958. That section commences by
authorising the minister to make orders about the
placement of pupils. That is a general power, and it is
not limited. It then goes on to provide a list of examples
of subject matters that orders can deal with, without
limiting the minister’s general power. This list of
examples is only examples and does not limit the
minister’s order power. What clause 13 does is add to
that list of examples.
The amendment proposed by the honourable member
would amend the bill so that the list of examples would
include requiring a person to consent to the provision of
a criminal records check in place of the current
wording, which gives the example requiring a person to
provide a criminal records check. The amendment
proposed by the honourable member is unnecessary in
the government’s view, as criminal records checks are
currently undertaken with the consent of the individual.
We take the view that the first amendments listed in his
proposed amendments are unnecessary for that reason.
Mr Atkinson’s amendment 4 deals with a number of
matters. Proposed subsection (3) in the amendment
requires a ministerial order on work experience to set
out the offences that would exclude a person from
being an employer or supervisor, and it requires the
secretary to notify a person who is the subject of a
criminal records check to comment on an unsatisfactory
result.
The government does not support those amendments.
The reasons are that firstly, in our judgment, they
attempt to amend the wrong section of the bill. The
amendment refers to an order made under proposed
subsection (1)(g) whereas the orders are made under
subsection (2)(g). That is a technical point. More to the
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point the ministerial order may list some examples of
offences; however, it would be too restrictive and
unnecessary to require all offences to be listed in the
order. The department needs to be able to address
multiple 0.05 convictions, for example, without being
constrained by the fixed requirements of the order.
In relation to the point made requiring the secretary to
notify a person who is the subject of an unsatisfactory
criminal records check, the conduct and ethics branch
of the Department of Education and Training will
manage the criminal records check process with
Victoria Police. Upon receipt of the criminal records
check the conduct and ethics branch will inform the
school and the employer whether or not the employer
or supervisor met the department’s standards for the
supervision of a 14-year-old work experience pupil.
These procedures make the amendment unnecessary.
Proposed subsection (4) in the amendment requires the
minister prior to making an order to ensure that there is
consultation with the Privacy Commissioner and
groups that may be affected by a proposed order; and
requires that the notice of intention to make an order be
published in a newspaper. The government’s response
to this is that the normal procedure in making orders is
to engage in wide consultation with stakeholders and
affected parties, and for that reason the government
considers that the amendment is unnecessary.
Obviously, that procedure currently exists; it is part of
what the government does already.
The member’s amendment to insert proposed
subsection (5) requires the ministerial order to be
published in the Government Gazette. Again the
government considers this is unnecessary as
section 84(3) of the Education Act 1958 requires all
ministerial orders to be published. It is the practice
under this section to publish orders to all affected
parties. Further, the member’s proposed
subsections (6), (7) and (8) in the amendment would
require all ministerial orders to be laid before and be
subject to disallowance by the Parliament. The member
is proposing a substantial change.
I will make a few comments as to why we are not
supporting this approach. Firstly, the tabling of matters
in Parliament, in our judgment, should be reserved for
orders which have a significant impact on the
community or on the rights and freedoms of others.
These orders are not of that type as participation by
employers in work experience is essentially a voluntary
exercise; it is not one which involves the heavy-handed
use of government regulations and it would not fall
under the category of ‘significant’ on either employers
or the community, essentially because it is voluntary.
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Secondly, there were changes in 1997 to the legislation
on work experience, where it was changed from a
regulatory power to a ministerial order power. This was
done under the previous Kennett government, and none
of these orders was required to be tabled in the
Parliament.
Finally, the opposition when in government passed six
pieces of legislation to make ministerial orders, none of
which needs to be laid before the Parliament, so there is
plenty of precedent as to why that is unnecessary.
With regard to Mr Atkinson’s proposed subsection (9)
in his amendment, it requires the Privacy
Commissioner to report on the operation of an order.
The government cannot support this amendment as it
again refers to the wrong section of the act — that is,
subsection (1)(g) instead of subsection (2)(g). More to
the point, government members consider it unnecessary
as all records are kept in accordance with the
Information Privacy Act and the Public Records Act.
The Department of Education and Training has
longstanding confidentiality practices that comply with
both of these acts.
Finally, under Mr Atkinson’s proposed
section 64LB(10) the secretary would be required to
report to Parliament on an annual basis on the number
of children undertaking work experience. Government
members think that is an unnecessary requirement, and
we do not support it.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — As you
would imagine, Chair, I am bitterly disappointed that
the government does not recognise the value of this
package of amendments. Whilst the minister has gone
through them one by one and suggested that each is
unnecessary in its own right, as a package opposition
members believe they form a coherent position that
ought to have been established in this legislation.
I might also add that opposition members did not seek
to be Charles Dickens in this and create the
amendments from scratch. On the question of the
numbering of proposed subsection (1)(g) or (2)(g), we
were advised by parliamentary counsel. I defer to the
minister, who said that he has other advice, and I
presume that the amendment will not be lost because
we are looking at proposed subsection (2)(g) rather than
(1)(g); it will be lost on the government’s views of the
other provisions.
As I indicated, opposition members believe this
legislation is reasonable overall, but I think the
government has missed an opportunity here in not
accepting the amendments proposed by the opposition
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to improve its legislation and to ensure a greater
understanding and support of that legislation by the
business community, which would have led to more
certainty for work experience programs in particular to
continue into the future.
As the government looks set to reject the amendment,
opposition members believe there is going to be some
concern about the viability of those programs into the
future because people do not understand them and do
not have the same level of trust in the government’s
procedures and intent as the minister might have
conveyed to members of the house.
In closing I will say one other thing. In terms of an
individual providing consent for a police check, I would
have thought that there are a number of people who
would have wanted to provide that consent on the basis
of an informed view of what it meant. If they had had,
for instance, a .05 conviction, then they would want to
know if that were likely to disqualify them from
participation in a work experience program or whether
they would need to have had two or three such
convictions or whether a petty theft or car theft
conviction recorded when they were 17 years of age
was likely to disqualify them.
Because if they do not know that, there is a very strong
possibility that individuals in that situation will avoid
the embarrassment. They will say, ‘No, we will not
participate in the program’, and in some cases some
people who would otherwise be most suitable as
supervisors and who do not have a record that is likely
to be of concern to the government and the branch of
the education department that will carry out the scrutiny
will be lost to this program. That is unfortunate, and it
is a consequence of not having this position codified.
Whilst I express disappointment at that situation, for the
reasons I have given previously I do not propose to
pursue the debate.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I want to express
a National Party view on the amendment moved by the
Honourable Bruce Atkinson. I share his disappointment
that the government is not prepared to adopt it for the
following reasons. During the course of debate on two
bills earlier this afternoon I made the comment that the
more frequent use of police checks over a number of
issues now means that we need to have a look at the
processes and try to gain some consistency and
transparency in the use of police checks.
No matter how you evaluate the process set out by the
Honourable Bruce Atkinson in his foreshadowed
amendments, it is an attempt to try to gain that
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transparency so people understand what police checks
involve, what they are going to be used for and what
safeguards are going to be associated with their use.
During the debate this afternoon I said that that is the
sort of thing people should rightfully expect to know.
There is a challenge to this government to at least work
out a process. If government members are not prepared
to accept the process as defined by the foreshadowed
amendments, then they should go and do some
homework of their own. But when we come forward
with police check situations in future cases, we want
them to have defined a process to enable people to
clearly understand what is involved and what the
implications of police checks are.
I too suggested during one of my contributions that the
government should look at a proposal put forward by
the Privacy Commissioner, and that is in respect of a
spent conviction scheme. That is an important matter
the government should be considering.
This amendment is not being accepted by the
government. I have heard the reasons and accept why
government members feel the way they do, but once
again I say to them that the use of police checks is
becoming more common, so let us try to get some
standardisation across the whole process so people
know what is involved and know what the implications
are. I see that as important to the government in the
future.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I will try to sum up this debate, because
we are obviously not going to agree. Governments have
challenges in these circumstances. Clearly what we are
trying to do is protect younger members of our
community, and we are trying to protect them in
circumstances where they could be vulnerable in a
workplace. In doing that the government has made a set
of decisions, including that police checks should be part
of the process.
I suppose I should commend the Honourable Bruce
Atkinson for the comprehensive amendments he has
circulated, and I certainly assure him that the
government has considered this matter on the
substantive issues and not on the technical issue that I
mentioned earlier. The government believes significant
safeguards are built into this legislation to protect
persons who wish to supervise younger people in these
circumstances. Essentially government members think
that ultimately the choice is voluntary, and there are
additional safeguards beyond that, even taking that into
consideration.
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In the end the legislation is about protecting a
vulnerable group within our community. On that basis,
whilst I have listened to members’ arguments, the
government will not be supporting this amendment.
Committee divided on omission (members in favour vote
no):

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

McQuilten, Mr
Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mitchell, Mr
Nguyen, Mr
Pullen, Mr
Scheffer, Mr
Smith, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms

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

Drum, Mr
Forwood, Mr
Hall, Mr
Koch, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr
Vogels, Mr

Pair
Viney, Mr

Olexander, Mr

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clause 14 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.

Third reading
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries) — I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

In so doing I would like to thank honourable members
on both sides for their contributions to the debate. This
is an important issue, and I think members share the
view that we are trying to protect a vulnerable group
within our community. We might have some
differences as to how we do so, but I am pleased to see
that on the third-reading stage there is agreement. I
thank the members for their contributions, particularly
in the committee stage of the bill.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am of the opinion
that the third reading of this bill requires to be passed
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by an absolute majority. The division bells will
determine whether there is such a majority. Ring the
bells.
Bells rung.
Members having assembled in chamber:

The PRESIDENT — Order! To ascertain whether
there is an absolute majority, I ask members to stand in
their places.
Required number of members having risen:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

VICTORIAN CURRICULUM AND
ASSESSMENT AUTHORITY
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Minister for Energy
Industries).

AERODROME LANDING FEES BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 October; motion of
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance).
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
Clause 1

Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — This bill does in fact recognise that fees
are being charged at aerodromes but at this point in
time are very difficult to collect. The intention of the
bill is to clarify the means by which fees are to be
collected, not necessarily to change the current
practices of aerodromes in charging those fees. They
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are really about recovering the costs incurred in
providing the services that aerodromes provide.
A number of issues were raised during the
second-reading debate which I would like to clarify.
Some work has been done to ensure that issues raised
are addressed in the bill and therefore do not require
amendments to be made to it.
The first was the question of consultation, involvement
and monitoring the ongoing running of the legislation
once it is in place to ensure that the fee structures are
reflective of the actual costs of running the aerodromes
and are not excessive and beyond the industry’s ability
to meet them. I am able to say that it was foreshadowed
in the second-reading speech that the government
makes a commitment to ensure that the Victorian
Aviation Strategy Committee will have an ongoing role
to monitor the impact and effectiveness of the
legislation and that the government will ensure there is
representation from aircraft operators as part of that
process to ensure that the intention of the government
in this legislation is being met.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I thank the minister for her introductory remarks. One
thing I would like to clarify is her reference to the
setting of fees in relation to costs incurred by
aerodrome operators.
The CHAIR — Order! Is Mr Rich-Phillips
addressing clause 1?
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — I am addressing
the minister’s comments. Should the committee
interpret from that that the government intends to
constrain the level of fees that an aerodrome operator
can set?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — The government is intending that there not
be an exorbitant fee structure that is trying to reap more
than should be gained from the setting of fees, and it
will be monitoring that process. The government would
want to take action if at any time it considered there
was some unreasonableness and that it could be
demonstrated to be unreasonableness. Of course there is
no intention in the bill to have that occur. Aerodromes
across the state have been charging fees, and there has
been no suggestion that there has been any
unreasonableness in the fee structures to date. I think it
is the intention that that practice continue rather than
there be an exercise in going beyond what is currently
the practice.
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Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I thank the minister for that. I might come back to it
when we get to the relevant clause.
On the purpose clause, I would like to seek clarification
on something in the second-reading speech. The
minister stated:
The need for this legislation was established by the Victorian
Aviation Strategy Committee and has strong support across
the industry.

Could the minister tell the committee what consultation
took place besides that with the Victorian Aviation
Strategy Committee (VASC), which is mentioned in
the second-reading speech?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — As the minister in the other house
indicated, the Victorian Aviation Strategy Committee is
the primary source from which this bill emanates. It
was done on the basis that these were issues of
infrastructure. However, the government understands
the need of operators to be involved in the ongoing
process of monitoring fees, because this is not a change
of practice but rather a way of ensuring that those
aerodromes that collect fees are able to recover them. It
is fair to say that the opposition has also acknowledged
that there has been a problem with being able to collect
the fees. The bill is attempting to give an avenue to
ensure that those fees can be collected in a
cost-effective way.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
In arriving at the statement that the legislation ‘has
strong support across the industry’, was there
consultation outside the VASC?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I have been advised no.
Clause agreed to; clause 2 agreed to.
Clause 3

Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
Clause 3 is the definitions clause of the bill. A number
of the concerns that have been raised by the opposition,
both by the shadow minister in the other place and me
in this house, relate to a number of the definitions
contained in the clause. It would be appropriate to deal
with those concerns here.
The first issue I turn my attention to relates to the twin
definitions of ‘aircraft register’ and ‘civil aviation
regulations’, which combined indicate that ‘aircraft
register’ means the aircraft register established and kept
under part 3 of the civil aviation regulations 1988. The
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first point I raise is that at the conclusion of the
second-reading debate in the other place the Minister
for State and Regional Development indicated that he
would take up an issue raised by the shadow minister
relating to exclusions from that definition of aircraft
register, in particular aircraft which are registered under
the Australian Ultralight Federation register rather than
the civil aviation regulations register. Would the
minister like to address that issue?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — Yes. The department has had a look at the
question of the ultralights. The reason they are not
included is that they are operations that are generally
conducted at local airfields, so they are not across
airfields. They are in airfields or paddocks, there are
few cross-country flights and they use few navigation
aids, so they are considered to be a different
perspective. Aerodrome operators still can and do
charge these operators for the use of aerodrome
services and access. The exclusion of a specific
reference to these craft in this legislation does not
change that practice.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
But surely it excludes aerodrome operators from using
this piece of legislation with respect to those ultralight
operators, even those operating, as the minister terms it,
at local airfields. They will not have the benefit of the
legislation.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — No. As I understand it and have been
advised, the aerodrome operators will still be able to
charge for actual service and access.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
Thank you. But under this legislation they will not have
the power to assign liability for fees with respect to
ultralights.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — As I have been advised, they will still be
able to charge the fees, but because this is about
certificates of registration they will not be able to
charge on the basis of certificate of registration because
in fact ultralight aircraft do not have certificates of
registration.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
So in essence, the avenues that this legislation creates
for aerodrome operators to recover fees through
assignment to the certificate of registration holder will
not apply to ultralight operators because there is no
inclusion of an ultralight register?
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Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — That is correct.

Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — That is the advice we have received, yes.

Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
The second issue relates to the definitions of ‘aircraft
register’ and ‘civil aviation regulations’. The
commonwealth proposes that the Civil Aviation
Regulations 1988, which are the basis on which this
definition hinges, will be repealed with effect from the
first quarter of 2004 and will be replaced, with respect
to ‘aircraft register’, by part 47 of the Civil Aviation
Safety Regulations 1998.

Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I would like to move to the crux of the opposition’s
concerns with this bill, and it is contained in the
definition in clause 3 of ‘training flight approach’,
which is defined as:

My advice is that the way the commonwealth has
structured those regulations allows for no transitional
provision from the existing Civil Aviation Regulations
1988 to the Civil Aviation Safety Regulations 1998. In
fact what the commonwealth is doing is establishing a
separate register which will require aircraft to be
effectively reregistered under the new commonwealth
regulations.
What I am seeking is an explanation of how this bill
will have effect given that the reference is only to the
existing regulations, which will be repealed at the
beginning of next year.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — As I have been advised, there is no
guarantee that part 47 of the regulations will be in place
in the time frames as specified and that there may be
some delays. However, advice from parliamentary
counsel on this matter is that under section 17 of the
Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984, should the
regulations be remade the reference to ‘the regulations
in this act’ will be construed as ‘a reference to the
regulations as amended and in force for the time being’,
so that it will automatically switch over to the new
regulation.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I thank the minister for that. Will the minister confirm
that that will also be the case in this specific example,
assuming that part 47 is enacted as planned and given
that, as I understand it, it is an unusual situation in that
there are no transitional provisions from the existing
commonwealth regulations to the new commonwealth
regulations? In fact, what the commonwealth is doing is
establishing a new register requiring each aircraft to be
individually reregistered under the new regulations
rather than transitioning from the existing regulations to
the new ones — it is, in fact, establishing a totally
separate and unrelated set of regulations with no
transitional provisions.

… in relation to an aerodrome, means a planned ascent to, or
in the immediate vicinity of, a runway at the aerodrome,
whether or not the aircraft touches the runway, during a flight
undertaken for the training or testing of a person as a pilot or
member of a flight crew.

What I seek from the minister is an explanation as to
whether that definition as it stands would allow an
aerodrome operator to charge a fee, as defined further
in the bill, in an instance where facilities provided by
the aerodrome operator are not used by the aircraft.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — Where they are not its own facilities that
are being used for the provision of its services it cannot
charge fees; it certainly will be able to if they are its
facilities.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I thank the minister for that clarification. I would like to
take it further and pick up on a comment made by the
Minister for State and Regional Development in the
other place, where in his response to the second-reading
debate he referred to this definition and made reference
to aircraft undertaking global positioning system (GPS)
instrument approaches.
For the information of the committee, an aircraft
undertaking a GPS instrument approach at an
aerodrome will not be using facilities provided by the
aerodrome. In other words, assuming it is a missed
approach or something like that, the runway will not be
used, no ground-based navigation will be provided by
the aerodrome, and no facility will be provided by the
aerodrome to be used in that instance. Would it be
possible, as the minister in the other place suggested in
reply to the second-reading debate, for an aerodrome
operator in that circumstance to charge a fee in
accordance with this clause?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — The advice I have received is that with
GPS approaches there will be no cost incurred by the
airport as the satellites do not belong to the airport, and
therefore it would not be able to charge a fee. So unless
there are offset costs for new technology or anything
happens that the airport itself has put in place with new
developments, no, it will not be able to actually attach a
fee to GPS approaches.
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Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I thank the minister for clarifying that. But I also note
that it directly contradicts the advice from
parliamentary counsel that was read into Hansard in the
other place by the Minister for State and Regional
Development. I am wondering if there is a mechanism
by which the minister in this place can clarify for the
record that the advice provided by parliamentary
counsel and read into Hansard by the minister in the
other place is now redundant and no longer regarded as
factual by the government?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I think there was a clarification because
they could charge for the global positioning system
approach plates that were actually put in place by the
aerodromes at the time and they were allowed to seek
fees for cost recovery. We have since been informed
that that cost recovery has now occurred at aerodromes
and therefore they will not be able to charge for those
subsequently. When the minister made his statements
that was not clear; that has now been clarified and that
is why we can now say that they cannot charge for
global positioning system approaches.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I thank the minister for that. I appreciate that the
minister’s comments go some way to clarifying the
circumstances in which a fee can be levied with respect
to the definition of ‘training flight approach’.
The second part of the definition of ‘training flight
approach’ — and I flag now that this is not an issue that
has been raised in any depth previously — or the
second test for ‘training flight approach’ is a reference
to an activity during a flight undertaken for the training
or testing of a person as a pilot or member of a flight
crew.
Is the committee to take from that second test in that
definition that it is not intended that an aerodrome
operator will be allowed to levy a fee for an instrument
approach, a missed approach, a go-around et cetera,
which is not in a training or testing environment. In
other words, it is in the course of an ordinary
operation — it is a charter, a private flight or a business
flight, but it is not training and it is not a test flight?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I have been advised that under
clause 6(1)(e) they would be able to charge in a
non-training situation.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I do not know if it is appropriate at this time to explore
clause 6.
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The CHAIR — Order! No, we are on clause 3 at
this stage, Mr Rich-Phillips.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — I appreciate that.
I will come back to that issue. With respect to the
definition of training flight approaches, I go back to the
minister’s earlier comment that with global positioning
system approaches, which do not use facilities provided
by aerodrome operators, an aerodrome operator could
not levy a charge. I seek clarification from the minister
with respect to other forms of instrument approaches,
such as non-directional beacon (NDB) approaches, very
high frequency omnidirectional range (VOR)
approaches and instrument landing system (ILS)
approaches, where the facilities are provided by
somebody other than the aerodrome operator. Does it
also hold that the operator will not be able to levy a fee
because the facilities used are not provided by the
aerodrome operator?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — Fundamentally, when the facility is
provided by the aerodrome it can provide a fee, not
when it is provided by someone else. I want to clarify in
relation to GPS that airports that at their own expense
put in new technology or global positioning system
approach plates that they currently do not have will of
course be able to charge a fee, but those which
currently have the technology in place will not be able
to, because that has already been paid for.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I thank the minister. That creates a slight complication.
Over what period is an aerodrome that establishes a
new GPS approach able to charge for any costs it
incurred in establishing that approach? How are
operators to know when that cost has been recouped,
given that it is not going to be a set, separate,
discernible cost amortised over a certain number of
operations?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — As I have been advised, they can only
charge fees in relation to that until costs have been
recovered. That is the case at this point in time, and that
would be the same for anyone who puts in the new
technology.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
In one sense that again complicates matters given that,
as the minister said earlier, the GPS system is the
United States Department of Defence satellite system.
Providing that system has nothing to do with the
Australian government and nothing to do with
aerodrome operators. The cost of establishing a GPS
approach — having it surveyed by Airservices
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Australia and having an approach plate drawn up — is
in most cases borne by Airservices Australia rather than
by an aerodrome operator. Can I confirm that there is
no scope there for an aerodrome operator to charge a
fee?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — None.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
My understanding from the minister’s answer is that
where costs are sunk there is no scope for an aerodrome
operator to charge a fee. I take it that the minister is
nodding.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — If the costs have been covered or incurred
by somebody else, then the aerodrome operator cannot
recoup it in fees. The aerodrome operator can only
recover its own expenses.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
If I understand correctly, using the example of GPS
approaches, once the costs — having the survey done,
having a plate drawn up — have been paid for, the
aerodrome operator can no longer charge for them.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — Correct.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
Again I would like to explore the issue of how we
would determine that costs have been recovered.
Obviously once the survey has been done and the plates
have been drawn up and the aerodrome operator has
paid Airservices Australia or whoever did the survey
work, the bill has been paid, but how does the
government make the distinction as to when that cost
has been recovered? Obviously it is just 1 of 1001
operating costs that an aerodrome operator may
encounter. How is the government going to decide
whether that particular operating cost has been
recovered and therefore whether the operator should or
should not be charging fees?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — That is the intention of the monitoring that
will be put in place by the Victorian Aviation Strategy
Committee. Aircraft operators will also be involved in
that process.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I appreciate that, but what is the methodology to
determine that? If an aerodrome operator has written a
cheque for $50 000 for having that survey done and is
then collecting $10 off every landing — some of which
is amortised towards upgrading the runway, some is for
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cleaning the terminal and some is to pay the cost of
having that approach surveyed and developed — how
does the government decide when the cost has been
recouped?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — That is a process the Victorian Aviation
Strategy Committee will work through with each of the
aerodromes that may be in that position.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
It seems we are getting deeper and deeper into this
mire. What resources or methodology is the strategy
committee going to have in place to do this? Will it
survey all aerodromes in Victoria? How will it gather
the information the minister is referring to? The
minister’s answer has opened up a can of worms in
respect of what the strategy committee will be doing. A
colleague asked on what basis the committee will have
the expertise to do that. It is opening a can of worms
that prior to the minister’s answer we did not have.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — The government believes that, given the
composition and expertise of the Victorian Aviation
Strategy Committee together with aircraft operators
involved in the process, they will be able to judge the
appropriateness of fees to be charged for that kind of
technology.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I thank the minister for that answer, although it does not
give any comfort with respect to that issue. Another
area I want to quickly cover with respect to the
definition of training flight approach is the issue of
facilities that have been paid for. I cite the example of
Shepparton aerodrome, which has a non-directional
beacon approach on the field which is used for
approaches. It is my understanding that NDB is
provided by Shepparton aerodrome, which is unusual
because most are provided by Airservices Australia, but
that is the exception.
When an aircraft does an approach using an NDB there
is no direct cost to the aerodrome because in the first
instance the beacon has already been paid for and in the
second instance under commonwealth legislation it is
required to be operating 24 hours a day, 7 days a week
and that cost is incurred irrespective of whether an
aircraft is receiving a signal from the beacon or not. It is
required to radio constantly, and there is no cost to the
aerodrome for receiving a signal from the beacon
irrespective of whether an aircraft is receiving a signal.
So an aircraft coming in on an approach is not
providing any cost to the aerodrome operator. In that
circumstance, using Shepparton as a specific example,
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will Shepparton be able to charge for an NDB
approach?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I have been advised that as it is the
aerodrome’s navigation aid it is for it to choose whether
or not to charge a fee.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I seek consistency with the minister’s previous answer
with respect to global positioning system approaches.
In the Shepparton example, it has already been paid for
and there is no direct cost to the aerodrome for an
aircraft doing an instrument approach. How is that
different from the GPS example the minister cited
before?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I have been advised it is a question of
whether or not the aerodrome chooses to upgrade the
facility, and on that basis a fee is charged accordingly.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
That is moving into the hypothetical. I am talking about
the current situation of an existing beacon that has been
paid for. As I said, an aircraft on an approach does not
create any cost for the aerodrome operator. It is
analogous to the GPS example the minister provided,
and I would like to know if it is the same situation in
terms of this legislation.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I have been advised that a fee is currently
charged, and this bill is not intended to change that
practice.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
Any fee that may be charged in respect of an NDB
approach at Shepparton would be currently charged
under a common-law environment and not under the
provisions of this legislation. Again I ask: will
Shepparton aerodrome, with its privately owned NDB,
be able to charge a fee with respect to an NDB
approach, given that the NDB has been paid for, there
is no cost to the aerodrome of a particular aircraft using
that NDB and it is the same situation as the minister
cited with the GPS approach? Will Shepparton be able
to charge a fee in those circumstances?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I have been advised that the legislation
does not change the current practice, so the answer is
yes.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — In
relation to the training approach I have a simple
question that has been asked of me a number of times.
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If there is a training approach where the aircraft is
going around and around and is not incurring any direct
cost, can the aerodrome operators charge a fee?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I have been advised that if pilots use any
of the aerodromes’ services, navigational equipment
and so on the operators can charge a fee but not if they
are not using any of the services or navigation facilities.
Clause agreed to; clauses 4 and 5 agreed to.
Clause 6

Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I refer to clause 6(2) where clarification was sought in
the other place relating to the requirement to publish in
the Government Gazette or a daily newspaper. The
minister undertook to look at the option of publishing
the fee on the Internet, and I invite the minister to
respond to that.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — This is a very valid question. As the
Minister for Information and Communication
Technology I am pleased to inform the committee that
the current provisions allow for the Government
Gazette and either a daily newspaper circulating
generally in the state or a periodical publication
prescribed by the regulations, but I have been advised
that a periodical publication can be defined in the
regulations to mean the Internet.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Eumemmerring) —
I thank the minister for that answer. Will the
interpretation of a periodical publication need to be a
specific Internet publication or will it have to be a
magazine or newspaper or an aerodrome web site,
which is not a periodical?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I have been advised that it should be a
periodical. The government may choose to make that
part of an option, but my understanding is it can be
posted on the Internet and still meet the definitions of a
periodical.
Clause agreed to; clauses 7 to 9 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.

Third reading
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I move:

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
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That the bill be now read a third time.

In so doing I thank all honourable members who
contributed to the second-reading debate and the
constructive nature of the committee stage. I look
forward to the passage of this bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Mr LENDERS (Minister for Finance) — I move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Wednesday,
5 November 2003.

Motion agreed to.

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

Bank accounts debit tax: removal
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) — Tonight I
seek the assistance of the Treasurer in getting some
information about debits tax, which is a tax levied on
debits to accounts with a cheque facility. It is imposed
on account holders who operate cheques and other
financial instruments, and all debits in the state of
Victoria of $1 or more attract the state debits tax.
With the arrival of the GST it was agreed with the
commonwealth that the states would remove this bank
accounts debit (BAD) tax. I am advised that New South
Wales abolished its state equivalent of the BAD tax on
1 January 2002; the New South Wales government
estimates that its removal will save New South Wales
cheque and financial instrument operators $315 million.
I emphasise that from 1 January 2002 New South
Wales cheque holders have saved $315 million a year.
I understand the Australian Bankers Association in its
media release of 29 May 2001 complained that the
operation of this state-based BAD tax is definitely an
impost on the operators of these instruments, which the
Treasurer would be familiar with. I also understand
from the state revenue budget estimates for 2003–04
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that in the year 2002–03 Victoria’s budget figure was
$249.3 million, but it received $250.7 million in that
year in BAD tax. The 2003–04 estimate is that this tax,
to be imposed on Victorian bank account operators and
cheque holders, will amount to $249.5 million. The
imposition of this tax affects pensioners and other
people on low incomes. Even on small debits the tax
can be as high as 30 cents, because that is the rate for
between $1 and $99.99.
I ask the Treasurer when will Victoria dispose of this
BAD state revenue tax now that the GST is well and
truly in place and the Treasurer is so proud of the
financial performance of this state. When will the BAD
tax come off?

Budget: financial report
Mr PULLEN (Higinbotham) — The matter I raise
this evening is for the Minister for Finance, the
Honourable John Lenders. I refer to the financial report
for the state for the year 2002–03, which was released
this week. It shows that the general government
operating surplus was $236 million, which is a revised
estimate from $160 million, and that the state debt of
$4.9 billion incurred under the Kennett government has
been cut to $2.1 billion, or 1.1 per cent of gross state
product (GSP). It is certainly a massive improvement
on the Bolte years, when the figure was 40 per cent of
GSP.
Hon. J. H. Eren interjected.
Mr PULLEN — As my colleague Mr Eren says,
the AAA rating is here to stay. The 2002–03 Financial
Report states that aggregate investment revenue was
$144 million higher than expected:
… largely reflecting the strong financial performance of the
metropolitan water sector underpinned by buoyant developer
activity … and the delayed introduction of full retail
contestability in the gas market …

The New South Wales surplus for the same period was
$619 million, which was $420 million more than
expected. While New South Wales fares better from
commonwealth grants than Victoria does, I understand
that one of the major reasons for the increase in New
South Wales was higher profits from state-owned
business enterprises, particularly the electricity
providers. In fact an extra $128 million was generated
as a result of better returns from government
businesses.
I ask the minister to advise how much he estimates the
state of Victoria has lost due to the crazy privatisation
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policies of the former Kennett
Liberal–National coalition government.

Planning: Bayside amendment
Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — The issue I
raise tonight is for the Minister for Planning in the other
place. By way of introduction I refer to the Bayside
Leader of 20 October. An article with the headline
‘Tribunal overturns council decision’ states that Highett
is soon to be home to a four-storey apartment and retail
complex. It states:
The state’s planning tribunal recently overturned a Bayside
council decision to knock back the development …

Interestingly, the Minister for Planning has been sitting
on the Bayside council’s planning scheme amendment
C2 for over 18 months. For some reason she is refusing
to deal with it, and all the multistorey developments are
slipping away under Labor’s metropolitan strategy, the
Melbourne 2030 plan.
The article in the Bayside Leader goes on to say:
But Cr Craig Tucker said the development was too high and
would cause catastrophic traffic problems. He said the
proposed development had caused community anxiety.

Cr Tucker happens to be the endorsed federal Labor
candidate for the area, but at least he has the guts to say
that 2030 is no good and the minister should act.
Government members are not prepared to stand up for
the local residents. Why does the minister not listen to
the endorsed Labor candidate for the area and stand up
for the residents? The endorsed federal Labor candidate
is standing up for the residents, but the state members
are not standing up for them.
Will the Minister for Planning listen to her federal
Labor colleagues and step in to see that the council’s
planning scheme amendment C2 is approved as soon as
possible?

Libraries: Norlane
Hon. J. H. EREN (Geelong) — I wish to raise an
issue with the Minister for Local Government in
relation to the redevelopment of the John Drysdale
Library in the northern suburbs of Geelong in my
electorate. I was fortunate enough to be present when
the minister announced the Living Libraries program
grant for the John Drysdale Library in Norlane in May,
and I ask that her department monitor developments at
this very important facility.
The John Drysdale Library, also known as the Corio
library, is over 30 years old and was in great need of
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refurbishment. The new-look Corio library will be
easier to access, more comfortable and equipped with
the latest computers and Internet facilities, thanks to the
$212 000 Bracks government grant. Libraries are not
just about books any more, you can borrow everything
from magazines to videos, DVDs, music CDs and
computer CD-ROMs. Many people in our community
also visit their local library to access the Internet.
Libraries are used by the entire community, whether it
be young students using them for their schoolwork or
older people just wanting somewhere to visit and read
the newspaper and have a chat.
A library in the northern suburbs of Geelong is very
important. The John Drysdale Library is much used.
More than 234 000 items are borrowed each year. That
is why it is important that users have a bright,
comfortable facility with access to the latest
technology. Support from the Bracks government’s
Living Libraries program will help modernise and
refurbish the library, making it easy for everyone to
enjoy all the services it offers. I ask the minister to
inform me as to the status of this much-needed
redevelopment.

Planning: Scoresby–Rowville precinct
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — My matter
is for the Minister for Planning in another place. I seek
her assistance in expediting the rezoning of the
proposed Scoresby–Rowville employment precinct
within the City of Knox area. The minister would be
aware of the project, because it is a very innovative one
that the City of Knox has been keen to have up and
running for some time.
The precinct is based on an area which surrounds
Caribbean Gardens and which has been developed by
Rod Spooner as one of the premier industrial estates in
Melbourne. A number of multinational companies
involved in distribution, production and other higher
uses have been housed in that facility. The precinct has
now gone on to develop good technology uses.
Members of this house and the other place recently
attended a City of Knox tour of the precinct and saw
what could be achieved under Mr Spooner’s plans. The
problem is that under Melbourne 2030 the Department
of Infrastructure is not keen to approve the project, even
though it will provide a new and international focus for
Melbourne in industries which are exciting and which
fit within the government’s innovation agenda and its
other employment policies.
We believe as local members — and certainly the City
of Knox believes — the project deserves to be
expedited at an early stage. The issue surrounding 2030

ADJOURNMENT
1134

COUNCIL

can be resolved, because this is a significant centre that
falls close to other activity centres, particularly the
Knox city centre, and it is a centre that offers something
different that is not currently available in that part of the
eastern suburbs. It would be serviced by the Scoresby
freeway and by public transport links that are provided
as part of that Scoresby freeway development, which
would seem to be one of the concerns the 2030 team
has had with the project.
I ask the minister to review the project as quickly as
possible, because it is one that ought to proceed in the
best interests of the City of Knox, of Melbourne and of
Victoria.

Point Nepean: future
Hon. J. G. HILTON (Western Port) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Environment in the other place. Two weeks ago the
commonwealth government made a determination to
lease 90 hectares at Point Nepean. The present federal
member for Flinders lauded the outcome and issued a
press release listing the Maritime Museum of Victoria,
the Dolphin Research Institute, the Australian Wildlife
Conservancy and other groups as being part of the
winning consortium.
Presumably included in ‘other groups’ is an
organisation called FKP Ltd. This company is a
property developer based in Queensland. FKP has had
some press recently, and I cite the Maroondah Journal,
which said that FKP had been fined for illegally felling
trees and failing to protect existing vegetation at a
Croydon construction site.
The company was also mentioned in a Four Corners
interview with Terry Ryder, a specialist property
journalist. The interview concerned investment
seminars, and I quote:
I went to a Forrester Kurts seminar in which they advocated
as the prime strategy that we should all go out and buy four
apartments — their apartments of course — and that entailed
taking on about $1 million worth of debt each, and for the
people sitting in the audience, ordinary mums and dads, that’s
a disastrous strategy. If there’s a downturn in the market, or
downturn in their circumstances, it’s like a house of cards, it
can all come crashing down and be a financial disaster from
which these people will never recover. In addition to that, the
scenarios that they put up on the screen, the negatively geared
scenarios, the spreadsheets which purport to explain how it
will all work — for example, they will construct an argument
that $20 a week will buy a $300 000 apartment, and they do
that with various smoke and mirrors techniques which rely on
various very, very optimistic assumptions, and if one of those
assumptions doesn’t come to pass it’s a disaster for the
investor, and this is the sort of thing they’re advocating to
people.
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Is that the sort of organisation we want to develop the
iconic Point Nepean? In all the debate over Point
Nepean there is one overarching issue — that is, the
community master plan wanted all land at Point
Nepean to be managed as an integrated, unified whole.
I quote Mr Stephen Hare, the chief executive officer of
the National Trust of Australia (Victoria), who said:
The appropriate owners and managers of Point Nepean are
the Victorian community, the Victorian government and
Parks Victoria within a national park management process
outlined by the Victorian government in its concept plan.

Finally, I quote Simon Napthine, the ALP candidate for
Flinders, who said:
The announcement on Friday by the Howard government that
it will lease the 90 hectares of land central to the Point
Nepean landscape is an outrage.

I ask the minister to do everything in his power and
authority to ensure that Point Nepean does not fall into
the hands of rapacious Queensland property developers.

Rushworth: health services
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My matter
for the attention of the Minister for Health in the other
place concerns the future of the Rushworth campus
associated with Goulburn Valley Health. I have to
express my concern about the future of the campus and
note that a significant public meeting is to be held on
Friday night this week. The town and people from
miles around are prepared to support the Rushworth
campus of Goulburn Valley Health.
In the context of this, the Minister for Health indicated
on ABC radio on 25 September that change in the
services that can be offered for small country hospitals
is unavoidable. She also said that there will be a
reduction in the number of country hospitals offering
surgical and obstetric services, and this reflects both
worldwide trends and the need to ensure that enough
specialists are trained. Ms Pike said the state
government is working hard to ensure major regional
centres are well equipped with surgical and obstetric
services, but she acknowledged that those services may
not be available or viable in small country hospitals like
Rushworth, which has a small number — about 12 —
of acute beds.
It is very important to note that most Victorians think
country hospitals should be able to offer proper
services. I am very concerned that the minister has a
broader plan, as outlined in her interview of
25 September on ABC radio, to close or effectively
downgrade many country hospitals. This is a disgrace,
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and the minister should ensure that she protects these
country hospitals and backtracks from the Premier in
her own plan.
In the case of Rushworth hospital, I draw the attention
of the house and the minister to a letter from the chief
executive officer dated 3 September relating to the
transfer of 10 high-care residential beds from Goulburn
Valley Health’s Waranga campus to the Waranga Aged
Care Hostel in the town of Rushworth at no cost.
What this means — and I draw this to the attention of
the minister in the other place — is the surrender of
residential bed licences. I am very concerned that this
will make the hospital unviable in the town, and the
acute care beds will no longer be viable. In effect this
would mean the scandalous closure of the hospital at
Rushworth and the desertion of the town by the Bracks
government. I know the minister indicated on radio that
she will protect it, but I do not believe she will
and — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Yarra Street, Warrandyte: speed limits
Hon. C. D. HIRSH (Silvan) — I raise a matter with
the Minister for Transport in the other place. It concerns
Yarra Street, Warrandyte, in the Silvan electorate,
which is visited by many tourists at weekends. The
speed limit along the main street is 60 kilometres an
hour. This is awkward because the car park is on one
side of the street and the shops are on the other. The
road runs along the river valley and all the side streets
come downhill towards the main street. It is a very
dangerous area, and there have been 11 accidents in the
last few years along Yarra Street. Residents have
started a campaign to have the speed limit reduced from
60 kilometres an hour to 40 kilometres an hour.
This is a very good idea, and Manningham City
Council supports this proposal. There was some talk of
a 50-kilometre-an-hour limit, which fits the
government’s general policy, but people use Yarra
Street as a thoroughfare at the weekend. Tourists park
their cars and stroll across the road without realising
that cars are roaring through at 60 kilometres an hour.
The council has proposed that the speed limit be
reduced to 40 kilometres an hour from 8.00 a.m. to
7.00 p.m. seven days a week on a trial basis. I support
that proposal, and I hope the minister will support this
action also, given that it would improve the safety of
both tourists and local residents in Yarra Street,
Warrandyte. I hope something will happen in the short
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term. I know there is going to be continued consultation
with the local community, and I will be very interested
in participating in that consultation with a view to
improving pedestrian and road safety in Warrandyte.

Taxis: multipurpose program
Hon. D. K. DRUM (North Western) — I direct my
adjournment item to the Minister for Transport in the
other place. I acknowledge that the Minister for Aged
Care also has an interest in this issue. I draw the
minister’s attention to the public uproar over his
decision to cap the multipurpose taxi program. I am
sure that, as I have, the minister has been inundated
with telephone calls and emails from families who will
be impacted by the implementation of cuts to this
program.
It is inconceivable that a government with so much
more disposable income to spend than it has ever had
previously is depriving physically and intellectually
handicapped people of the opportunity to get around
and access the most basic of services such as health and
education. It also deprives them of the ability to simply
be a part of the work force. These people use taxis to
take them to their places of employment, and taxis are
quite often the only option available to them.
The multipurpose taxi program is essential to people
who are blind or vision impaired, as it allows them to
be a part of our community, and it gives effect to the
government’s Victorian state disability plan,
particularly to the principle of equality, which
recognises that people with disabilities are citizens who
have the right to be respected and the right to have
equal opportunities to participate in the social,
economic, cultural, political and spiritual life of society.
It also acknowledges that, as citizens, people with
disabilities have equal responsibilities towards
Victorian society and should be supported so that they
can exercise these rights.
The government has chosen to attack society’s most
vulnerable through changes which flagrantly
contravene the Victorian state disability plan and
discriminate against both people with disabilities and
the aged by announcing the change without any
consultation with the people who are affected. This
contravenes the principles of dignity, self-determination
and choice, which commit the government to
respecting, valuing and acknowledging the abilities and
experience of people with disabilities by supporting
them to make choices about their lives and enabling
each person to live the life they want to live.
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I call on the minister to drop the changes to the
multipurpose taxi program and acknowledge that to
implement the Victorian state disability plan we need to
spend more money, not less. If the government refuses
to drop this cap altogether, I would like him to at least
acknowledge that he will look independently at each of
the cases where people are affected by the $550 cap to
see if they can be catered for on an individual basis.

Sport and recreation: facility grants
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) — I
raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Sport
and Recreation. It concerns the grants program recently
announced by the minister to boost regional community
sporting projects. I understand the 2004 Country Action
Grants scheme will provide a real lift for grassroots
sports right across regional Victoria by making
available some $320 000 in funding. The scheme
specifically focuses an activities that support improving
skills in communities and strengthening community
organisations.
The action I seek from the minister is to provide
information regarding what opportunities he and his
department will make available for those clubs and
organisations that are under-represented, particularly
those whose members are from culturally and
linguistically diverse (CALD) backgrounds.
There are many clubs and organisations in regional
Victoria which cater for people from CALD
backgrounds. Those organisations may require
information or assistance in applying for these grants
and other sporting grants. I believe there need to be
more opportunities such as those offered by this scheme
for clubs and organisations to attract under-represented
groups in an effort to build more inclusive communities
in rural and regional Victoria.
I take this opportunity to congratulate the minister on
his recent announcement of the Country Action Grants
scheme, as it recognises the very vital role that these
community-based sporting groups play in creating
opportunities for people of all ages and all abilities to
participate in physical activity.

Prisons: capacity
Hon. R. DALLA-RIVA (East Yarra) — I wish to
raise a matter with the Minister for Corrections in the
other place. It relates to an issue affecting the
construction of new correctional facilities in Victoria.
In May 2001 this government, through its state budget
process, promised to boost jail capacity by the year
2004. We are only a couple of months away from 2004,
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and a recent Australian Bureau of Statistics report states
that prisoner numbers in Victoria are close to if not in
excess of 4000. The fact of the matter is that we are
now four years into the second term of the Bracks
government.
The issue is that we have building delays that are
placing enormous pressure on the already overcrowded
and overstretched jail system. Recent months have seen
amazing problems with breakouts and escapes from
prisons. We have seen reports of the increased use of
drugs within our jails and other reports about an
increase in the reoffending rate.
Victoria has a prison system that is clearly at crisis
point. One of the opposition’s concerns is that the delay
in the construction of the prisons is causing enormous
problems, as I have outlined. The fact of the matter is
that we have a 142-year-old jail in Beechworth and a
140-year-old prison in Bendigo that are still in
operation. They were earmarked for closure in about
two months from now.
The realities are that there has been no long-term
development and construction of the new prisons.
Outcomes were planned for some of the prisons, but
they have not been developed and facilities will not be
built before the middle of May next year or the middle
of 2005. That is a significant time from when they were
promised in the May 2001 state budget. This places
enormous pressure and strain on the prison system and
enormous pressure on the prison officers who have to
work within the system that the Bracks Labor
government has left to be managed.
When is this government intending to deal with the
construction of the new prison facilities that it promised
in the May 2001 state budget, and what action is it
intending to take to get on with the job of dealing with
the overcrowded jails in Victoria?

Members: smoking
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — I
would like to remind the Deputy Leader of the
Government that on 6 May I raised an issue with the
Minister for Health about implementing a Quit
campaign for those members of Parliament who smoke.
As yet I have not had a response.
Tonight I want to direct my issue directly to the
President, and I have discussed this issue with her.
Again the issue is to do with smoking. Today I was
reading the Victorian tobacco action plan, and I noticed
that Victoria’s anti-tobacco strategy comprises the
regulation of the sale and display of tobacco products
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and the reduction of environmental smoke through
legislation, as well as a range of tobacco education and
smoking cessation interventions. I notice that one of the
objectives of the national tobacco strategy is to reduce
exposure to tobacco smoke, and one of the six key
strategy areas — in fact, the sixth — talks about
reducing exposure to environmental tobacco smoke.
In the parliamentary surrounds my estimate is that
probably between 25 per cent and 33 per cent of the
members of Parliament smoke. They gather on the
balcony area outside the dining room. There are more
non-smokers than smokers, and a lot of the
non-smokers no longer go out and enjoy that balcony
area. Could the President investigate the possibility of a
trial of non-smoking times on that balcony area which
would encourage the non-smokers to go outside to eat,
particularly during daylight saving hours?
Mr Viney — Only when Parliament is sitting!
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON — Only when
Parliament is sitting is a fair option. I think we can
accommodate those who smoke and those who do not
smoke in that area. I would like the President to discuss
this issue with the Speaker and see if she can come to
some amicable arrangement for all concerned.

National parks: pest animal and weed control
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I raise
a matter for the Minister for Environment in the other
place, John Thwaites. It regards the need for a much
larger budget to control wild pigs, feral cats, rabbits and
exotic weeds in Lake Eildon National Park, Samaria
State Park and Cathedral Ranges State Park. Locals tell
me that a decision was made to remove funding from
these parks and to take it to areas affected by bushfires,
so all the maintenance, weed control and feral animal
control funding was shifted to areas affected by
bushfires. If that happened I wonder if it was counted as
new money, but that is something aside from this
matter.
I am told that very little money is forthcoming in this
budget for these parks and that all the good work of
previous years is being lost as pest numbers escalate.
Locals say up until now the fox eradication program
has been quite successful, but it needs to be ongoing.
Locals say that they have had sheep in some areas
around Samaria State Park where they have not had
them for some time, but they are concerned about the
number of pigs that are rooting around at the base of
candle bark trees in the park. The pigs have left large
areas of barren ground, and their main diet seems to be
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bulbs of native orchids. These plants are in danger of
disappearing.
There was a program to contain blackberries and
Paterson’s curse. If funds are not made available to
continue this program, weed numbers will explode and
may never be able to be controlled. Locals estimate it
needs at least $100 000 per year as an ongoing program
to control the curse and the blackberries in these parks.
I ask the minister to review the inadequate amount of
money allocated for weed control in these three parks
and also for controlling pest animals. Without an
increase in the pittance that is being spent at the
moment the gains made in previous years will be lost.

Timber industry: restructure
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Environment
in the other place. It concerns matters that come out of
the Auditor-General’s report into the management of
the Our Forests, Our Future program and the reduction
of the effort in the harvest and haulage and sawmill
sectors of the timber industry across the state. What he
found, particularly in respect of the harvest and haulage
contractors, was that of 175 applicants from last
November, only 37 have been exited from the industry,
leaving 119 live applications as at 30 September this
year.
People have been waiting for more than eight months
for advice from the government about whether they
would be exited. The department budgeted
$12.6 million for the whole exit program for the harvest
and haulage sector and has so far spent $13 million, so
it has no money left in the tin at all for the
119 contractor applicants who have been left in
suspended animation for months. Indeed since 30 June
those contractors have had absolutely no work offered
to them by the government or the department. These
people have significant machinery assets with finance
contracts, and many of them literally have their houses
on the line because they have to meet and service that
debt.
I think it is an appalling situation. This matter was
raised with me on Sunday by a constituent who is a
contractor at Neerim South. I have to say that it was an
interesting coincidence that on Tuesday the
Auditor-General tabled a report on the subject, pointing
out the deficiencies of the government in this area of
administration.
I urge the Minister for Environment in the other place
to take some action to expedite a solution to this
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horrendous problem, which has put many families
under intolerable stress and unreasonable financial
pressure. It seems to me that the competence of the
government should not be a detriment to individual
citizens to whom a policy commitment was made as
long as 18 months ago.

Responses
Mr GAVIN JENNINGS (Minister for Aged
Care) — The Honourable Ron Bowden raised a matter
for the attention of the Treasurer. To use the words of
Mr Bowden, he wants the removal of what he describes
as the BAD tax — the bank accounts debit tax — from
the tax regime of the Victorian government. He asked
the Treasurer to deal with that matter.
Mr Pullen raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Finance, noting the sound financial
position of the Victorian budget, and notwithstanding
that very strong financial position asked the minister
whether he has any estimation of the revenue forgone
due to the privatisation program of the previous
administration.
The Honourable Chris Strong raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Planning and took the lead
from the Bayside Leader in referring to a particular
planning matter. He urged the Minister for Planning to
listen to a federal Labor colleague in relation to his
position on this planning matter and respond
accordingly.
The Honourable John Eren raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Local Government and
gave a very positive review of the current activities that
are undertaken at the Corio library. He asked the
minister for support in terms of ensuring the timely
redevelopment of the Corio library to enhance the
degree of service to the local community.
The Honourable Bruce Atkinson raised a matter for the
Minister for Planning, seeking her assistance to
expedite decisions relating to the Knox development
precinct and urged the earliest resolution of planning
matters relating to that precinct.
The Honourable Geoff Hilton raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Environment and expressed
severe reservations about the current proposals the
commonwealth has entered into with a private
consortium about the redevelopment of Point Nepean.
He made comments about the strength and integrity of
the master plan, the community-driven master plan
process and the national park arrangements that he
believes would be the more appropriate way to handle
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Point Nepean. He asked the Minister for Environment
to ensure that a national park is established at Point
Nepean.
The Honourable David Davis raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Health. He did in
conclusion recognise that the minister had given some
undertakings on ABC radio to protect the service
delivery at the Rushworth regional health service, and
asked the minister, in effect, to maintain and deliver on
the undertaking that she gave on ABC radio in
September this year.
The Honourable Carolyn Hirsh raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Transport. She drew the
minister’s attention to behaviour in Yarra Street,
Warrandyte, that potentially comes at the cost of the
health, safety and wellbeing not only of local residents
but also tourists who come into this precinct on
weekends in particular. She enlightened the minister
about community consultation being driven by the local
council to try and ensure that the speed limit in Yarra
Street is reduced from 60 kilometres an hour and urged
the minister to respond and to support a reduction in
that speed limit.
The Honourable Damian Drum also raised a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Transport and
expressed some concerns on behalf of his constituents
and other members of the community who may use the
multipurpose taxi program. In particular he drew the
minister’s attention to what he described as perhaps
inconsistencies between the financial constraints placed
on that program and the integrity of the disability plan.
He asked the minister to be mindful of the impact of
changes to the scheme and to be respectful of the users
of that scheme in terms of ensuring that there is a
degree of flexibility and responsiveness to their needs.
The Honourable Kaye Darveniza raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Sport and Recreation
congratulating the minister in the first instance on the
recent announcement of the Country Action Grants
scheme, which will in her view play a significant role in
ensuring better access and participation for members of
the Victorian community in sporting activities right
across the breadth of Victoria. She encouraged the
minister to ensure that members of culturally and
linguistically diverse background community
organisations have access to this fund and are provided
with information about the opportunities available to
them.
The Honourable Richard Dalla-Riva raised a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Corrections in the other
place. In effect he asked the minister to get on with the
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job and deliver the construction of new correctional
facilities. He urged the minister to get out there at the
earliest opportunity and deliver them.
The Honourable Andrew Brideson almost raised two
matters on the adjournment. One was to remind me to
remind the Minister for Health in another place about a
Quit program for members of Parliament, and he urged
the President to join in the enthusiasm to eradicate that
aberration from the parliamentary precinct.
The Honourable Graeme Stoney raised a matter for the
Minister for Environment in another place. He asked
the minister to provide appropriate levels of support for
feral animal and weed eradication in Cathedral Park.
The Honourable Philip Davis raised a matter also for
the attention of the Minister for Environment. He urged
the minister to ensure that the transitional arrangements
within the restructuring of the timber industry address
the economic and social concerns of members of that
industry, particularly within the harvesting and haulage
sector.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The
Honourable Andrew Brideson raised a matter with me
in respect of investigating a non-smoking time on the
balcony during the sitting of Parliament. As he also
indicated, I will discuss that with the Speaker and
respond to him in due course following such an
investigation.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 10.15 p.m. until Wednesday,
5 November, 2003.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Tuesday, 28 October 2003
Police and emergency services: ministerial travel
317.

THE HON. ANDREW BRIDESON — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Honourable
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services): What was the total cost of airplane travel to country
Victoria incurred by the Minister’s office from 1 December 2002 to 25 March 2003, including trips taken
by the Minister, ministerial staff and advisors and the relevant Parliamentary Secretary.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Part of the information you seek has already been released to your Party as part of an FOI request. According to
Departmental records the cost of travel to country Victoria for this period was $1400.

Police and emergency services: shop trading hours — Easter
564.

THE HON. B. N. ATKINSON — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services):
(a)

How many prosecutions have commenced against retailers or other businesses that traded illegally
over Easter 2003.

(b)

How many warnings have been issued to retailers or other businesses that traded illegally over Easter
2003.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(a) no prosecutions have commenced against retailers or other businesses that may have traded illegally over
Easter 2003; and
(b) 33 advisory/warning letters have been sent by Victoria Police to retailers or other traders.

Corrections: transporting prisoners
606.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections):
(a)

What is the statutory legal requirement for transporting prisoners from the courthouse to the prison.

(b)

What is the passenger capacity allowed for a prisoner travelling in a prisoner transportation vehicle.

(c)

How long should a prisoner be allowed to stay in a prisoner transportation vehicle.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The statutory legal requirements for transporting prisoners from a courthouse to a prison require the person to
enter the legal custody of the Secretary of the Department of Justice. These provisions are located in Part 1A ,
ss. 6, 6A and 6B, and Part 8, Division 1A, ss. 55A, 55C, 55D and 55E of the Corrections Act 1986.
(b) The maximum seating capacity in a prisoner transportation vehicle used in Victoria is 25. Seating for the
25-seater vehicle is spread across four cellular compartments within the vehicle, allowing for separation of
different categories of prisoner.
(c) Maximum capacity may not always be utilised depending on security assessment.
(d) There are no maximum travel time limits applicable for prisoner transport. All vehicles are equipped with airconditioning and comfortable seating. En-route prisoners are allowed toilet stops at secure call point locations
(being prisons or police stations with secure sally-ports). The overriding duty of care to prisoners prevails
during transportation of prisoners.

Corrections: private and public prison contract review notice
633.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Beechworth, HM
Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM Prison
Melbourne Assessment Prison, HM Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham Correctional
Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre and Port Phillip Prison:
(a)

Does the “Private and Public Prison Contract Review Notice” ensure that the management of private
and public prisons take into account the — (i) contractor’s record for ensuring prisoner and staff
safety; (ii) adequacy of the contractor’s staffing numbers and staff skills; (iii) incident management
history; (iv) completeness and accuracy of incident reporting in terms of the number of reports and
content; (v) timeframe for correcting default orders; and (vi) seriousness of, and/or frequency of,
issue of default orders.

(b)

How have these proposals contributed to the effectiveness of the private operated prisons.

(c)

How have these proposals contributed to the effective operation of the public operated prisons.

ANSWER:
I am advised that / as follows:
To provide information ass requested would unreasonably divert the resources of the Office of the Correctional
Services Commissioner.

Corrections: prison service agreement delivery outcomes
643.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Beechworth, HM
Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM Prison
Melbourne Assessment Prison, HM Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham Correctional
Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre and Port Phillip Prison:
(a)

What improvements have been delivered via the prison service agreement service delivery outcomes.

(b)

How have these outcomes been reflected in the Government’s desired outcomes from the — (i)
private prison operators; and (ii) public prison operators.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that / as follows:
Sufficiently specific detailed information to answer this question is not readily available without substantially and
unreasonably interfering with the functions of the Office of the Correctional Services Commissioner.

Corrections: Prison capacity performance measures
653.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Beechworth, HM
Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM Prison
Melbourne Assessment Prison, HM Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham Correctional
Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre and Port Phillip Prison and in relation to recommendation 11.5 on page
359 of the Government’s response to the recommendations of the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee’s 43rd report on the 2001-02 Budget Estimates:
(a)

What performance measures are in place to measure the expansion of prison capacity in relation to
the average daily number of prisoners.

(b)

How are these qualitative measures used for all Victorian prisons to measure the performance of the
— (i) health and safety of prisoners; (ii) security of prison officers; and (iii) solitary confinement
levels.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
i

Budget Paper No. 3 outlines the output targets in relation to the average daily number of prisoners. The
targets direct management attention to the growing prisoner population through building new capacity and,
in the interim, providing quality temporary accommodation to meet any shortfall during the transition.

(a) The Corrections Inspectorate maintains and monitors a set of Service Delivery Outcomes (SDOs), which cover
the management of standards within the prison system. The 'health and safety of prisoners' is monitored
through measures such as self harm, prisoner on prisoner assaults, the level of drug activity within the prison,
and the structured activity of prisoners. The 'security of prison officers' is monitored through measures such as
assaults on staff, and staff deployment levels. There is no specific information on 'solitary confinement levels',
however, days spent in management units are monitored.

Corrections: prisoner leave
654.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Beechworth, HM
Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM Prison
Melbourne Assessment Prison, HM Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham Correctional
Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre and Port Phillip Prison for the period 1 January 2000 to 10 June 2003:
(a)

How many prisoners were granted compassionate leave to travel interstate and/or intrastate.

(b)

Under what circumstances were prisoners granted compassionate leave.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The collation of this information in the form requested would be an unreasonable diversion of Departmental
resources.
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Corrections: prisons — security breaches
722.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections): With reference to prisoner escapes from each of HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM
Prison Beechworth, HM Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison
Loddon, HM Melbourne Assessment Prison, HM Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham
Correctional Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre and Port Phillip Prison between 1 January 2000 and 10
June 2003 inclusive, when there were 2.8 prison escapes per 100 calendar days:
(a)

What were the breaches in security that allowed 2.8 prisoners per 100 calendar days to be able to
escape.

(b)

What prisons outlined above were involved.

(c)

How has security been improved to prevent such escapes from occurring in the future in relation to
each of the prisons outlined in (b) above.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Collation of information in the format required by the Minister requires an unreasonable, and unjustifiable
diversion of Departmental resources.

Corrections: prisons — healthy lifestyle for older inmates
723.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Beechworth, HM
Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM Melbourne
Assessment Prison, HM Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron and Dame Phyllis Frost Centre, and
in relation to the $5,000 grant provided by VicHealth to the Public Correctional Enterprise (CORE) for the
Healthy Lifestyle For Older Inmates In Prison:
(a)

What facilities outlined above have benefited from this grant.

(b)

What specific improvements have been made to those facilities as a result of the grant.

ANSWER:
I am advised that / as follows:
Vic Health is not an agency under the administration of the Minister for Corrections.

Transport: West Gate Bridge Authority
770.

THE HON. D. KOCH — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for Transport):
(a)

Did the West Gate Bridge Authority borrow $195 million during its first 10 years.

(b)

What debt is still owing.

(c)

What is the interest rate or rates applicable to any debt.

(d)

How much was repaid in 2002-03 and will be repaid in 2003-04.

(e)

From what account is any debt being repaid.

(f)

When is any debt likely to be repaid in full.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Debt associated with borrowings of the West Gate Bridge Authority was centralised under the then Department of
Management and Budget in 1987. Accordingly, this is a matter for the Honourable the Treasurer.

Environment: cliff stabilisation works — Sandringham
773.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Environment): In relation to the important cliff stabilisation works proximate to Southey and Masefield
Streets, Sandringham:
(a)

What is the current status of the proposed works.

(b)

What funding has been allocated in 2003-04.

(c)

What are the assessed risks as a consequence of the delay.

(d)

What has been the reason for the extended delay in rectification works.

(e)

What tenders have been let for the project and what has been the cost of those tenders.

(f)

What is the commencement date of works on site.

(g)

When will the works be completed.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE) and Bayside City Council (BCC), the local manager
for the area, are continuing their investigations into the most appropriate method of providing long term
stability to the Royal Avenue cliffs. A preferred option has been selected by DSE which is currently under
consideration by BCC.
(b) BCC has provided a total of $300,000 towards addressing cliff instability issues opposite Royal Avenue,
Sandringham. The State Government has initially provided a like contribution and will, on acceptance of the
final remedial design, consider and confirm its final contribution amount.
(c) Since severe erosion at the site was first identified, BCC has instigated a strict risk management program for
the site. This has involved regular monitoring of the area, closure of nearby access paths and erection of a fence
at the base of the cliff to keep persons away from unstable areas. Monitoring has indicated that the site has
remained reasonably stable over the past 12 months. Accordingly it is expected that no further significant
degradation of the site will occur.
(d) Delay in implementing a solution for the area has largely resulted from the complexity of the site and the need
to consider in detail, both coastal engineering and geotechnical options.
(e) To date, the tenders that have been let for the project relate to the provision of consultancy services and the
development of a preferred remedial solution. GHD Pty Ltd has been appointed for approximately $160,000 to
assess past coastal and geotechnical studies completed for the site, develop numerous remedial options for
consideration by DSE and BCC and detailed refinement of the preferred remedial solution.
(f) & (g)
Works are not expected to commence until mid 2004 and are likely to occur over a 4 month period.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1146

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 28 October 2003

Community services: disability services — funding
776.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): In relation to the year ended 30 June 2003:
(a)

How much funding moved from community care to disability services management with the move
of the Early Choices and Family Choices programs.

(b)

How much Aquired Brain Injury funding moved from Aged Care to disability services management.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) Funding of $2.711M in relation to the Early Choices and Family Choices program’s transferred from
Community Care to Disability Services.
(b) Funding of $2.127M transferred form Aged Care to Disability Services in relation to Aquired Brain Injury
services

Community services: commonwealth state territory disability agreement
777.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): In relation to the Commonwealth State Territory Disability Agreement, for 2002-03, 2003-04,
2004-05, 2005-06 and 2006-07, respectively:
(a)

What funds are anticipated to flow to Victoria from the Commonwealth under the Agreement in each
of these years.

(b)

What funds will Victoria contribute to the Agreement in each of those years.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) Funding responsibilities of the parties to the Commonwealth State Territory Disability Agreement are set out in
Schedule A of the agreement. The table below reflects the Commonwealth contribution for services
administered by Victoria under Commonwealth State Territory Disability Agreement as contained in
Schedule A.
2002-03
$ mill.
120.201

2003-04
$ mill.
124.074

2004-05
$ mill.
128.033

2005-06
$ mill.
131.951

2006-07
$ mill.
135.951

(b) To meet its responsibilities under the Commonwealth State/Territory Disability Agreement, Victoria made
available $717.006 million for 2002-03. It is anticipated that for 2003-04, Victoria will make approximately
$748.200 million available to meet its responsibilities under the Commonwealth State/Territory Disability
Agreement. Victoria’s contribution for the years 2004-05, 2006-06 and 2006-07 are subject to annual budget
processes.

Small business: Ethnic Enterprise Advisory Council
778.

THE HON. B. N. ATKINSON — To ask the Minister for Small Business: In relation to the Ethnic
Enterprise Advisory Council:
(a)

What matters has the Minister referred to the Council.
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(b)

On what dates has the Council met since January 2002.

(c)

What recommendations has the Council made to the Minister and which of those recommendations
has been accepted by the Minister.

(d)

What costs have been incurred in the administration of the Council and what costs have been
incurred in the conduct of meetings, including fees or other payments made to members of the
Council.

(e)

What has been the attendance record of members of the Council.

(f)

What is the budget for the Council for 2003-04.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a) The vast majority of members of the Ethnic Enterprise Advisory Council are private business people and
matters discussed at meetings are communicated in confidence and treated as confidential.
(b) Since the 2002 State election, the Council has met in March, June and September in 2003.
(c) As indicated above, members communicate on a confidential basis, often on matters subject to Government
deliberations.
(d) For the year 2002-03, costs were $3573.61. These included fees and payments to members and costs incurred
in the conduct of meetings. Other costs were incurred by way of provision by the Department of Innovation,
Industry and Regional Development of the appropriate Secretariat and support.
(e) Council members’ attendance at meetings has been satisfactory.
(f) There is no specific budget allocation for the Council for 2003-04. Costs are met from the Small Business
operating budget.

Small business: Victoria University small business research unit study
780.

THE HON. B. N. ATKINSON — To ask the Minister for Small Business: What changes has the
Minister made or does the Minister propose to make to State Government information services and
programs for small business in response to the survey findings of the Victoria University Small Business
Research Unit study.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The study was commissioned in the context of work of the (national) Small Business Ministerial Council.
The Council has referred to the Standing Committee of Officials the task of examining how to achieve better
coordination, minimise duplication and streamline small business access to business information and services
across the three tiers of government, and report back on recommended options for improved cooperation and
coordination of support services.

Small Business: food safety plans — administration
781.

THE HON. B. N. ATKINSON — To ask the Minister for Small Business: What input has the Minister
had, on behalf of small business, into the administration of food safety plans.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Food safety issues are the responsibility of the Minister for Health. However, my portfolio is continuing to liaise
with the Food Safety Unit of the Department of Human Services with particular emphasis on improving
information and education on food safety responsibilities and practices to small businesses.

Small Business: professional and technical industry strategy
782.

THE HON. B. N. ATKINSON — To ask the Minister for Small Business: With reference to the
Professional and Technical Industry Strategy:
(a)

What programs or initiatives have been taken by the Government following the release of the
strategy.

(b)

What programs or initiatives are planned for the future.

(c)

What funds have been or will be allocated and from what budget for programs or initiatives
developed from the strategy.

(d)

What consultants did the Government retain in developing the strategy and are there any ongoing
consultancies working on implementation of the strategy.

(e)

What was the cost of developing the strategy and what is the cost of each consultancy associated
with the development or implementation of the strategy.

(f)

Is the Minister for Small Business responsible for implementation of the strategy.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Professional and Technical Services Industry Action Plan, which I launched in November 2002, can be found
on the web site of the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development (www.business.vic.gov.au).
Implementation of the action plan is now the responsibility of the Minister for Financial Services Industry and the
question should be directed to that Minister.

Small business: Grow Your Business program
783.

THE HON. B. N. ATKINSON — To ask the Minister for Small Business: What criteria are used to
assess grants under the Grow Your Business program and which Minister has ultimate responsibility for
the program and for funding decisions.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
a) Each participating company must be based in or intend to locate to Victoria; be financially sound; show
management strengths; be committed to innovation and/or to export or import replacement; and have
established one year of trading history.
b) Both the Minister for Manufacturing and Export and I have responsibility for the operation of the program and
funding decisions.
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Small business: Streetlife program
784.

THE HON. B. N. ATKINSON — To ask the Minister for Small Business: What criteria are used to
assess grants under the Streetlife program.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The 2001-03 StreetLife Program applications were assessed according to the selection criteria outlined in the
funding application available at www.businessaccess.vic.gov.au/streetlife.

Community services: disability services — information services funding
786.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): What was the funding for information services for disability for the year ended 30 June 2003.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The information sought will be available under the Output “Information Services & Advocacy” from the DHS
2002/2003 Annual Report, which is to be tabled in Parliament in the near future.

Aboriginal affairs: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
795.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs: In relation to Haystac Public
Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Agriculture: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
797.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Agriculture): In relation to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Commonwealth Games: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
803.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Commonwealth Games: In relation to Haystac
Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Education and training: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
804.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for Education
and Training): In relation to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs P/L.
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To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Education services: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
805.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for Education
Services): In relation to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Employment and youth affairs: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
806.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Employment and
Youth Affairs): In relation to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Energy industries: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
807.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries: In relation to Haystac Public
Affairs Pty Ltd:
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(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Information and communication technology: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
815.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Information and Communication Technology: In
relation to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Industrial relations: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
816.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Industrial
Relations): In relation to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No payments relevant to the Industrial Relations portfolio have been made by my Department or my Private Office
to the firm Haystac Public Affairs P/L.
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To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my Department’s
resources.

Local government: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
818.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Local Government: In relation to Haystac Public
Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Multicultural affairs: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
821.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Multicultural
Affairs): In relation to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Planning: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
822.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the Minister for
Planning): In relation to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
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(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
There have been no payments made by my office during the current term of government.
Since December 2002 Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd have not been engaged by the Planning Division of the
Department of Sustainability and Environment.

Resources: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
825.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Resources: In relation to Haystac Public Affairs
Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Small business: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
826.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Small Business: In relation to Haystac Public
Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
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No payments relevant to the Small Business portfolio have been made by my Department or my Private Office to
the firm Haystac Public Affairs P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my Department’s
resources.

Sport and recreation: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
827.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation: In relation to Haystac
Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Treasurer: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
831.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): In relation to Haystac
Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Treasurer’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Treasurer’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No payments have been made by my Department or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.
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Victorian communities: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
832.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Victorian
Communities): In relation to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Women’s affairs: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
834.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for Women’s
Affairs): In relation to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Aboriginal affairs: Social Shift Pty Ltd
836.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs: In relation to Social Shift Pty
Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Agriculture: Social Shift Pty Ltd
838.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Agriculture): In relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Commonwealth Games: Social Shift Pty Ltd
841.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Commonwealth Games: In relation to Social Shift
Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.
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Education and training: Social Shift Pty Ltd
845.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for Education
and Training): In relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Education services: Social Shift Pty Ltd
846.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for Education
Services): In relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Employment and youth affairs: Social Shift Pty Ltd
847.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Employment and
Youth Affairs): In relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Energy industries: Social Shift Pty Ltd
848.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries: In relation to Social Shift Pty
Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Information and communication technology: Social Shift Pty Ltd
856.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Information and Communication Technology: In
relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Industrial relations: Social Shift Pty Ltd
857.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Industrial
Relations): In relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
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(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No payments relevant to the Industrial Relations portfolio have been made by my Department or my Private Office
to the firm Social Shift P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my Department’s
resources.

Local government: Social Shift Pty Ltd
859.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Local Government: In relation to Social Shift Pty
Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Multicultural affairs: Social Shift Pty Ltd
862.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Multicultural
Affairs): In relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
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No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Planning: Social Shift Pty Ltd
863.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the Minister for
Planning): In relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
There have been no payments made by my office during the current term of government.
Since December 2002 Social Shift Pty Ltd have not been engaged by the Planning Division of the Department of
Sustainability and Environment.

Resources: Social Shift Pty Ltd
866.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Resources: In relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Small business: Social Shift Pty Ltd
867.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Small Business: In relation to Social Shift Pty
Ltd:
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(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No payments relevant to the Small Business portfolio have been made by my Department or my Private Office to
the firm Social Shift P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my Department’s
resources.

Sport and recreation: Social Shift Pty Ltd
868.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation: In relation to Social Shift
Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Treasurer: Social Shift Pty Ltd
872.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Finance (for the Treasurer): In relation to Social
Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Treasurer’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Treasurer’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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No payments have been made by my Department or Office to the firm Social Shift Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Victorian communities: Social Shift Pty Ltd
873.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Victorian
Communities): In relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Women’s affairs: Social Shift Pty Ltd
875.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for Women’s
Affairs): In relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No Payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift Pty Ltd.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Corrections: prison officer training
879.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections): With reference to prison officer training:
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(a)

In relation to former Police Commissioner Neil Comrie’s review of prison officer training, what is
the status of the Government’s implementation of the recommendation.

(b)

What are the specific initiatives planned for 2003-04 and what level of funding has been allocated for
these initiatives.

ANSWER:
I am advised that / as follows:
All of Mr Comrie's recommendations have, or are being implemented.

Community services: disability services — shared supported accommodation
881.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): In relation to the year ending 30 June 2003:
(a)

How many persons with disabilities waiting for shared supported accommodation obtained a place.

(b)

On average, for how many days had those people been waiting for a place.

(c)

How many of those persons were relocated from institutional to community based care.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) 194 clients obtained a shared supported accommodation service in the year ending 30 June 2003.
Note:In addition, other clients received alternative services, such as HomeFirst, and as a result no longer required
shared supported accommodation.
(b) The average waiting time for the 194 clients who obtained a shared supported place was 120 weeks (845 days).
(c) Of the clients who received a shared supported place 3 had an institutional setting recorded as their last usual
residential address before receiving a Shared Supported Accommodation service. In addition, clients
previously living in Kew Residential Services have also received Shared Supported Accommodation services
without recourse to SNR processes.

Community services: disability services — expenditure
882.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services):
(a)

What was the Disability Services Division actual recurrent expenditure for the year ended 30 June
2003.

(b)

What was the Disability Services Division actual capital expenditure for the year ended 30 June
2003.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The information sought will be available from the DHS 2002/03 Annual Report, which is to be tabled in Parliament
in the near future.
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Community services: disability services — training centres
883.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): In relation to people with disabilities in training centres in 1998-99, 1999-2000, 2000-01, 200102, 2002-03, respectively:
(a)

What was the total recurrent expenditure for each training centre.

(b)

What was the average expenditure per place for each training centre.

(c)

What was the number of residents at each training centre.

(d)

What was the capital expenditure for each training centre.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
To provide details of the requested components of individual training centre budgets over five financial years
would be an unreasonable diversion of the Minister’s departmental resources and are therefore unavailable.

Community services: disability services — training centres
884.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): In relation to people with disabilities in training centres in 2003-04:
(a)

What is the recurrent expenditure budgeted for each training centre.

(b)

What is the average expenditure per place for each training centre.

(c)

What is the number of residents at each training centre.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The initial 2003/04 recurrent budget for each Government Training Centre is;
Colanda Training Centre
Sandhurst Training Centre
Kew Residential Services

$13.167M
$ 4.153M
$38.032M

(b) The average budget per place for each Training Centre is arrived at by dividing the recurrent expenditure of
each specific Training Centre by the total resident numbers as of 1 July 2003.
Colanda Training Centre
Sandhurst Training Centre
Kew Residential Services

$ 91.4K
$ 86.5K
*$ 93.0K

*Please note that Kew Residential Services is currently being redeveloped. As residents relocate to their new
Community Houses, recurrent funding will also be transferred from the KRS budget to the regional budget to
which the residents relocate. The budget and average budget for KRS contains some redevelopment costs.
Some Training Centres provide on-site day programs and these are included where applicable within the budget
and average per place costs.
(c) The number of residents at each training centre as of 1 July 2003 is:
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144 residents
48 residents
409 residents

Corrections: prisons — assessment processes
892.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections): With reference to HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison Beechworth, HM
Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon, HM Melbourne
Assessment Prison, HM Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham Correctional Centre, Dame
Phyllis Frost Centre and Port Phillip Prison:
(a)

What assessment processes have the prisons undertaken to detect prisoners who enter the prison
system with a mental illness or a dependency on drugs.

(b)

What mental health services are in place to treat mentally ill prisoners.

(c)

When are prisoner mental health services undertaken to treat mentally ill prisoners.

(d)

How are prisoner mental health services undertaken to treat mentally ill prisoners.

ANSWER:
I am advised that / as follows:
The collation of this information in the form requested would be an unreasonable diversion of Departmental
resources.

Corrections: prisoners — release program
893.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections): With reference to the Minister’s reply to the issue raised in the Adjournment Debate in the
Legislative Council on 26 March 2003 concerning post-release support for prisoners in the Prison Release
Program in country locations being provided with assistance to travel to metropolitan Melbourne:
(a)

What happens to prisoners once released from metropolitan prisons wanting to travel in the
metropolitan area to their home location.

(b)

When does financial assistance end for prisoners released from metropolitan prisons.

ANSWER:
I am advised that / as follows:
This will depend on the circumstances of the prisoner.

Sport and recreation: Albert Park sporting clubs — rent increases
894.

THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation: In relation to the rent
increases given to sporting clubs operating in Albert Park:
(a)

What is the total increase in annual revenue that the Government will receive as a result of the rent
increase in 2003-04.

(b)

On what is this increase in revenue being spent.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
This question should be referred to the Honourable Minister for Environment, who has portfolio responsibility for
this matter.

Information and communication technology: CeBIT America — information technology trade
fair, New York
896.

THE HON. W. A. LOVELL — To ask the Minister for Information and Communication Technology:
How much funding was provided to each of the five Victorian companies that attended CeBIT America,
an information technology trade fair, in New York this year.

ANSWER:
Of the 5 Victorian ICT companies who attended CeBIT New York from the 18-20 June 2003, it is anticipated that
4 companies will be claiming $2000 each under the Multimedia Trade Fairs and Missions Program for attending
the show.

Information and communication technology: e-commerce roadshows
897.

THE HON. W. A. LOVELL — To ask the Minister for Information and Communication Technology:
(a)

How many e-commerce roadshows have taken place between 1 June 2002 and 26 August 2003.

(b)

What was the location and date of each.

(c)

What was the cost of each.

ANSWER:
39 eCommerce Roadshows have taken place between 1 June 2002 and 26 August 2003.
Roadshows have been held in:
– Ascot Vale (18 June 2003)
– Ballarat (26 June 2002, 28/29 April 2003, 19/20 May 2003, 14/15 July 2003, 4/5 August 2003, and
19/20 August 2003.
– Bendigo ( 20 June 2002, 3 June 2003)
– Casterton (14/15 May 2003)
– Churchill (24 June 2002)
– Clayton (27 May 2003)
– Dimboola (8 July 2003)
– Edenhope (7 July 2003)
– Elmore (5 June 2003)
– Eltham (12 May 2003, 19 May 2003)
– Heathcote (4 June 2003)
– Heywood (June 2002)
– Horsham (7 July 2003)
– Ivanhoe (28 May 2003, 4 June 2003)
– Lakes Entrance (13 August 2003)
– Lilydale (17 June 2003, 24 June 2003)
– Mildura (30 April 2003)
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Ouyen (13 May 2003)
Orbost (12 August 2003)
Port Fairy (28 June 2002)
Portland (7/8 May 2003, 16/17 July 2003)
Robinvale (12 May 2003)
Sale, (18 June 2003)
Serpentine ( 27 June 2002)
St Arnaud (9 July 2003)
Swan Hill (7 May 2003)
Warracknabeal (8 July 2003)
Warrnambool (11 April 2003)
Yarram (17 June 2003)

Up to $5,000 was made available by the Victorian Government to host organisations to meet the costs of running a
Roadshow.

Innovation: innovation economy advisory board
898.

THE HON. W. A. LOVELL — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister for Innovation):
(a)

What is the 2003-04 budget for the Innovation Economy Advisory Board.

(b)

How many times has the Board met since it was established and which members have been absent
from any meetings.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Innovation Economy Advisory Board is supported by a small Secretariat located in the Department of
Innovation, Industry and Regional Development. Its costs are met as part of the Policy Division’s budget.
The Board has met three times since its establishment. Given the high level membership of the Board, attendance
has been very pleasing with approximately two thirds of members attending each time.

Information and communication technology: Growing Tomorrow’s Industries Today
900.

THE HON. W. A. LOVELL — To ask the Minister for Information and Communication Technology:
With reference to the “Growing tomorrow’s industries today” statement and the targets for information and
communication technologies, which companies contributed to the 800 new jobs created in Victoria last
year and what was the number each contributed.

ANSWER:
Companies that contributed include:
– the Premier and the Minister for Information and Communication Technology announced in October that IBM
Australia would be creating 300 jobs at a global development centre in Ballarat; and
– in September the Minister for Information and Communication Technology announced that multinational
Infosys would be opening a development centre that will employ 100 people;
– in March this year the Premier and Minister for Information and Communication Technology announced that
Computershare would create up to 1270 jobs in developing its global headquarters in Melbourne.
The total value of these projects in jobs is included in figures reported by IIRD in the Budget (page 182)
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Information and communication technology: Multimedia Victoria — staff
901.

THE HON. W. A. LOVELL — To ask the Minister for Information and Communication Technology:
(a)

What is the total number of full-time equivalent staff within Multimedia Victoria as at 26 August
2003.

(b)

How will Multimedia Victoria — (i) improve the operation of business and government; (ii) increase
the use of information and communication technologies by Victorians; (iii) reduce the inequity in the
use of information and communication technologies across Victoria; and (iv) grow the information
industries sector.

ANSWER:
(1) The total number of full-time equivalent staff within Multimedia Victoria as at 26 August 2003 was 82.8.
(2) Multimedia Victoria will address the objectives (a–d) by developing and implementing policies and programs.
Examples of these are below.
(a) improve the operation of business and government through;
– Victoria’s eCommerce Advantage
– Putting People at the Centre
(b) increase the use of information and communication technologies by Victorians through;
– Connecting Communities
– Regional Connections
(c) reduce the inequity in the use of information and communication technologies across Victoria through;
– Regional Connections
– Connecting Communities
(d) grow the information industries sector through;
– Skills x Knowledge = Growth
– Growing tomorrow’s Industries Today
Relevant details can be found on the MMV web site: www.mmv@vic.gov.au

Corrections: prisons — escapes
905.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections): With reference to the recent escapes from HM Prison Won Wron, HM Prison Dhurringile
and HM Prison Langi Kal Kal:
(a)

How did the best security in the prison system fail to prevent four prisoners from escaping prison.

(b)

How did the prisoners escape prison.

(c)

What security measures were in existence when the prisoners escaped prison.

(d)

What measures will the Minister now undertake to prevent further prisoners from escaping prison.

ANSWER:
I am advised that / as follows:
I refer the member to my media statements of 9 October 2003.
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Corrections: prisoner rates — analysis
906.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections):
(a)

Why are imprisonment rates increasing in Victorian prisons while police statistics show Victoria’s
crime rate is the lowest in 10 years.

(b)

What is the Victorian prison system doing about its disproportionate representation to the prisoner
constituency in the area of — (i) those who were homeless; and (ii) drug or alcohol affected.

(c)

What is the gender representation of the following prisoners before entering Victorian jails — (i)
unemployed; and (ii) Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islanders.

(d)

What programs specifically in the prison system are available for those prisoners that were —
(i)homeless; and (ii) unemployed.

(e)

What programs in the prison system are available specifically for indigenous adult prisoners.

ANSWER:
I am advised that / as follows:
The collation of this information in the form requested would be an unreasonable diversion of Departmental
resources.

Corrections: prisoner rates — performance measures
907.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections): With reference to the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee’s Report on the 2002-03
Budget Estimates that there are no performance measures for the corrections portfolio:
(a)

Why does the Minister have no performance measures on minimising prisoner rates in the Victorian
prison system.

(b)

Why does the Minister have no performance measures on community corrections orders.

(c)

With reference to recommendation 9.10 of the report, why are less than 75 per cent of community
correction orders successfully completed and what action needs to be taken to address the ongoing
high rate of failure to complete these orders, which are an alternative to prison.

(d)

Why are there no performance measures relating to the success of diversion, rehabilitation and pre
and post release support programs in order to assess the outcomes of these initiatives and their impact
on the rate of re-offending.

(e)

Given the report on page 399 states “the Committee believes this measure does not provide an
appropriate level of accountability for the operations of Victoria’s public and private prisons”, why
are the prisoner supervision and support measures being set so low, at 90 per cent achievement rate.

(f)

Why are there no performance measures in the budget papers relating to the minimisation of drug use
or, more specifically, to the strategy’s key targets and outcomes.

ANSWER:
I am advised that / as follows:
Prisoner rates depend on many factors outside the control of Corrections Victoria, such as determinations of the
courts, crime rates, and sentencing practices. Your concern about minimising imprisonment rates sits
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incongruously with your Party's stated "tough on sentencing" approach and with the absence of ANY Corrections
policy.
Nonetheless, given that under your approach to policing there would be little expectation of being caught, maybe I
could be wrong.

Corrections: prisoners — employment options
908.

THE HON. R. DALLA-RIVA — To ask the Minister for Energy Industries (for the Minister for
Corrections): With reference to education programs at HM Prison Ararat, HM Prison Barwon, HM Prison
Beechworth, HM Prison Bendigo, HM Prison Dhurringile, HM Prison Langi Kal Kal, HM Prison Loddon,
HM Melbourne Assessment Prison, HM Prison Tarrengower, HM Prison Won Wron, Fulham
Correctional Centre, Dame Phyllis Frost Centre and Port Phillip Prison:
(a)

What innovative strategies are in our prisons that provide employment options.

(b)

How will these innovative strategies in our prisons that provide employment options work.

(c)

How successful are these innovative strategies in our prisons that provide employment options.

(d)

What specific performance measures are provided for innovative strategies in our prisons that
provide employment options.

ANSWER:
I am advised that / as follows:
The collation of this information in the form requested would be an unreasonable diversion of Departmental
resources.

Health: Box Hill Hospital — proposed car park
960.

THE HON. D. McL. DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to the proposed Box Hill Hospital car park:
(a)

What are the names and addresses of all the organisations that tendered for the contract.

(b)

What was the closing date for the submission of tenders.

(c)

What was the highest tender amount.

(d)

If the tender has been awarded, who is the successful tenderer; if not, why was a tender not awarded.

(e)

If the winning tender has not been announced, when will the selection be finalised.

(f)

How much was spent on the tender process.

(g)

What capacity for future expansion will the new car park have or what capacity was it planned to
have.

(h)

On what date was a recommendation made by PricewaterhouseCoopers to the Board of Directors of
Eastern Health regarding the car park.

(i)

On what date did the Board of Directors of Eastern Health make a decision regarding the
PricewaterhouseCoopers car park recommendation.

(j)

Does the $2 million State Budget 2003-04 allocation for “Planning the future Box Hill Hospital
redevelopment” include planning for the new car park.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
There were two organisations that tendered for the contract. Neither of the organisations conformed with the project
requirements. The project was therefore suspended.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Wednesday, 29 October
Major projects: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
819.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for Major
Projects): In relation to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, no payments have been made by my Department or Office to the firm
Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd (since 1 February 2001).
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Tourism: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
829.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister for Tourism): In
relation to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No payments relevant to the Tourism portfolio have been made by my Department or my Private Office to the firm
Haystac Public Affairs P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my Department’s
resources.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1174

COUNCIL

Wednesday, 29 October

Transport: Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd
830.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Transport): In relation to Haystac Public Affairs Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since February 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Haystac Public Affairs P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Major projects: Social Shift Pty Ltd
860.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for Major
Projects): In relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
As at the date the question was raised, no payments have been made by my Department or Office to the firm Social
Shift Pty Ltd (since 1 July 2001).
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies of statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Tourism: Social Shift Pty Ltd
870.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Small Business (for the Minister for Tourism): In
relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.
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ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
No payments relevant to the Tourism portfolio have been made by my Department or my Private Office to the firm
Social Shift P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my Department’s
resources.

Transport: Social Shift Pty Ltd
871.

THE HON. E. G. STONEY — To ask the Minister for Local Government (for the Minister for
Transport): In relation to Social Shift Pty Ltd:
(a)

What payments have been made to the company by the Minister’s Department, office or any agency
or statutory authority, or any predecessor Department, office, agency or statutory authority, under the
Minister’s administration since 1 July 2001.

(b)

On what dates were the payments made.

(c)

What are the details of the project for which payment was made.

ANSWER:
No payments have been made by my Department and/or Office to the firm Social Shift P/L.
To provide details of payments made by agencies, statutory authorities or predecessor departments, offices,
agencies or statutory authorities under my administration would be an unreasonable diversion of my department’s
resources.

Community services: disability services — waiting lists
880.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): As at 30 June 2003:
(a)

How many individuals on the Disability Services Needs Register were waiting for — (i) shared
supported accommodation; (ii) day programs; and (iii) in-home accommodation support.

(b)

For each category, how many were classified as — (i) urgent priority; (ii) high priority; and (iii) low
priority.

(c)

For what length of time had clients been waiting for shared accommodation places.

(d)

How many individuals have intellectual disabilities for each category.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As previously advised in my response to Question No: 97, recent data released, which refers to 31 December 2002
indicates that
(a) There were 5124 applications on the Service Needs Register for Shared Supported Accommodation,
HomeFirst and Day Programs, 2448 of these applications were rated as Urgent.
(b) Requests were prioritised as follows:
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685
1433
3186

Service/Priority
Urgent
High
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Day Programs

HomeFirst

Total

613
157
46
816

767
228
127
1122

2448
1070
1606
5124

(c) As previously advised, the average length of time that clients with an urgent application for Shared Supported
Accommodation are listed on the Service Needs Register is approximately 118 weeks.
Please note that many individuals with an application for Shared Supported Accommodation receive a range of
other support services that meet their immediate support needs whilst indicating that their preference is to also
wait for a shared supported vacancy.
(d) As previously advised the number of individuals with an Intellectual Disability for each category was;
Shared Supported Accommodation: 2667 of 3186 = 84%
Day Programs: 783 of 816 = 96%
HomeFirst: 621 of 1122 = 55%

Community services: disability services — accommodation
885.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): As at 30 June 2003:
(a)

How many people with disabilities were in receipt of — (i) in home accommodation support; (ii)
accommodation outreach support; (iii) family options support; (iv) home support; (v) shared
supported accommodation; and (vi) training centres.

(b)

What was the disability services expenditure for — (i) in home accommodation support; (ii)
accommodation outreach support; (iii) family options support; (iv) home support; (v) shared
supported accommodation; and (vi) training centres.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) As at 30 June 2003 the number of people with disabilities in receipt of:
(i) Activity is now part of Home Support and included in (iv) below.
(ii) Accommodation Outreach Support - 1,310
(iii) Family Options support - 80
(iv) HomeFirst was 1,010. The activities In Home Accommodation Support and Home Support were merged
into the activity HomeFirst in 2002-2003.
(v) Shared Supported Accommodation - The information sought will be available from the DHS 2002/03
Annual Report, which is to be tabled in Parliament in the near future.
(vi) Training Centres - The information sought will be available from the DHS 2002/03 Annual Report, which
is to be tabled in Parliament in the near future.
Figures are estimates only.
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(b) Disability Services expenditure as at 30 June 2003 for:
(i) In-home accommodation support
Activity is now part of Home Support as from 2002/03 and included in (iv) below.
(ii) Accommodation outreach support

$9.973M

(iii) Family options support

$4.555M

(iv) Home support

$37.043M

(v) Shared Supported Accommodation - The information sought will be available from the DHS 2002/03
Annual Report, which is to be tabled in Parliament in the near future.
(vi) Training Centres - The information sought will be available from the 2002/03 Annual Report, which is to
be tabled in Parliament in the near future.

Community services: disability services — respite services for carers
886.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): In relation to respite services for carers of people with disabilities as at 30 June 2003:
(a)

How many households were in receipt of a respite service.

(b)

What was the Disability Services expenditure for respite services.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) As at 30 June 2003 the number of households in receipt of a respite service was 10,250
This figure is an estimate only.
(b) Disability Services expenditure for respite services as at 30 June 2003 was $38.662M.

Community services: disability services — flexible care packages
887.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): In relation to flexible care packages for people with disabilities as at 30 June 2003:
(a)

How many people were in receipt of — (i) a short-term assistance package; and (ii) an ongoing
package.

(b)

What was the Disability Services expenditure for — (i) short-term assistance packages; and (ii) ongoing assistance packages.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) As at 30 June 2003 the number of people with a disability receiving a:
(i) Short-term assistance package was 1,200
(ii) Ongoing package – 2,800
Figures are estimates only.
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(b) Disability Services expenditure for flexible care packages as at 30 June 2003 was $20.208M. The financial
management system does not record expenditure specifically for a short-term assistance package or for an
ongoing package.

Community services: disability services — community participation
889.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): In relation to community participation for people with disabilities as at 30 June 2003:
(a)

How many people were — (i) clients with day activities; and (ii) future for young adults clients.

(b)

What was the Disability Services expenditure for — (i) clients with day activities; and (ii) futures for
young adults clients.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) As at 30 June 2003 the number of people who were clients with:
(i) Day activities was 8,100
(ii) Futures for Young Adults clients– 5,100
Figures are estimates only.
(b) Disability Services expenditure for day activities and futures for young adults as at 30 June 2003 was:
Day activities
FFYA

$81.695M
$46.790M

Community services: disability services — information services funding
891.

THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Minister for Aged Care (for the Minister for Community
Services): What was the funding for information services for disability for the year ended 30 June 2003.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The honourable member has previously asked this question as question no. 786.
The answer remains the same.
The information sought will be available under the Output “Information Services & Advocacy” from the DHS
2002/2003 Annual Report, which is to be tabled in Parliament in the near future.

