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DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
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Tuesday, 12 June 2001
The SPEAKER (Hon. Alex Andrianopoulos) took the
chair at 2.07 p.m. and read the prayer.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The SPEAKER — Order! It gives me great
pleasure to welcome to the gallery today a very
distinguished delegation from the People’s Republic of
China. The delegation is led by Mr Ren Keli, the
Chairman of the People’s Congress of the Province of
Henan in the People’s Republic of China.
Honourable members applauded.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Workcover: premiums
Dr NAPTHINE (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Minister for Workcover, more
commonly known as Blow-out Bob.

1859

listen carefully — 2.2 per cent this year and 2.2 per cent
next year. That means the average remains the same.
That premium rate covers the cost of the scheme, and it
also helps pay back the massive Liberal liabilities
which we inherited as a government — over
$1 billion — and, of course, a quarter of a billion
dollars relates to liabilities as a result of the beloved
Liberal GST.
In terms of premiums in the next financial year, if a
payroll is below $1 million the premium rate will be the
same. That relates to 96 per cent of employees. For
larger payrolls, experience rating applies. Where does
experience rating come from? It comes from the former
Liberal–National Party government. There must be a
tiff going on over there, because in today’s Age the
honourable member for Box Hill has this to say:
… there was ‘no quarrel’ with the principle of adjusting
premiums based on work safety performance …

The Leader of the Opposition needs to go back and take
a few more lessons.

Marine parks: establishment
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition will address honourable members by their
correct titles.
Dr NAPTHINE — I refer to the fact that despite the
minister’s claims that the average Workcover premium
rate would not rise next year, 163 industry rates will in
fact rise, including manufacturing industries such as
clothing and knitwear, and I ask: is it not true that the
vast majority of medium and large-scale employers in
these industries will now face another savage increase
in Workcover premiums next year?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Workcover) — I
thank the Leader of the Opposition, known as Dopey
Denis, and I have to say very dopey indeed — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Similarly, I caution the
minister to refrain — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to come
to order. Similarly, I ask the Minister for Workcover to
refer to honourable members by their correct titles.
Mr CAMERON — In the present financial year the
premium rate is 2.2 per cent of wages, and next year it
will be 2.2 per cent of wages. I want the Leader of the
Opposition to get it clear. I want him to listen and to

Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I refer
the Minister for Environment and Conservation to the
1997 annual report of the Fisheries Co-management
Council, which states that bay and inlet fish stocks are
more seriously threatened by habitat and environmental
degradation than by commercial or recreational fishing.
Given this information, why is the government
attacking fishers with its marine parks plan and not
tackling the real issues affecting our marine
environment?
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Environment and
Conservation) — A wealth of scientific, social and
economic information was available to the
Environment Conservation Council (ECC) before it
made its recommendations for marine national parks.
However, before I go into that I would like to outline
some of the other initiatives the government is taking to
protect our marine environments.
I have recently announced around $10 million of
projects — part of $22.5 million of the government’s
stormwater action program designed to clean up our
waterways, which for the most part empty directly onto
our beaches and into bays and our marine environment.
The government has committed $22.5 million — it is
all there in the budget — to provide other ways to clean
up our marine environments.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
1860

ASSEMBLY

The government is also strongly committed to
catchment management authorities, which are also
receiving funds to clean up our waterways that empty
into our marine environments. So there is no doubt of
the government’s commitment to cleaning up our
marine environments and to protecting them in many
ways, not just in marine national parks.
But let us come back to some of the evidence that
informed the ECC’s recommendations and should
inform the opposition’s consideration of the bill. The
Environment Conservation Council used some of the
best marine habitat mapping in Australia, as well as
detailed investigations and understanding of patterns of
marine biodiversity in Victoria. The mapping used
methodologies developed by scientists of the
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation and surveys by other Victorian marine
scientists. The ECC commissioned further surveys that
involved hydro-acoustic-sonar technology, underwater
videos and dive surveys by scientists.
One has only to look at the Environment Conservation
Council’s report, which has 409 references to scientific,
social and economic studies, to understand that the
recommendations have very solid backing.
The real question is: what is the opposition going to do?
Why is the opposition not supporting marine national
parks for all the jobs that will be provided through them
and the protection it will provide to our marine — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
Ms GARBUTT — The opposition needs to come
clean and announce its support for marine national
parks.
Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Doncaster!

St Heliers site: redevelopment
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — Will the Premier
inform the house of the government’s decision in
respect of the proposed St Heliers site development?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the honourable
member for Richmond for his interest in this topic,
because he has been working hard to get a satisfactory
outcome for the proposed development of the
Abbotsford convent on the St Heliers site.
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As many honourable members would know, this site is
historic in Victoria’s and Australia’s history. It is the
site where the first recorded inland contact with
Aboriginal people occurred in the Port Phillip district in
1802. Importantly in white history, it is also the place
where Edward Curr, who is known as the Father of
Separation because he campaigned for the separation of
the two colonies of New South Wales and Victoria, had
his residence and planted a separation tree — a second
oak tree. It is where he set about achieving his goal of
separating the two colonies of New South Wales and
Victoria, but, regrettably, that was not achieved until
two weeks after Edward Curr’s death. His 10 years of
work resulted significantly in separating those two
colonies.
Subsequently, the Sisters of the Good Shepherd
occupied the site — the lands, grounds and convent
area, which it then became — for 100 years. During
that time more than 1000 Sisters of the Good Shepherd
have offered welfare services to the community right
across Victoria, particularly in that region.
I am pleased to say that, contrary to the plans of the
previous government for the site, which were for a
residential and commercial development, this
government has preserved the site forever for the
people of Victoria. All the monastery areas and the
grounds associated with the monastery have now been
given back to the people of Victoria to be developed as
a centre for arts, culture and tourism, as they should be.
Not only that, the government has already contributed
some $4 million towards this development through the
philanthropic trust, community effort and donations
received from around Victoria. Some $2 million has
already been raised, and the community expects to raise
another $3 million towards the project.
That is a great outcome, which has been achieved in
cooperation with the developer, Australand. The
Minister for Planning and I can announce that the
developer will have development rights over the
northern part of the precinct, which was not under a
controversial cloud. That will go ahead with residential
development. Importantly, Australand will also be
contributing through a donation to the Abbotsford
Convent Coalition to the new Abbotsford convent at the
St Heliers site. It is a great win for the people of
Abbotsford, and it is a great win for the people of
Victoria and Australia. The site has now been preserved
for all time.
I congratulate the City of Yarra, the Abbotsford
Convent Coalition and the honourable member for
Richmond, who has worked tirelessly on this matter.
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He has been pushing for this outcome. It is a long-term
outcome that will benefit the people of Victoria, and it
will now be held in perpetuity by Victorians.

Workcover: premiums
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I refer the Minister for
Workcover to his statements that the average
Workcover premium rate increase for the current
financial year has been 17 per cent, and I ask: given that
the Victorian Workcover Authority has now admitted
that one-half of all employers have received a premium
rate increase of 36 per cent or more, will the minister
now admit that he failed to disclose the true effect on
Victorian businesses of Labor’s Workcover premium
rate rises?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Workcover) — Let
us have another little lecture on experience rating, the
scheme developed by the other side. What happens
each year is that industries are categorised, and some go
up and some go down. As a consequence last year there
was a rise of 15 per cent in the total premium rate,
together with an average of 2 per cent for ongoing and
forward costs relating to the GST.
In stark contrast to the former coalition government,
that covers the cost of the scheme. In 1994–95 the
premium rate was 2.25 per cent. That rate was dropped,
resulting in the scheme sinking deeper and deeper into
the red. When the Labor Party came to government the
unfunded liabilities were almost $800 million, and the
federal Howard government has added almost
$250 million as a result of its GST.
The Labor Party has put a premium in place to cover
the cost of the scheme, which the actuaries have
confirmed. That is something that has not happened for
years. As the scheme has been stabilised, the
government is keen to see it turn around. It does not
want to see — —
Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr CAMERON — The Leader of the Opposition is
boasting about the liabilities, boasting that his party has
caused all those liabilities, and he wants the
government to fix them. He should sit back and relax.
The scheme is stabilised, and the government will turn
it around.

SRO: relocation
Ms OVERINGTON (Ballarat West) — I ask the
Minister for State and Regional Development to inform
the house of the outcome of the feasibility study into
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the relocation of part of the State Revenue Office to
Ballarat.
Mr BRUMBY (Minister for State and Regional
Development) — I thank the honourable member for
Ballarat West for her strong support — together with
the honourable member for Ballarat East — of the
proposed relocation of part of the functions of the State
Revenue Office to Ballarat.
I am delighted to inform the house that having now
considered the feasibility study into the relocation, the
Bracks government has formally and officially decided,
and announces today, that 40 per cent of the activities
of the State Revenue Office will relocate to Ballarat.
This is the biggest single relocation of government
activity to a major provincial centre seen in Victoria for
decades. It will bring $100 million of economic benefits
to Ballarat over the next six years.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — The honourable member
interjects by asking, ‘What did the opposition ever do?’.
What the opposition did was two things: it stopped the
former Labor government’s relocation of the
Department of Agriculture to Bendigo and it wound
back the 1991 decision of the former Labor government
to shift the state data centre to Ballarat. The only record
the opposition parties have is to attack any relocation of
activity.
The Ballarat Courier of 14 April, when the relocation
decision was made, states at page 3:
Louise Asher backs Bendigo one day, Ballarat the next.

That is called having a bob each way!
The government undertook a feasibility study and
looked closely at the relocation. On the basis of that
study and the clear and conclusive benefits not just to
Ballarat but the state as a whole — together with the
fact that on Friday a mass meeting of State Revenue
Office staff voted to support the relocation — the
government has decided that it will proceed.
The project will provide 50 jobs in the construction of
the new premises at the Ballarat University park, and
200 jobs will be in place at the park by October 2002. I
am also delighted to advise the house that today
contracts will be signed between the State Revenue
Office and the Ballarat University for the construction
of the building. Not only have we made this great
decision for Ballarat and for the state, but we are also
getting on with the job — we are signing the
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contracts — and the employees will be in place by
October 2002.
I will conclude by officially and formally thanking the
honourable members for Ballarat West and Ballarat
East; the two upper house members for Ballarat, the
Honourables John McQuilten and Dianne
Hadden-Tregear, who both worked tirelessly on this
project; the head of the State Revenue Office, David
Pollard; and, of course, the Premier, for the leadership
he has shown on this issue.
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — Here they go again! Every bit of
good news they get, they just whinge and whine. This is
the biggest single new government investment in
Ballarat for decades, and we have not heard one
supportive word from the opposition today saying this
is a good decision for Ballarat or for the state.
In seven years the former government did not relocate
one single job out of Melbourne to a provincial area. In
less than two years the Bracks government has made
this decision, and before the next state election — by
October 2002 — this facility will be in place with
200 new jobs and $16 million of economic activity. It is
a great decision for Ballarat and a great decision for
Victoria!

Bridges: Robinvale
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — In view of the failure by
the federal government to offer more than $17 million
for the Murray River crossing at Robinvale, will the
Minister for Transport advise the house what impact
this will have on the time frame for the construction of
that new bridge?
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
thank the honourable member for Mildura for his
question.
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr BATCHELOR — I see that members of the
opposition are attacking the honourable member for
Mildura for wanting to improve communications across
the Murray River.
Mr Steggall interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — The honourable member for
Swan Hill would not do that, but the Liberal Party does
not know whose electorate it is in. It is not even in the
electorate of the honourable member for Mildura.
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However, the honourable member for Mildura is
concerned about what happens — —
Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — The Leader of the
Opposition has been taking a bit of interest in it, has he?
He might be looking for a new seat.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Leader of the
Opposition to cease interjecting and the minister to
cease responding to interjections.
Mr BATCHELOR — Talk about the
redistribution! Who is the first to interject — the Leader
of the Opposition! He is terribly worried about his seat,
Mr Speaker.
The Robinvale bridge is one of three bridges over the
River Murray identified as bridges to be funded by the
commonwealth government as part of the Federation
Fund — but only partially funded.
Mr Doyle interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — Are you still attacking? Do
you want to attack the bridge at Corowa?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mordialloc!
Mr BATCHELOR — The Liberal Party is
attacking the bridges at Corowa and Echuca. The
Cobram bridge will be attacked next!
The federal government allocated only $17 million for
this project, which will cost $40 million. The federal
government has said, in effect, that the people of this
area can have the bridge but that it would be prepared
to only partially fund the project. One wonders whether
that suggests the bridge will be built with only half a
lane — or half, one way — or only to the middle of the
river! The Bracks government can assure the
honourable member for Mildura and the people of
Robinvale that the bridge will be finished from funds
provided by the New South Wales and Victorian Labor
governments, because we care about the people of
country Victoria — unlike the Liberal and National
parties.
The shortfall of some $7 million, which is Victoria’s
share, is provided for in the recent state budget. The
recent New South Wales budget allocated $5.7 million
towards the bridge in the forthcoming financial year. I
understand that government is fully committed to
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funding its share of the shortfall, which on this occasion
is some $16 million.

The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Narracan!

In the meantime, planning for the Robinvale bridge is
proceeding. The New South Wales Road Traffic
Authority is the lead agency in this planning process.
The RTA has completed its route selection study. The
Victorian government hopes that the planning process
will be completed this calendar year, enabling detailed
design and construction work to commence in 2002.

Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — On
Sunday I released the results of an independent audit
into Melbourne’s automatic ticketing system, which,
courtesy of the Kennett government, we have to live
with until 2006.

The bridge will be completed because of the
commitment given by the Bracks government in its
budget — where it counts — to country Victoria.

Workcover: management
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I refer the Minister for
Workcover to the fact that two board members of the
Transport Accident Commission have already resigned
and that at least one other has threatened to resign over
plans by the government to appoint Workcover
chairman and the Premier’s mate, Mr James
MacKenzie, as the chairman of the TAC. Given that the
government intends to proceed with this appointment,
will the minister guarantee that no TAC funds will be
used to bail out his massive Workcover cost blow-outs?
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Workcover) — This
is a very odd question. I think I had better give the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition a few lessons. There
are two separate pieces of legislation. Firstly, the
Workcover scheme must be administered according to
the Accident Compensation Act. Secondly, the
transport accident scheme must be administered
according to the Transport Accident Act. The two acts
are not mixed up — they are separate.
Ms Asher interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition!
Mr CAMERON — There are two separate acts and
two separate schemes, and they are administered
entirely separately.

Public transport: ticketing system
Mr LENDERS (Dandenong North) — Will the
Minister for Transport inform the house about the latest
actions the government is taking to improve the
automatic ticketing system?
Honourable members interjecting.

Ms Asher interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — Do you catch the train?
Ms Asher interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — Good.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — Yes, I catch the train.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable Minister
for Transport should cease inviting interjections.
Mr BATCHELOR — The audit that was
commissioned looked at the ticketing system from the
customer’s, or commuter’s, point of view. This is the
first time that has been done.
It was a revealing audit. At its core its assessment was
that the ticketing system fails to meet the expectations
of the travelling public. It found that some 28 per cent
of machines on the rail network were only partially
functioning or not functioning at any one time and that
around 12 per cent of the machines on the tram and bus
networks were not functioning, either.
Perhaps the most bizarre finding was that under
Mr Kennett’s contract a ticketing machine could be
considered machine operational, and Onelink could be
considered to have met the terms of its contract, even
without the customer being able to get a ticket! You
would have thought the primary function of an
automatic ticketing machine was to issue tickets, and
that if it did not a service contract would regard it as not
operational — but that is not the contract the Kennett
government left for the state of Victoria.
This government and the private operators wish to grow
public transport, increase patronage and provide a better
service. You cannot achieve those objectives if you
have an underperforming ticketing system that is set in
contractual rigor mortis.
In response to the audit, I have commissioned a
ticketing task force in the Department of Infrastructure
to provide ongoing advice on improvements to the
system. The government and the private operators have
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also commenced discussions with Onelink about a
range of issues to improve the current system. These
include improving response times to vandalism,
looking at the contractual issues that go to make up and
support the ticketing system, and looking at the way
faults are automatically reported back to central control.
In addition the task force, working with the private
operators, will look at what new technologies might be
available for the eventual replacement of the existing
ticketing system.
As an immediate priority, the government will be
looking at issues surrounding the emptying and
maintenance of ticketing machines, systems for the
reporting of faults by members of the public and the
staff of the transport operators, and improvements in
off-system ticket sales to encourage the pre-purchase of
tickets. The resolution of those and other issues
associated with the automatic ticketing system and its
contracting will not be easy to resolve. However,
Onelink — the private operators — and the government
have a commitment to try to bring about improvements.
The Bracks government will work with all the
stakeholders to try to do that, even if it takes 12 months
to achieve.
The Bracks government, with the franchisees, will
clean up the mess left by the former Kennett
government.

Alfred hospital
Mr DOYLE (Malvern) — Will the Minister for
Health explain why it took his department two months
to make public the legionella outbreak at the Alfred
hospital? Further, will he confirm that on 27 April,
when three cases had been identified and two people
had died, he addressed a business forum and issued a
press release praising the government’s actions on the
prevention of legionella, without acknowledging that at
that very time the public hospital system had a
legionella health crisis?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — It is
always good to see the honourable member for Malvern
salivating at the chance to make political capital out of
legionella — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mordialloc!
Mr THWAITES — Honourable Speaker, in
major — —
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The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the honourable
member for Mordialloc to cease interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — In major public health matters,
like legionella, this government follows the advice of
the Chief Health Officer of Victoria. It is totally
appropriate that we do that. Indeed, it would be
inappropriate not to follow the advice of the Chief
Health Officer.
Opposition members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the opposition
benches to come to order.
Mr THWAITES — This government has followed
the advice of the Chief Health Officer at all times. In
addition to doing that, this government has put in place
the best regime for legionella testing and maintenance
in Australia, as has been recognised by experts around
the country, including Mr Broadbent and other experts
referred to by the opposition.
I might also say that the honourable member opposite
and others have at times talked about having mandatory
legionella testing. I inform the honourable member that
in fact the Alfred hospital does have monthly legionella
testing in place. It also has a strict regime of testing and
maintenance. The Chief Health Officer of
Victoria — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr THWAITES — I will come to that. The Chief
Health Officer has indicated they have taken some
94 samples at the Alfred hospital and in the vicinity —
and not one yet has tested positive for legionella.
Two cases were notified in April. Those cases were
both outpatients of the hospital. The Chief Health
Officer investigated that. There was an indication that
that was part of a group of cases at the time which may
well have come from Frankston or the central business
district. In fact, the advice of the Chief Health Officer
was that at that time there was no identifiable source of
the legionella. It would have been inappropriate
according to the — —
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — They laugh! These great
experts in medical science are questioning the advice of
the Chief Health Officer of Victoria.
I am not sure of the qualifications of the honourable
member for Malvern, but as far as I am aware he has no
qualifications whatsoever in science or medicine. I
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would prefer to rely on an expert with qualifications in
science or medicine. I also indicate that the Chief
Health Officer has indicated that it would not be
appropriate to immediately advise or alert the public as
soon as there is any case of legionella around this state.
There have been more than 60 cases of legionella
already this year. Every one of those people would have
been to 10 or 15 different sites. It is of no medical
benefit at all to notify the public and cause anxiety
among the public unless there is a source that is
identifiable. I say quite clearly that I have been fully
informed by the Chief Health Officer at all stages of
what has occurred.
Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr THWAITES — Yes, I have been fully
informed by the Chief Health Officer at all stages and I
have fully followed his advice — and I will continue to
do that.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Bentleigh!

Disability services: study travel grants
Ms ALLEN (Benalla) — Will the Minister for
Community Services advise the house of the recently
approved study travel grants for disability service
workers?
Ms CAMPBELL (Minister for Community
Services) — People with disabilities have
overwhelmingly welcomed the Bracks government’s
initiatives in disability services, particularly the
$50 million in new initiatives for disability service
programs. But the government is not prepared to stop
there. After years of neglect in the training of the
disability work force, the government has decided to
make it a commitment.
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promoting the needs and rights of people with
disabilities. I am proud that the government has been
able to implement a number of the recommendations
she made some years ago. There has been a tremendous
reception of the award, and over 400 people have made
inquiries. Many have come from people who have
worked in disability services for decades but never had
the opportunity to go on study tours or to upgrade or
even advance their personal skills or training.
This package signals that disability workers are valued
by the Bracks government and by people with
disabilities. Fourteen people have been selected to
receive the Ethel Temby award. They will be given the
opportunity to research projects, attend conferences or
visit leading interstate and overseas organisations.
When they come back they will have the opportunity to
share with their co-workers what they have learnt, as
well as having been able to upgrade their own skills.
The end result will be a better quality of service for
people with disabilities. This exciting initiative is based
on the government’s commitment to improve training
opportunities and provide lifelong learning
opportunities for its workers. The aim of the
scholarships and the travel package is to provide
opportunities for workers to develop skills and
knowledge to assist people with disabilities who require
specialist or new skills. The government will encourage
people to develop their skills related to acquired brain
injury, behaviour management, dealing with complex
communication needs, incontinence and swallowing
problems.
People with disabilities face similar stresses of modern
life to the rest of the community, and the government is
going to ensure workers are encouraged to broaden
their understanding of people with disabilities who are
ageing or who have problems that are alcohol or drug
related. In conclusion, it is important to recognise that,
while the former government cut training to the
disability work force, this government is righting the
wrongs of the previous administration.

People with disabilities deserve the best trained work
force the state can provide, and for this reason I have
established a new series of study-based travel grants
worth $71 000 to be available for workers in disability
services in the 2001 academic year. These grants
complement the $250 000 in new funding for technical
and further education and university fee scholarships
for disability services workers. The government is
proud of investing in its disability service workers.

The SPEAKER — Order! Are there any notices of
motion?

The study-based travel grants are to be known as the
Ethel Temby Study Tour Award. Over many years
Ms Ethel Temby, MBE, has taken a prominent role in

That the following order of the day, government business, be
read and discharged:
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Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Environment and
Conservation) — I desire to give notice that tomorrow I
will move:
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National Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine
Sanctuaries) Bill, second reading, resumption of debate.

Tuesday, 12 June 2001

COUNTY COURT JUDGES
Annual report

and that the bill be withdrawn.

The opposition has got 24 hours to find some
commitment to the environment, or it goes!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Bennettswood!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order! I do not want to use sessional order 10!

PETITION

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) presented, by command
of the Governor, report for 1999–2000.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Forensic Leave Panel — Report for the year 2000
Melbourne Port Corporation — Report for the year
1999–2000 (in lieu of Report previously tabled on Tuesday
31 October 2000) (two papers)
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of approval
of amendments to the following Planning Schemes:
Bayside Planning Scheme — No. C16
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme — No. C21

Laid on table by Clerk:

Infertility treatment

Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme — No. C4 Part 2
Maribyrnong Planning Scheme — No. C4
Monash Planning Scheme — No. C1

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:

Whitehorse Planning Scheme — Nos C3 Part 1, C13
Wyndham Planning Scheme — No. C23

The humble petition of the Fertility Access Rights Lobby,
Victoria, and the undersigned citizens of the state of Victoria
sheweth support for equal access to all assisted reproductive
services in Victoria by any woman, regardless of her sexual
orientation or marital status.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Infertility Treatment
Act (1995) be amended in all relevant sections to remove
restrictions to access on the basis of marital status.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Ms BURKE (Prahran) (1445 signatures)
Laid on table.
Ordered that petition presented by honourable member
for Prahran be considered next day on motion of
Ms BURKE (Prahran).

Police Regulation Act 1958 — Report of the Ombudsman —
Investigation of police action at the World Economic Forum
demonstrations September 2000 — Ordered to be printed.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Minister’s exemption
certificate in relation to Statutory Rule No. 42.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent to:
Statute Law Amendment (Relationships) Bill
Tobacco (Further Amendment) Bill
Urban Land Corporation (Amendment) Bill

APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE
Right of reply
Mr LONEY (Geelong North) presented report on
procedures.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

Messages read recommending appropriations for:
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
(Amendment) Bill
Transport (Further Amendment) Bill

CO-OPERATIVE SCHEMES (ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS) BILL
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CO-OPERATIVE SCHEMES
(ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS) BILL
Instruction to committee
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — By leave, I
move:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have
power to consider a new clause and an amendment to the
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill to
provide for an additional function to the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee to be inserted in section 4D of the
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968.

Motion agreed to.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Standing and sessional orders
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — By
leave, I move:
That so much of the standing orders and sessional orders be
suspended today so as to allow general business order of the
day no. 26 to be considered forthwith.

Motion agreed to.

BARLEY MARKETING (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

This private member’s bill recognises that the
maintenance of Victoria’s single desk for barley exports
is crucial for the successful marketing of barley on a
heavily subsidised and distorted world grain market.
The bill is bolstered by the decision of every other
Australian grain-trading state to grant export monopoly
powers to their grains boards, in the best interests of
their industries.
When the former government introduced the Barley
Marketing (Amendment) Bill on 13 November 1998, it
stated:
It is the intention of the Victorian government that statutory
marketing arrangements will end on 30 June 2001. However,
prior to that date, the Minister for Agriculture and Resources
will consult with the South Australian minister and the barley
industry generally in managing the transition to a fully
competitive market.
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The present minister has simply not held those
consultations. It is undeniable that the 1998 legislation
was introduced and passed with the support of the
industry. But that support no longer exists.
If the minister had consulted, he would have found that
the South Australian government has changed its
position and its legislation, and is continuing its single
desk (of which we were a part).
Mr Speaker, I table a press release of 17 May from the
South Australian Deputy Premier and Minister for
Primary Industries and Resources, the Honourable Rob
Kerin, calling on the Victorian government to extend
the single desk to ensure the industry continues to work
together to export barley to overseas markets.
If the Victorian Labor government had consulted with
the barley growers and the maltsters in Victoria, the
minister would know that both groups have withdrawn
their support for deregulation.
Growers now overwhelmingly want the single desk
maintained. With good reason. ABB Grain Export Ltd
guarantees payment, pays in advance, delivers price
premiums, guarantees quality, puts a floor in the
market, provides research funding to enhance the
quality of Australian barley and is a buyer of last resort.
In fact, the single export desk for barley provides a net
benefit in price premiums for Australia conservatively
calculated by Econtech at $15 million annually.
This is further supported by the Commonwealth Bank
of Australia, which, in a letter to our Minister for
Agriculture in November last year, stated among other
things that:
The absence of the single desk would have a severe impact on
both access to funds, terms of credit and the cost of
borrowings, which would necessarily be passed to growers by
means of reduced returns.
Single desk provides least-cost funding and retains the
benefits of centralised export marketing for the domestic
economy.

I table the letter for the information of honourable
members.
Our international customers also want the single barley
desk maintained. ABB Grain has well-earned
credibility and status overseas; it offers a stable supply
of high-quality grain; it can confidently enter forward
contracts despite the vagaries of our climate; and it
markets a branded product, rather than sells a
vulnerable commodity.

BARLEY MARKETING (AMENDMENT) BILL
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Deregulating our export barley trade will allow the
three big barley buyers — Saudi Arabia, China and
Japan — to pick off individual growers and grain
traders who can be exposed by their need for cash flow,
their lack of storage or their lack of market power.
The world barley market is finite. Production generally
exceeds demand. When multiple sellers choose to
compromise quality and sell at reduced prices to gain
market access, prices will be inevitably forced down.
The grain trader is driven by his own ‘bottom line’ need
to maximise profit. He sells first and buys afterwards,
purchasing at the lowest price possible.
Domestic market deregulation has delivered some
benefits to growers, although it can be demonstrated
that, for malting barley at least, total revenue to the
grower population has fallen.
But suggesting that what works domestically will also
work internationally is mischievous.
On the export market, large bulk deliveries are backed
up by strong market promotion and long-term customer
relationships, with food security the big issue.
Domestically, all sellers are on the same footing. They
respond to a stable demand for malting barley or a
highly volatile feed barley market and can directly
deliver in small lots. Long-term security of supply is
not an issue.
The government is quite inappropriately using the
domestic market for comparison and is claiming that
‘more export competition is needed’ and that ‘growers
will benefit’.
When you are marketing a commodity on the export
market, the true competition comes not from the farm
next door but from the farmers and grain traders of
Europe, Canada, Turkey, and other Australian states.
And bear in mind that the Seattle trade talks of
December 1999 failed to revoke protection levels in
agriculture that have now returned to the levels of
15 years ago.
Farmers in 30 of the world’s leading industrialised
nations now get about one-third of their income from
government assistance.
To give you some idea of how these subsidies relate to
barley, our competitors have huge World Trade
Organisation entitlements to subsidise their coarse
grains industries. Coarse grains include barley, oats,
sorghum and corn.
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If the US government wishes, it can legitimately
subsidise its coarse grains industry to the tune of
A$88 million a year. The European Union can pour the
equivalent of A$1.6 billion into the coffers of its coarse
grain traders without contravening GATT protocols.
Canada can prop up its industry by A$93 million.
These subsidies show the extent to which governments
can corrupt the world market if they so desire.
At the heart of the matter is the fact that the ‘benefits’
of competition really hinge on whether you are a seller
or a buyer.
If you are buying an export commodity, then the more
sellers to choose from, the better.
If you are selling an export commodity, then the fewer
sellers, the better.
The key issue is how effectively we sell an export
commodity on the world market, and the single desk is
quite clearly giving our growers the best advantage.
Worryingly, the proponents of export deregulation have
not provided any model of how a deregulated export
market would work and who would be the winners and
losers. Government owes this to farmers before setting
out to dismantle their single export desk.
In fact, no traders have shown that they can capture one
new market for Victorian barley if the single desk goes.
No traders have demonstrated that they can squeeze a
single extra dollar for the grower out of any of the
markets our single desk currently occupies.
The National Party supports the majority of Victorian
barley growers who want a single desk.
While growers choose to keep the single desk,
government is duty bound to maintain it.
This amended bill proposes to extend the sunset clause
to 2004.
The National Party would have preferred the bill in its
original form, but is pleased to support this amended
bill to extend the single desk until 2004.
Today, all parties in governments and oppositions in
Australia where barley is grown support the
continuation of the single desk.
I trust that this government and this Parliament will also
continue to support the single desk for barley.
I commend the bill to the house.

CORPORATIONS (ANCILLARY PROVISIONS) BILL, CORPORATIONS (CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS) BILL,
CORPORATIONS (ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS) BILL, AGRICULTURAL AND VETERINARY CHEMICALS (VICTORIA)
(AMENDMENT) BILL and CO-OPERATIVE SCHEMES (ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS) BILL
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Debate adjourned on motion of Mr BATCHELOR
(Minister for Transport).
Debate adjourned until next day.

CORPORATIONS (ANCILLARY
PROVISIONS) BILL, CORPORATIONS
(CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS) BILL,
CORPORATIONS (ADMINISTRATIVE
ACTIONS) BILL, AGRICULTURAL AND
VETERINARY CHEMICALS (VICTORIA)
(AMENDMENT) BILL and CO-OPERATIVE
SCHEMES (ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS)
BILL
Concurrent debate
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That this house authorises and requires the Speaker to permit
the second reading and subsequent stages of the Agricultural
and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment) Bill, the
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill, the
Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, the Corporations
(Ancillary Provisions) Bill and the Corporations
(Consequential Amendments) Bill to be moved and debated
concurrently.

Motion agreed to.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That, pursuant to sessional order 6(3), the orders of the day,
government business, relating to the following bills be
considered and completed by 4.00 p.m. on Thursday, 14 June
2001:
Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Bill
Corporations (Consequential Amendments) Bill
Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria)
(Amendment) Bill
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill
Constitution (Parliamentary Privilege) Bill
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill
Appropriation (Parliament 2001/2002) Bill
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Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) — It is interesting to
note that this motion on the government business
program is more memorable for its omissions than for
the things it contains.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr McARTHUR — It is notable. In the past two or
three weeks I have been discussing the remaining
business program for these sittings with the Leader of
the House, and we have discussed the major pieces of
legislation before the house each week. We have had
significant legislation like the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Bill last week. This week the big item was
going to be the marine parks bill. Look as I might —
and I have read it three times now — I cannot find
marine parks listed in this government business
program.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr McARTHUR — It might be on the back, but lo
and behold, no, there is no marine parks bill on the
back. It does not look as though the marine parks bill is
any longer legislation that is required by the
government for these sittings, yet only a few days ago it
was absolutely necessary that this bill passed both
houses by the end of the autumn sittings. I am a little
puzzled as to why we have now seen the government
drop it off the wanted list. Then a couple of minutes ago
honourable members were faced with the extraordinary
spectacle of the minister in charge of this proposed
legislation, the Minister for Environment and
Conservation, giving notice of a procedural motion to
read and discharge the motion for the second reading of
the National Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine
Sanctuaries) Bill.
Clearly the government has problems with this
legislation. It seems as though the minister, from her
interjection across the house when she gave notice of
the motion, is attempting in some way to threaten the
opposition by saying we have 24 hours to make up our
minds on this legislation.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr McARTHUR — And that is confirmed by the
Leader of the House. It is a threat, and there are
24 hours to make up our minds on this legislation.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr McARTHUR — If that is the case, if we have
24 hours to make up our minds on this legislation, why
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is it not on the business program? If we are supposed to
make up our minds in 24 hours, why can’t we get it
through the house? It is not on the business program. It
is not scheduled for the guillotine. It will not be pushed
through by 4.00 p.m. on Thursday.
The government seems to have something of a dilemma
with this legislation. It either wants it through or it
doesn’t want it through or it wants to withdraw it or it
doesn’t want to withdraw it. What on earth is the
government doing with this legislation? Is this just
another stuff-up, which I think is the way the Minister
for Energy and Resources in the other place described it
last week. Is this another one of Sherryl’s — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr McARTHUR — I think she said a stuff-up.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr McARTHUR — They say all sorts of things in
the upper house — things far worse than that.
Ms Kosky — Only the opposition.
Mr McARTHUR — No, it was actually the
Honourable Theo Theophanous who said something far
worse than stuff-up in the upper house, but we will
leave that aside.
The government seems to be at sixes and sevens with
the marine parks legislation. It does not really know
whether it wants to proceed or not; it does not really
know whether it has got it right or not; and it does not
really know whether it is important that it go through in
these sittings or not.
The remainder of the legislation that is before us, apart
from the appropriation bills, is quite simple and can be
dealt with speedily by the house. We have already had
before us a motion, agreed to by the house, that the first
five items be dealt with concurrently, and I would
expect that they will proceed very quickly to a
conclusion.
As I understand it, the government has a significant
number of amendments to the Constitution
(Parliamentary Privileges) Bill that will reduce its scope
by a very large factor. If those amendments hold to
what the informal advice has been, that bill should also
proceed through the house fairly quickly. The
appropriation legislation will then, this time at least, be
debated fully and completely by honourable members
on all sides of the house. I seem to recall that a few
years ago the Labor Party when in opposition
complained long and hard about guillotining the debate
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on the appropriation bill, and then, the first chance it
got, it guillotined that debate itself. At least the
guillotine it intends to apply to the appropriation debate
this year will not cut honourable members off if the
progress of the legislation on the notice paper is as it
appears from the government business program.
We wait with bated breath this afternoon to see whether
the government intends to actually proceed with the
debate on the marine parks bill. It could, I understand,
still notionally begin the debate some time later today
and withdraw the bill tomorrow — a novel concept, I
am sure many honourable members would agree.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) —
Confusion reigns over all of this. The government has a
business program to which reference has been made by
the Leader of the House. That business program stands
in absolutely stark contrast to the advice the National
Party received in the latter part of last week and indeed
as late as Sunday, when I believe among the bills listed
to be disposed of was the marine parks legislation. I am
not certain where that legislation now lies in the context
of the government’s intentions. We have had it
removed from the program, which the government has
now published and which is the subject of the motion
before the house, so therefore debate on the bill will not
be concluded by the end of this week’s program, which
in turn means it will not be concluded by the end of this
sessional period.
That must mean that the options are that the debate on it
resumes some time this week, is adjourned and then
goes over to the next sittings or, alternatively — —
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Mr RYAN — Or it could be dealt with. The Leader
of the House is offering another option. He says it could
be dealt with. I take him to mean that, although there is
supposed to be cooperation between the parties on the
business program — and on the whole I think there is
good cooperation between the parties in organising
it — debate on the legislation, even though it is not part
of the government business program, could in fact be
concluded. It would be an unfortunate state of affairs if
the government was trying something of that ilk with
legislation of this significance. In light of the minister’s
comments, the other alternative is that the legislation is
likely to be withdrawn tomorrow.
I call on the government to clarify the issue as quickly
as possible, not only from the perspective of this week’s
business program but because it is imperative for the
people on whom the legislation will have an enormous
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impact. As a matter of courtesy they need to know what
is happening.
So far as the rest of the business program is concerned,
there are five bills that will be part of a cognate debate,
so I would not have thought they would not take too
long. They are by nature — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Melton!
Mr RYAN — I would not have thought there would
be a lot in the Constitution (Parliamentary Privilege)
Bill. The house will also hear the concluding
contributions to the appropriation legislation. In the last
week of the session the government has managed to
botch the arrangements in circumstances where the
crucial issue is the fate of the marine parks bill.
I finish with this point: two weeks ago in the course of
my budget response I told the government that we
would inevitably come to the point we have now
reached. For the government to deal with the legislation
in this way at 5 minutes to midnight demonstrates its
ineptitude. It should clarify the position and tell the
house and the people affected by the marine parks bill
what is happening. It should do so as a matter of
courtesy to all honourable members and for the sake of
proper organisation.
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — The
government’s intention in moving its legislative
program is clear. The business program, which lists the
bills that will be dealt with before the 4 o’clock
guillotine on Thursday, is the normal and traditional
course of dealing with legislation.
Much of the week will be spent debating the general
and parliamentary appropriations. The first five bills,
which relate to new arrangements for a national
corporations law that have been made at the request of
the federal government, will be dealt with by combined
debate. Later this day, presumably, the second-reading
debate on the National Parks (Marine National Parks
and Marine Sanctuaries) Bill will commence.
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — Yes, it was always
scheduled — —
Mr Honeywood — She ruled it out!
Mr BATCHELOR — The minister has not ruled it
out. In response to the Liberal Party threatening to
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wreck the bill and act against the best interests of the
environment, the minister has indicated that it is time
for the Liberal Party to put its green credentials on the
table. Opposition members cannot hide behind the
vacillations in the party room, with the honourable
member for Doncaster saying one thing, the leader of
the party saying another and the party machine saying it
wants it. The government is giving the opposition —
and in particular the Liberal Party — an ideal
opportunity to show whether it supports the
environment or opposes it. The mechanism for that has
been outlined by the minister. If the opposition intends
to oppose the bill in part or in whole, the government
will simply withdraw it.
The legislation will come on for debate today, and the
opposition has until tomorrow to fall into line. If
opposition members do not want to do that, they
understand the consequences. It is clear and
straightforward, and I have amplified it in my
explanation.
The government is sincere in wanting to see the
establishment of marine national parks. The bill is
before the Parliament, and it will come on for debate
today. There will be lengthy debate, but the government
will not accept the opposition ripping parts out of it or
changing parts. Opposition members need to know that
now. The government is giving them all the notice in
the world so they will be held accountable for their
actions — and we want everybody to know that!
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — Mr Speaker,
I am sure we would both agree that in our more than
12 years in this chamber the national parks legislation is
among the most significant any Parliament has debated.
It is unacceptable to have this confusion of messages
from the government this week, with a minister of the
Crown telling the opposition on the spur of the
moment, under duress, ‘You’ve got 24 hours’, and then
the Leader of the House saying, ‘No, it is going to come
on today’. That throws the whole government business
program — indeed, the whole debating program for the
week — into total chaos. Who is right and who is
wrong?
Is the Minister for Environment and Conservation, the
minister responsible for the marine parks legislation, to
be deemed correct in saying we have to wait until
tomorrow? If she is correct in arguing that we have to
wait 24 hours, I put to you, Sir, that that is inadequate
time given that after 24 hours have elapsed we will
have only 24 hours left in the session to debate one of
the most crucial pieces of legislation that any
government could bring in to this place — namely, the
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creation of not one but a whole network of marine
parks.
The minister was rolled a moment ago when the Leader
of the House said, ‘No, it will be brought on today’,
which showed him defying his own minister and taking
charge of her program. The government will either
debate this legislation today or it will not debate it in
this session at all.
Opposition members have the right to make an
informed contribution. Unlike government members,
many opposition members have coastline areas in their
electorates and consult with their constituent groups.
They have the right to make a major contribution to the
debate on this bill. Perhaps we need to bring in the
Premier to override both the Leader of the House and
the relevant minister and to take a leadership role, for a
change, by informing Parliament when the bill will be
brought on. If the bill is to be shot off as a result of the
minister venting her spleen and spitting the dummy
over the fact that the opposition has worked out that she
has not consulted properly on the bill, it is not
satisfactory for it to be brought on during this session.
Therefore, the opposition has every right to argue that
this significant bill should be brought back for debate in
the spring session.
Ms KOSKY (Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment) — That was the
most extraordinary speech I have heard in this house for
some time. We have heard the honourable member for
Warrandyte, who has no coastal areas around his
electorate, claiming that it is very important for other
honourable members to get a chance to speak on this
bill. I believe I witnessed him elbow the shadow
minister for conservation and environment out of the
way so that he could jump in front of him — —
An honourable member interjected.
Ms KOSKY — He did — he invaded his space. He
stepped in before the shadow minister for conservation
and environment could speak. The reality is that the
position taken by the opposition is just a joke. The
Liberal Party is not committed to marine parks at all. It
is playing a game with what is a very significant bill,
the National Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine
Sanctuaries) Bill. The government will not allow it to
be used as a political football, as the opposition is trying
to do.
The minister was correct when she said earlier today
that the opposition has 24 hours. It has 24 hours to work
out whether it is committed to marine national parks
around Victoria or whether it is using the bill for a
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political exercise. The opposition is not sure what it
wants to do about the bill. As was said earlier, the
Leader of the Opposition is trying to roll the bill. The
shadow minister for conservation and environment is
pretending he is greener than anyone else. The
opposition cannot get its act together to work out what
it wants to do about the bill.
This government is absolutely committed to marine
national parks around Victoria, and it does not want the
issue to be turned into a joke before this Parliament.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — We have just seen
one of the most outrageous acts in this Parliament. The
marine parks issue is absolutely central to the
environmental debate in Victoria.
In August 2000 the Environment Conservation Council
completed its report. Month after month people waited
for the government to deal with the bill, an appropriate
process for community consultation and the
development of an open and transparent system. What
happened instead of that? The government introduced a
bill into this chamber that took out from the report one
of the major marine parks, Cape Howe. As the
honourable member for Sandringham rightly said
publicly, ‘Cape Why’. We then found out that the
government had done a deal with the Independent
member for Gippsland East to remove that park to prop
up his political support and that of the government.
Ms Davies — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I
seek clarification on whether I am allowed to suggest
that the honourable member for Doncaster is
impugning the name of the honourable member for
Gippsland East by implying that he has made a deal
when in fact everyone in this house knows there was no
deal.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order raised by the honourable member for
Gippsland West. However, I caution the honourable
member for Doncaster that he, like all honourable
members, must refrain from impugning other
honourable members.
Mr PERTON — We then found out that the
government had removed Ricketts Point from the list of
recommendations. Ricketts Point was supported as a
recommendation not just by the Environment
Conservation Council and the peak organisations but by
every bayside environment group, local council and
local community. Why did the government do it? Why
did the government make a series of other
amendments? It is quite clear that the government
turned what had been an objective process for the
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creation of national parks in Victoria — a system that
the community had supported and one which had
safeguarded Liberal and Labor governments and
oppositions — into a politicised process. It brought in
amendments that politicised the bill.
I turn to the section 85 provisions and the no
compensation clauses.
The SPEAKER — Order! I have been very lenient
with contributions to the debate thus far, including that
of the honourable member for Doncaster, but the
motion before the Chair relates to the government
business program. I ask the honourable member for
Doncaster to ensure that his remarks relate to the
motion before the Chair.
Mr PERTON — This motion is an abuse of
process. The understanding between the parties was
that this bill would be debated today. You, Mr Speaker,
will recall that the earlier discussion in the house on this
bill was concluded by an agreement between the parties
that it would be the first bill brought on for debate
today.
Let us look at why the government says it is
withdrawing the bill. The government in its public
statement said that the section 85 provision was inserted
only to protect the creation of marine parks. As people
pointed out the flaws in the bill time and again, the
Minister for Energy and Resources acknowledged in
the upper house that the bill was flawed and that it
expropriated property rights from fishing families and
businesses — intergenerational businesses — along the
coast. The government itself showed that the section 85
provision was flawed. Almost every marine
conservation group that studied the issue, every
business group, every community group and the
general public all said it was wrong.
If your house were taken for a freeway, Mr Speaker,
you would expect compensation. If people’s businesses
were taken away for a government purpose they would
expect compensation. The Bracks government has not
offered one dollar or one objective process on this
issue. The opposition says it wants a fair and objective
process for the section 85 provision, yet in a childish
and dummy-spitting act it withdraws the bill.
Mr Howard — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I
refer to your recent comments asking the honourable
member for Doncaster to speak only on the matter
before the Chair. He is entering into debate on the
bill — —
The SPEAKER — Order! I have heard enough on
the point of order. I ask the honourable member for
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Doncaster to relate his comments to the matter before
the Chair.
Mr PERTON — The government is so
embarrassed it is engaging in time wasting. The matter
is a disgrace. The government has no commitment to
the environment. The fact that it is not prepared to
negotiate with other parties in the Parliament nor with
the fishing communities shows that its members are a
bunch of hypocrites — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.
Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) — I refer to the issue
raised by the honourable member for Monbulk — that
is, the question of the guillotining of the appropriation
bill. I have figures in front of me showing that over the
past five years the average number of speakers on the
bill was 45. Last year 52 honourable members spoke on
the bill, which was above average.
Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Doncaster shall refrain from interjecting as he walks
from the chamber.
Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Doncaster shall cease interjecting.
Mr Batchelor interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Minister for
Transport and the honourable member for Bendigo
East!
Mr LANGDON — Clearly there are some tensions
in the house! On the issue of the guillotining of the
appropriation bill, I was pointing out that the house
heard more than its fair share of speakers on the last
appropriation bill. It is true that this year the house is
slightly down on the amount of time allocated, and the
appropriation bill is yet to be finalised. By 4 o’clock on
Thursday the house will have had more than enough
time to hear, I suspect, higher than average number of
speakers in the approximate 20 hours spent debating the
bill.
The honourable member for Monbulk is incorrect when
he says that the government is trying to railroad the bill
through the house. The government is allowing enough
time. After 4 o’clock last Thursday honourable
members spoke for 2 further hours. The debate was
beautifully adjourned by the honourable member for
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Tullamarine, who will have the next call. The
government is endeavouring to have as many members
as possible speak by 4 o’clock on Thursday. With the
concurrence of the house — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr LANGDON — That may be so. The
government will get as many members up as it can.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill) — We have
before us a government in complete and total disarray.
There are contradictions between ministers. The
responsible Minister for Environment and Conservation
gives notice that tomorrow she will move for the
withdrawal of item 7 on the notice paper — the
National Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine
Sanctuaries) Bill. The Minister for Transport, as Leader
of the House, says the matter will be brought on
tonight. Who is telling honourable members what?
The National Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine
Sanctuaries) Bill is not listed among the bills that the
government wishes to get through this week. How
serious is the government? Clearly, it is not a bit
serious. It does not know what to do; it has the wind up
because it knows it is being abandoned by its
Independent allies on this issue and is in trouble. The
interjections — —
Ms Davies interjected.
Mr RICHARDSON — Hello, it is the fishwife’s
voice again. It really gets to me.
Ms Davies interjected.
Mr RICHARDSON — She keeps it up,
Mr Speaker, and it is disconcerting. The interjections by
the Labor Party backbench say, ‘Tell us your position’.
The position of the opposition will be known when the
bill is debated. Bring it on!
I turn to further examples of the disarray of the
government. What is the significance of the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances (Amendment) Bill?
Surely that is important. What about the — —
The SPEAKER — Order! I must interrupt the
honourable member for Forest Hill. The time set down
for this debate as governed by sessional orders has
expired.
Motion agreed to.
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Natural Resources and Environment: staff
Mr VOGELS (Warrnambool) — Wildlife is
currently being left to die as a result of huge cuts by the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment.
Native animals are being left to die all over Victoria
because the DNRE has taken officers away from
wildlife areas and put them into the new fisheries area.
Given that we have just seen the government shelve the
marine parks bill, I do not know what those officers
will be doing in the future, so I ask the minister to get
some of them back into the wildlife area as soon as
possible to look after our native fauna. Illegal trapping
of native fauna is now proceeding unhindered. It is
getting to the stage where police and local government
have to take up the call.
While the personnel at the department’s regional offices
regret this change, it is almost impossible to get an
answer from the Minister for Environment and
Conservation, or the executive officers at the
department. They will not answer any calls or questions
about this.
I ask the minister to have another look at the restructure
of the department and to put some of the wildlife
officers who have been placed in the fisheries area back
where they belong — that is, looking after our native
flora and fauna. It seems the marine parks bill has been
shelved by the government, so those officers will not be
needed in that area.

Wimmera–Mallee: water pipeline
Mr DELAHUNTY (Wimmera) — Water is a finite
resource and the current water evaporation and seepage
from the Wimmera–Mallee channel system is
unacceptable. Last week the Wimmera–Mallee Rural
Water Board endorsed a community steering
committee’s recommendation to pipe the rest of the
open channel system. The board endorsed the
committee’s recommendations, which focused on
achieving maximum water savings of about
83 000 megalitres. Those savings could be used for
improved security of supply, agriculture and other new
industries, tourism and recreation, and for
environmental purposes.
The study was funded by 13 councils, the state and
federal governments, Powercor, four catchment
authorities and the water board. Those supporters of the
project and others believe this would be the biggest
infrastructure project in the region, costing about
$300 million. It comes at a very important time when
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our reservoirs are languishing at about 11 per cent
capacity.
This project must be supported by all governments and
will build on the success of the northern Mallee
pipeline project. That project has been a model for
Australian water management and has brought major
benefits to our region.
Water is a major economic generator in the region, and
government support is vital to this project, which will
bring environmental, economic and social benefits to
the Wimmera–Mallee area.

Emu Bottom Wetlands
Ms BEATTIE (Tullamarine) — The Friends of
Emu Bottom Wetlands last month opened their
platypus-viewing platform to the general public. I was
pleased to be present at that opening with the federal
member for Burke, Neil O’Keefe, who obtained the
funding under the national Federation Fund. Key
players who drove the project are Dr Geoff Williams,
the director of Australian Platypus Conservation; Paul
Williams, an engineering geologist; and the City of
Hume Greening Team.
However, the people who are the most passionate about
the platypus ponds are the volunteers who belong to the
Friends of Emu Bottom Wetlands. With the guiding
hand of Ian Sutherland, the president, and the passion
and commitment of the secretary, Martin Ryan, the
group’s work to ensure a safe haven for platypus has
been guaranteed of success. It is a tribute to the Friends
of Emu Bottom Wetlands that a platypus saw fit to
grace us with its presence on the day of the opening,
confirming that the right spot for the platform had been
chosen. These people are committed to the
environment — not like opposition members, who
shillyshally around and pretend they are committed.

Camperdown: soup kitchen
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — This week in my
electorate I received a request from a community
organisation that set alarm bells ringing. Members of
the organisation are seeking donations to help them in
their fight to establish a facility to assist the
unemployed in their town. What alarms me most about
this matter is that the community group is in the
township of Camperdown — a township with a youth
program which the Minister for Youth Affairs in
another place, the Honourable Justin Madden, has just
refused to re-fund, having launched it just after coming
into government. This comes on top of the Minister for
State and Regional Development raising the township’s
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hopes for a new industry for the town and then
dumping on the township when he failed to follow the
related sale through to its final conclusion.
The community organisation is asking for personal
donations to establish a soup kitchen — a soup
kitchen! — for the town’s unemployed. This Labor
government is presiding over the development of a
soup kitchen, which is something you would normally
see in New York, not a township oozing with potential.
If the government is not prepared to assist
Camperdown, perhaps the Treasurer would be prepared
to make a personal donation — or even the Premier or
the Minister for Finance, who is at the table, or the
Minister for Transport. I would be happy to pass on to
this community organisation any donations handed to
me for the establishment of its soup kitchen.
However, the answer to economic development in
Camperdown is not a soup kitchen for the unemployed
but support for the township in developing the old
Bonlac site into a dairy food processing site. The
framework is in place; all that is required is the vision
and the will from this government to support a sound
economic proposal.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Justice Frank Vincent
Mr LANGUILLER (Sunshine) — On behalf of the
electorate I so proudly represent I place on record and
welcome the appointment by the Victoria University of
Technology of His Honour Justice Frank Vincent to the
position of chancellor.
Justice Frank Vincent graduated in law from the
University of Melbourne in 1959. Thereafter he
commenced a legal career characterised by his
dedication to achieving social justice. A passionate
commitment to human rights impelled Justice Vincent
to take up the cause of Aboriginal defendants in both
Victoria and the Northern Territory. Between 1974 and
1985 he appeared in a number of landmark criminal
trials, briefed by both the Victorian and Central
Australian Aboriginal legal aid services. Indeed, he
would spend a significant part of the legal year in the
Northern Territory.
In 1980 Justice Vincent was appointed a Queen’s
Counsel. During his career as a barrister he appeared in
almost 200 murder trials, a forensic achievement
unlikely ever to be equalled. In 1985 Justice Vincent
became a judge of the Supreme Court of Victoria, a
position he has held for the past 16 years.
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Justice Vincent has written about and spoken
extensively upon all aspects of the criminal law and has
contributed to legal education as a lecturer on the
administration of the criminal justice system at both
Melbourne and Monash universities.
Throughout his career Justice Vincent has had the
support of his wife, Dawn, and their two daughters,
Kerry and Lisa.
The university and the people of the western suburbs
welcome Justice Frank Vincent.

Volunteers: Gippsland
Ms DAVIES (Gippsland West) — In this
International Year of Volunteers I offer particular and
special congratulations and thanks to some of the elder
statesmen and stateswomen in our community. Their
volunteer efforts and the wisdom, compassion and
support they offer is absolutely invaluable.
I thank people like Liz and John Williams from
Inverloch, who have worked for many years as
members of the South Gippsland Conservation Society,
friends of the local library and members of the
Inverloch projects committee.
I thank Bill Smith from San Remo, one of the architects
of the George Bass walking track and an active member
of the San Remo Progress Association.
I thank Rosa Stewart, the treasurer of the Lang Lang
Township Committee, who is active on the show
society and the doctors’ committee and is a member of
the Church of England community.
I thank Mrs Ray Nugent from Drouin, who has done
Meals on Wheels for 20 years and spent many years as
a friendly visitor to isolated citizens.
I thank Lyn Chambers, who, with her late husband Joe,
was part of a formidable partnership actively detailing
local history and working for the Combined Pensioners
Association and the Conservation Society.
Then there is Fred Gration. The Coronet Bay recreation
centre is named after him because of his work for that
centre. He is also active on the foreshore committee.
There are no Queen’s Birthday or other awards for
these and many other long-term volunteers, but they
have our greatest respect and warmest thanks. They are
truly distinguished role models for all of us to look up
to, and I thank them.
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Schools: funding
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — The report
by the Victorian Auditor-General has confirmed the
concerns raised by the opposition last year when the
Minister for Education launched — and claimed entire
credit for — a whole new funding formula for school
global budgets. The Auditor-General’s report has
revealed that as a result of the minister’s new formula
there has been a $28 million blow-out in the cost of
transitional top-up funding provided to schools. The
Minister for Education promised only last year that her
new budget formula would cost the taxpayer only
$140 million extra, including the top-up transitional
funding promised to schools that would be
disadvantaged by the formula.
The Auditor-General has confirmed that this new
package, rushed in by the Minister for Education, has
now blown out to $176 million — that is 176 million
additional dollars that could have been spent on new
schools right across Victoria.
Victorians remember the unprecedented vote of no
confidence in this minister by secondary school
principals in November last year. The opposition at that
time also raised grave concerns about the
implementation of the minister’s new school funding
formula. The Auditor-General has vindicated the
opposition’s concerns in his report, which reveals that
78 per cent of secondary schools required top-up
transitional funding. While the minister promised that
her new formula would benefit country schools, the
Auditor-General’s report has revealed that more than
half the schools in our regional towns required top-up
transitional funding as a result of the new formula.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Brunswick East Primary School
Mr CARLI (Coburg) — I wish to congratulate the
teachers and the school community at Brunswick East
Primary School for their Walk to School Day. The
school tried to break the incredible dependence of
parents on the use of cars to take their children the very
short distances to and from school. They organised a
day when children would either walk, cycle or travel by
public transport to school and, if appropriate, be
accompanied by a parent. It was an important day as it
demonstrated the improvements that can result through
less congestion around the school because of fewer cars
and the benefits to health through children and parents
walking, cycling or taking public transport.
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This issue is of particular interest in local communities
such as Brunswick where a large number of short trips
are taken by car. Indeed, the Moreland City Council has
demonstrated leadership in this area to try to at least
increase the diversity of those trips and encourage
people — whether they be schoolchildren, parents or
the general community — to walk or cycle and get out
of their dependence on the machine. It has been well
taken up by the community, which obviously
recognises the importance of environment and health
issues. I believe this sort of initiative will take a greater
hold in my local community.

Day received the Alcoa award for outstanding service
to the environment from the United Nations
Associations of Australia. Joan Lindros could well be
called the environmental conscience of the Geelong
region. She has carried out that role for well over
20 years. I cannot recall an occasion during that time
where an environmental issue has arisen in Geelong
and Joan Lindros has not been in its lead. She has
combined a fierce passion for the environment with a
well-researched and reasoned approach to the issues
around those fights. She has certainly won respect from
the overwhelming majority of the Geelong community.

Tertiary education and training: funding

I have had the fortune to work with Joan on the
Geelong Regional Commission when we were both
commissioners and on many environmental issues,
including the very long seven-year battle to save Point
Lillias. On all of the issues I have noted the way in
which Joan goes about her work, without seeking
reward or personal glory; there is no ego, it is simply
the — —

Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — The ministerial
council on post-compulsory education met in Brisbane
on Friday and Victoria’s Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment finally admitted
that her huff and bluster for the last few months has
been just that — she agreed to the federal government’s
new funding formula for training. However, what the
minister did not agree to do — and I ask her now to
urge the government to do this — is to lift the
damaging freeze on traineeships in Victoria.
The freeze was introduced in November 1999 without
warning or consultation but with discrimination
because it affects only private providers. The freeze
was extended after 12 months and is still in place.
Originally, the minister said that the freeze was a matter
of quality, but her own consultant, Professor Kay
Schofield, said quite the contrary and urged the removal
of the freeze. However, no action was taken. The
minister then said that the freeze was to do with
money — originally with a demand on the federal
government of some $10 million, then $12 million
followed by $15 million, and more recently
$27 million. Since then, the federal government offered
$230 million extra in training money but the minister is
still playing politics with training and training
businesses.
I urge the minister to respond to the Australian Council
for Private Education and Training, the Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry, and
the Private Training Providers Association and lift this
discriminatory freeze, which is standing in the way of
training organisations and young trainees.

Joan Lindros
Mr LONEY (Geelong North) — I wish to give
recognition today to the well-known Geelong identity,
Joan Lindros, who last week on World Environment

The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired. The time set down for
members statements has also expired.

CORPORATIONS (ANCILLARY
PROVISIONS) BILL, CORPORATIONS
(CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS) BILL,
CORPORATIONS (ADMINISTRATIVE
ACTIONS) BILL, AGRICULTURAL AND
VETERINARY CHEMICALS (VICTORIA)
(AMENDMENT) BILL and CO-OPERATIVE
SCHEMES (ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 17 May; motions of Mr HULLS
(Attorney-General) and Mr HAMILTON (Minister for
Agriculture).
Government amendments circulated by Ms KOSKY
(Minister for Finance) pursuant to sessional orders.

The SPEAKER — Order! As the required
statement of intention has been made pursuant to
section 85(5)(c) of the Constitution Act 1975 in regard
to the Corporations (Consequential Amendments) Bill,
the Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, the
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria)
(Amendment) Bill, and the Co-operative Schemes
(Administrative Actions) Bill, I am of the opinion that
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these bills need to be passed at second reading with the
concurrence of an absolute majority of the house.
Dr DEAN (Berwick) — Marine parks, Berwick and
Narre Warren North are all things the average
Australian can understand; these are natural things and
part of the everyday life of the average Australian.
However, Corporations Law and combined bills are
matters the average Australian finds very difficult to
understand. It is a matter of concern to this Parliament
that complex bills such as these receive the time and
proper consideration to which they are entitled.
One of the ways of making such bills as understandable
as the simple topics I have just mentioned is to say that
the bills are to do with federation itself — that is, they
are to do with the way we are growing up as a nation
and the way the states and the federation cooperate and
work together.
It is a sad thing that we have come to this wonderful
celebration of 100 years of federation and, while we
have taken our time to celebrate, enjoy the history and
remember the characters involved, one thing we have
omitted to do is sit down and say, ‘Why don’t we use
this as an opportunity to see how the federation should
go forward, how the states and the federal government
should, as individual governments, joined together by a
constitution and federation, approach the future?’.
It will not come as a surprise to you, Mr Speaker —
because I have spoken about this many times in this
house — to find me drifting into the topic of
cooperative federalism as distinct from competitive
federalism. These bills being discussed as a group, and
the very nature of and reasons for them, place the topic
of cooperative federation squarely on the table.
What are these bills about? They are about the fact that
we have a written constitution. A written constitution
uses words to limit. Since words are the accepted way
we communicate, certainly in legal terms, when we
write a constitution we are naturally going to limit
ourselves. One of the great things about the state
constitutions is that, although they are written
documents, they are in no way limited by their words
because they are limited only by the common law and
history. All state constitutions have what we call
plenary power — that is, they have absolute power.
They are only limited by an agreement between the
states and the commonwealth to give the
commonwealth specific powers. By giving the
commonwealth specific powers as distinct from the
states’ general powers, you immediately find that the
commonwealth government is limited by the words.
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When the founding fathers put section 51 of the federal
constitution together they rightly decided that one of the
areas upon which the federal government should have
the right to legislate and make decisions was
corporations. It comes as a surprise to some people,
who ask why, if we have a specific power in the federal
constitution with respect to corporations, we are having
all this trouble. Why are the states having to give their
corporations powers to the federal government? The
federal government has a head of power called
Corporations Law.
The reason is that when the High Court looked at that
terminology in the constitution it said to the federal
government, ‘Yes, you do have the power with respect
to corporations, but because of the history of the
constitution and the nature and wording of that power
you do not have power with respect to all activities of
corporations, only some activities’.
As I suggested a moment ago, words are limiting the
power of the commonwealth in relation to a certain
area. Words have got in the way and the states, because
they have plenary power, retain all the power with
respect to corporations that was not encapsulated by the
corporations power in the federal constitution. Those
powers concern the incorporation of a corporation,
non-trading corporations, foreign corporations and
other areas that have been battled out over time
immemorial in cases before the High Court.
What has this meant for federation? I go back to my
original premise: we are on a path towards cooperative
federalism, along which the federation is developing
over time as life becomes faster and more sophisticated.
What has that meant in relation to controlling
corporations? Corporations are now international
institutions and are the very units by which commerce
is conducted. Commerce has become more interrelated
and more sophisticated. It does not taken an Einstein to
realise that sooner or later it will not be possible for all
the states to implement legislation with respect to
certain specific parts of corporations and the federal
government having legislation and control in respect to
other parts of corporations. All that will be too clumsy
for today’s modern world.
The solution worked out to try and overcome that
problem was: yes, cooperation! The fact that we had
world markets and a development of commerce meant
that cooperation between the states and the federal
government was driven to a point where the states said,
‘We will set up a national body that will have the
responsibility of controlling corporations.
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In my day that body was called the National Companies
and Securities Commission (NCSC). It was set up with
administrative officers in Canberra and what used to be
corporations officers in the states to exercise control of
corporations. But commerce became more
sophisticated and the pace of life became faster. The
use of corporations in commerce nationally and
internationally was driven further, and the cooperative
arrangement had to be upgraded. The body was
upgraded to the Australian Securities and Investment
Commission.
ASIC is a very sophisticated cooperative arrangement
between the states and the federal government.
Effectively the Australian Capital Territory enacted
some model legislation, and the same legislation was
enacted by each of the states and the federal
government. They all accepted the identical legislation
and agreed that the central body, ASIC, would have
control, and that its officers — some federal, some
state — would control corporations in Australia.
It would be nonsense to think that corporations in a
country like ours should not have one controlling body.
Imagine the chaos in today’s commerce if corporations
had to abide by controls that were different in each of
the states and the commonwealth. Modern Australia
drove towards cooperative federalism and towards this
arrangement. Everything was going along fine. The
ship of cooperation was sailing across the waters
without a hitch. The commonwealth Director of Public
Prosecutions had power to prosecute companies in all
states. The Australian Federal Police had power with
respect to corporations.
Mr Wynne interjected.
Dr DEAN — I hear the honourable member for
Richmond calling out ‘What happened?’. Well the ship
hit the words in the constitution that I previously
referred to. The ship of state cooperation, which was
sailing so well, hit that very problem I referred to earlier
in my speech — that is, that with a constitution limited
by words come inflexibility and limitations.
What did the High Court hold under pressure? It held in
the Wakim case that it is not possible to cross-vest state
corporations power in the federal jurisdiction for the
Federal Court. Under the federal constitution there is no
capacity for federal courts to exercise anything other
than federal law. No matter how much the states want
to cross-vest and be cooperative, it is not possible. Even
with the best will in the world on the part of the states
and the commonwealth, cooperative federalism is
brought up short by the constitution.
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There was a flurry of activity. All the decisions that had
been made by the Federal Court had to be verified after
they had been made because there was a real prospect
that they would be invalid. The High Court held that the
Federal Court could not have made those decisions
because there was no federal head of power that
allowed cross-vesting. All the decisions made on
matters where the states had the power over
corporations were invalid. Legislation had to be enacted
to patch up the situation and effectively to say that such
decisions were made as if they had been made by state
courts. But that was only a temporary bandaid, and
challenges were immediately forthcoming from lawyers
who wanted to strike down such decisions on behalf of
their clients.
Then a decision was made. It was thought, ‘Maybe all
the corporations power in the states — that bit the
federal Corporations Law and the constitution, where
the words were limited, did not cover — should be
handed over so the whole area is covered’. Of course,
whenever the commonwealth government asks state
governments to hand over power there is a bit of a
problem because, cooperative as we are, we do not
want to see ourselves going out of existence. I am the
first to say that petty quibbles about handing over
power only stand in the way of progress and the future.
I am a great advocate of federation. I do not want to see
unitary government, and I want to see federation
continue. That is lucky, seeing I am a state member of
Parliament. It would be very embarrassing if I did not.
Federation is a fantastic institution and process. It
decentralises power and ensures that one set of
governments — governments that are implementing
decisions, spending money, and so forth — is close to
the people.
Many people to say to me, ‘We have far too many
politicians’. In return I say, ‘What other country can
you go to where, as a member of the public, you have
access to a politician in your electorate?’. I now have
about 40 000 people in my electorate, but on
redistribution I will have about 35 000. That means
35 000 — —
Mr Batchelor interjected.
Dr DEAN — My electorate does not exist any
more. I do not know what I have.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Berwick should discuss the
bill.
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Dr DEAN — Silly me to bring up redistribution.
The point I am trying to make is that looking after
35 000 people is manageable for a state politician.
People can go to see their state politicians. With federal
electorates, which have 80 000 or 100 000 electors,
people simply cannot get to see their politicians.
There are all sorts of reasons why I am in favour of
federation and why I want to see it work. Handing over
the corporations power was a hard thing to do. I believe
there was another way, and I have said it before in this
house. I believe we need only one superior court. I
believe there is an administrative structure that would
enable the state supreme courts and the federal superior
court — both being superior courts — to merge into
one court administratively, with the judges having
commissions in either the state or the federal sphere.
That would not only save a lot of money, it would be
simpler for people who do not understand the
distinction between the Federal Court and a state
Supreme Court.
There was another way, and one day that idea will be
taken up. I have absolutely no doubt that as federation
ploughs into the future the notion of having separate
superior courts will vanish and they will
administratively be one. Putting that aside, when the
decision was taken to hand over our corporations power
it was absolutely necessary that we did so on the bases
that we could get it back if we needed to, that there
were all sorts of limitations, that if there were to be
amendments to the corporations power we got to know
about them, and that there was a council that would
enable the states and the commonwealth, always, to
discuss changes that needed to take place.
Yes, we have done that. But the point is, does it stop at
the corporations power? The High Court decision in
Hughes broadened the ruling that if the federal
government does not have a head of power it is limited
in what it can do administratively and how it can
conduct its business in state areas. Basically in the
Hughes case, which went down the same road as
Wakim, it was determined that if federal officers are
under other cooperative arrangements exercising power
that is effectively state power and there is no head of
federal power for them to act on, it is quite likely that
the duties they are performing are invalid.
As there is a problem with the Federal Court and
corporations, so there is a problem with other
cooperatives, whether they be agricultural cooperatives,
veterinary cooperatives, gas pipeline cooperatives —
you name it. Can honourable members understand how
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incredibly serious this is? Even though we are a
federation, if we cannot act uniformly and
cooperatively as one country on such matters as gas,
agriculture and commerce, we will be gravely limited in
our ability to compete with other countries.
We will also be gravely limited in implementing
important laws that protect people, because once there
are two laws — one in one state and one in another —
good lawyers will find a way through the gap time and
again. I say ‘good lawyers’, because that is what their
clients pay them to do. How should this important
problem be solved?
Again, we have not hit the nail on the head, but Victoria
and all the other states have done what they can as
quickly as possible. All the states should congratulate
themselves in this year of the centenary of Federation,
because they have realised that cooperating on matters
such as this is in their own interests and the interests of
the country.
The state must validate the actions taken by people in
cooperatives, whether they be agricultural or any other
sort. The government must also validate the actions of
officers, particularly commonwealth officers, who
exercise powers and undertake duties where the federal
government does not have jurisdiction. In such cases
those officers are deemed to have acted as if they were
state officers. The actions of the National Companies
and Securities Commission, which goes back a long
way, could cause chaos if they were undone. Similarly,
the past actions of the Australian Securities and
Investments Commission, the commonwealth Director
of Public Prosecutions and others will be deemed valid
because where necessary they will be deemed to have
acted as state officers, not commonwealth officers. That
is what the Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill
and the Co-operative Schemes (Administrative
Actions) Bill do.
The next bill deals with existing state legislation that
refers to corporations under the Australian Securities
and Investments Commission and not under the new
corporations law. I am not sure whether the
corporations law legislation has been enacted, because I
presume this bill probably has to be passed first. The
commonwealth government is waiting to enact that
legislation — and I am sure it is licking its lips, because
the commonwealth has always wanted plenary
corporations power.
I used to work for a judge called Sir Reginald Smithers,
whose name my opponents have recently used a couple
of times in vain in an attempt to wound me. It would be
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very hard to wound me so far as Sir Reginald was
concerned. He was a senior member of the Federal
Court and I was his associate; he was a great man who
was loved by everybody. His mind worked in a
Dixonian way to get the right answers. He often said, ‘I
don’t know why there aren’t more challenges to the
limitations on the corporations power. I am sure that if
the High Court keeps being hit with cases, eventually it
will expand the law and then the commonwealth will
have it all’. Maybe that would have happened.
Perhaps it is in the states’ interests to hand over this
power and say they can take it back if they want to,
without causing too much of a fuss. I am not sure how a
battle in the High Court over the states’ powers with
respect to corporations would pan out in the long term.
The third bill of this quinella makes sure that the new
corporations law fits in with state laws by referring to
all the state laws that mention corporations in the old
way. In my day it used to be called by the corporations
name, and then it was called — —
Mr McIntosh — Companies Victoria.
Dr DEAN — The Companies (Victoria) Code, that
is right. All that terminology will be fixed so that it fits
in with the new corporations law.
The next bill, the Corporations (Ancillary Provisions)
Bill, is a hard bill to understand, and I do not blame
anyone for having difficulty with it. Every time I want
to talk about it I have to sit down and think about it
again! If the federal government is given full
corporations powers, whenever because of section 109
there is a direct inconsistency, it will overrule state laws
with respect to those powers. The commonwealth
corporations legislation that is about to be enacted
makes it clear that it is not intended to cover the field.
The usual test of whether a federal law sweeps aside
state laws is: does the federal law intend to cover the
field? If it intends to cover the field, and it has federal
power, state laws fall. However, the federal legislation
will not strike down all the laws that are remotely
connected with corporations in the state. But even if it
does not intend to cover the field, if there is a direct
collision between a state and federal law, under
section 109 the federal law will have preference and the
state law will buckle.
There are state laws that the state government does not
want to buckle. Although it is giving the federal
government the power in the first place, the state does
not want that power used against it in a situation of
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direct conflict. This bill has the capacity to create
declaratory provisions that declare that in a situation
where there is a direct inconsistency, the state law will
not succumb. That leaves the state with the capacity to
control the situation. It avoids the situation of the state
finding that there are all sorts of ancillary legislative
effects of handing over corporations power which it did
not realise and which, as a consequence, it has lost
forever. That is a sensible piece of legislation.
My colleague the shadow Minister for Agriculture, the
honourable member for Monbulk, will probably talk
more about the agricultural cooperative provisions.
Although I will not do so, the same principles apply. It
was a cooperative. There has to be a situation where
those acts are now relevant.
One thing I have not worked out — and it may be that
the honourable member for Richmond will help me
out — concerns those other cooperatives where other
heads of power exist. This legislation makes valid the
actions of federal officers who are acting under
cooperative arrangements. The power on each of those
specific areas is not being given over to the
commonwealth. To do so would effectively off-load all
our state power. At this point I am not sure whether
there is an intention to do that or how the future actions
of people in cooperatives other than corporations will
be dealt with. How will their actions be made valid? It
may be the view of many that they will always be
regarded as state officers. Maybe that is what is being
done and maybe that is the way through. I am interested
in that point. I admit to a little lack of understanding
because of the different ways corporations and other
cooperative arrangements are approached.
I conclude by pointing out that this is an opportunity
being taken rather than a problem being fixed. In other
words, it is a cloud with a silver lining. The cloud was
that the federal constitution as interpreted by the High
Court was more restrictive than we thought. We have
had to pass all this legislation in a hurry-scurry to try to
overcome that. The silver lining is that there was
cooperation between the states and the commonwealth
to do this.
This is the year of the centenary of Federation, and
parliamentarians should look at ways in which
cooperation between the states and the commonwealth
can be enhanced. On both sides of the political fence
the notion of having punch-ups at Council of Australian
Governments (COAG) meetings with matters of
national importance being raised and playing politics to
the point where each of the states and the
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commonwealth become competitive should be a thing
of the past. I hope I have some political realism after
having spent a few years around the place.
Mr Batchelor — You have, but you’re a slow
learner!
Dr DEAN — I may be a slow learner, but I have got
there. Like all slow learners, I learn well. Some just
skim over the top.
Politics will enter daily life in everything that happens.
There is no doubt about that. People will want their
own way, a way someone else will not want, and there
will be politics. In this year of the centenary of
Federation there is a wonderful opportunity to say that
there are some national issues. How can
parliamentarians possibly justify not agreeing and
coming together cooperatively on national issues when
our founding fathers 100 years ago not only came
together on one of the most complex problems of all
time but also gave up some of their own power to the
federal government? What a huge success that was!
There is no way this country could be where it is if
those founding fathers had not taken that action. A
hundred years on it is not a great deal to ask why some
issues cannot be isolated. There can be fights about tax,
consumer laws and this and that, but there are some
issues, such as drugs, health, defence and the like, that
are without a shadow of a doubt national issues. In all
of those cases the interests of each government should
be secondary to the solving of the problems. That is
why 100 years down the track I have been crying out
about this for some time. Last year and the year before,
when I was a parliamentary secretary, I wrote letters to
the Premier, and I have done everything I possibly can.
To put it in Chinese terms, COAG should be seen as the
crystallisation of a Great Leap Forward in cooperation
between the states and the commonwealth. COAG has
the bare bones and skeleton of an institution which, if
properly looked after, nurtured and treated well by the
premiers and the Prime Minister, could do unbelievably
good things through cooperative federalism. My view is
that COAG ought to have an administrative structure of
its own so that when decisions are made by the Prime
Minister and the premiers they are carried through in a
unified way. Decisions cannot be carried through in a
disruptive and disunited way with officers all over the
place so that it takes ages to get any form of
communication working. At least there should be an
executive officer. Even if it is done separately by the
states and the commonwealth, there should be an
executive office that drives the decisions of the
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premiers and the Prime Minister on federal issues.
Maybe corporations would be one of those issues.
COAG should be split into two parts. The first part
should deal with issues of national importance. Already
COAG is designed to deal with such issues, and not just
matters such as Medicare and who is getting what. It
should deal with the big issues. That should be all that
happens with the first part of COAG. There should be
rules for the operation of that first part of COAG, one
of which should be that the state premiers and the
Prime Minister do not go rushing off to the media. A
day or two should be spent without media input, during
which the premiers and the Prime Minister can act as
statesmen and sit down without the glare of publicity. It
should happen behind closed doors and it could work
on solutions to national problems.
After that, the second part of COAG could deal with all
the other items that are likely to cause conflict. Then
there could be the usual punch-up and politics and all
sorts of things happening.
That is just one suggestion. People have many other
suggestions to drive the cooperative federalism process
to the next step. It will take some imagination to do
that. While we do not have that imagination and are
constantly looking internally at our private political
requirements, nothing will happen. But I always hark
back to the people who say, ‘Oh, that will never
happen’ and make two points. Firstly, it has happened
by default because the world has driven us that way —
hence all these cooperative schemes and what we are
doing now. This was done through necessity.
Secondly, why not bound beyond necessity and do it of
our own volition? When people say, ‘That will never
happen because people don’t do that’, I point out that
the founding fathers did. There is the perfect example
of a situation where, in that case, men — these days I
hope it would be an equal mix of men and women —
drove that process. And it was hard. It took years to do,
but they did it. So for anyone to say it is not possible to
drive cooperative federalism further, I say, ‘Look at
your own history. Get out your Australian history book
and read it properly’. I remember something that Paul
Keating once said — —
A government member interjected.
Dr DEAN — Let us not make this political, because
this is important. Not everything that Paul Keating did
was a disaster — but virtually everything! But during
an interview with Phillip Adams he said, ‘The thing
about being the Prime Minister — and I think any
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Prime Minister or Premier would want to say this — is
you know it is not going to last, so you have an
obligation to grab it and do with it what you can while
you have got it’. What he was basically saying is that
when you are given a position of leadership, however it
comes about, you have a responsibility to grab it for
what it is worth and put your heart and soul into it, even
if it means taking risks and doing things your party does
not accept. Because you have it only a short time, you
owe it to the rest of the country to do that.
This is why I think every leader, no matter whether it is
a Labor or a Liberal Premier, whoever it is, has that
responsibility. They have that short time in the sun —
that very short time in the sun — to do these things.
Therefore, this is one thing that the leaders could do at
this point. They could make the Council of Australian
Governments a different sort of institution that drove
cooperative federalism and took us into the next
100 years. It has been said that the proposed legislation
is complicated, detailed and complex, but it is not really
when you look at the basis of it, the reason it has
happened, how it has happened through cooperation
and what it could mean for the future, if we want to
grasp this moment.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — It is
my pleasure to join this cognate debate. Gippsland
South, marine parks, Sale, Wonthaggi — it may well be
thought that those issues have nothing to do with the
context of this debate, but in fact they are very
pertinent. The issue in relation to those is that, to greater
and lesser degrees, there is a separation between them,
albeit that my electorate of Gippsland South includes
the beautiful area of Sale, but the other areas in a sense
are discrete, whereas with this legislation what we are
talking about is a totally different thing. Both state and
federal levels of government are in furious agreement
about the bottom line they want to achieve, but
unfortunately there has developed an outcome through
the process of the constitution and the courts which
means that, with the best of intentions, they have been
unable to achieve what they have jointly set out to do.
This package of legislation is intended to overcome the
shortcomings which have materialised through the
operation of the courts and to bring about the result
which is desired by both the states and the
commonwealth, and to do it in a way that will ensure
the survival of the current system of Corporations Law
in Australia and enhance its operation.
There is another issue that comes out of the legislative
package, bearing in mind that there are five bills
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involved in this cognate debate. I will touch on it briefly
because I believe it is relevant not only to this debate
but also to the operation of schemes of legislation in
time to come. It concerns the notion of the scrutiny of
national schemes of legislation.
In the last Parliament I chaired the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, a committee that is now
chaired by the honourable member for Werribee.
During the period that I was the chair and the
honourable member for Werribee was a member of that
committee, we, together with the other members who
were engaged in the work of the committee, went a
long way towards developing a concept that would
permit proper scrutiny of these national schemes of
legislation. I fear that unless something is done to
accommodate the need for that process there will be
one of two outcomes. The first is that the notion of
scrutiny of legislation at a national level will not be
given effect. The alternative is that national schemes of
legislation, if they are subject to scrutiny under the
systems that operate at the moment, could well result in
an outcome of bringing undone the best of intentions of
commonwealth and state legislators.
The intrinsic difficulty is that at the moment there is no
mechanism whereby a piece of legislation proposed on
a national scheme basis is able to be subjected to
scrutiny before it goes to all the jurisdictions where it is
to individually apply. The current problem is that, to
put it the other way around, each of the participating
jurisdictions has a responsibility, which differs from
state to state, for the scrutiny of the legislation as it is
introduced into their respective chambers.
The process of scrutiny means that in each instance
where that occurs the committees that have the
responsibility in those respective jurisdictions are likely
to find some fault in the form of the legislation that is
being scrutinised by them and recommend change to be
made in the reports that they table in their respective
Parliaments. Those recommendations may therefore
result in change being effected. We may then find that
that undoes the whole foundation of having national
scheme legislation, because if that happens as a result
of one jurisdiction making a change, that changed
mechanism has to be submitted to all the other
jurisdictions for review to see if they respectively agree
with it. It simply will not work.
We have got away with it up until now, but unless we
develop something that will accommodate the problem,
I fear that proposals such as the one before the house
will fail.
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The solution seems to be to develop a process for the
scrutiny of legislation at a national level before it comes
before the respective jurisdictions. In the time that I was
chair of the committee in the last Parliament we moved
to a stage of developing a model bill which would serve
the purpose that I have described. It would enable the
process of scrutiny to happen at a national level, outside
the operation of the respective jurisdictions, and it
would ensure, therefore, that the legislation, when it
was then introduced to the respective chambers, would
have been the subject of scrutiny in a manner that those
respective parliaments accepted as being appropriate.
Thereby we would have avoided the outcome of
perhaps ad hoc changes being recommended or, even
worse, adapted and bringing undone the national
proposals.
It is a sensible way to go about it, because what we
have before us is a window to the future. We are
increasingly dealing with legislation that is based on
some sort of national scheme that may have come from
the Council of Australian Governments or from
meetings of Attorneys-General or a variation on that
theme. Whatever the point of origin, national schemes
of legislation such as this are rampant and will continue
to be so. Unless we have a mechanism for scrutinising
them before they come to the floor of the participating
parliaments, I fear the whole process will come undone.
In the course of his contribution the able honourable
member for Berwick stated that a hundred years on
these sorts of things will need to be accommodated.
The issue I am raising is one that needs to be
accommodated. If the principle of scrutinising
legislation is to survive, it will need to be adopted with
some urgency.
The package of bills is unusual in the sense that
although there was furious agreement among all the
participants when the initial structure was established,
that agreement has been brought undone by
determinations by the courts. The honourable member
for Berwick referred to the decision in re Wakim, the
facts and circumstances of which relate to the matters
now before the house. However, the decision in The
Queen v. Hughes concentrated everybody’s attention on
the fact that something had to be done, which is why
we are debating these bills.
Although it is pretty dry stuff, there are some lovely
provisions in the package, and I will refer to one of my
favourites in a moment. The Corporations
(Administrative Actions) Bill is one of a parcel of three
bills, the other two being the Corporations
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(Consequential Amendments) Bill and the Corporations
(Ancillary Provisions) Bill. This package of three is
intended to overcome the shortcomings that have been
described. The nub of the problem is that although both
the federal and the state constitutions have powers
regarding corporations, in circumstances where a state
gives the commonwealth authority to undertake a
function under state law, together with a duty to
exercise that function, there must be a legislative power
in the commonwealth constitution that founds the
relevant authority and function.
When in the Hughes case this was put to the test, the
power was found to be valid, so the problem did not
arise. But in its deliberations the court flagged the fact
that this sort of difficulty could well arise in thousands
of instances, so you could have a circumstance similar
to the one that was subject to the test involved in
Hughes. The logic of that means that unless you went
through every one of those circumstances on a
case-by-case basis, you would never know. It also
means that for the sake of maintaining the structure of
Corporations Law in this country it is untenable that
that should continue, so remedial action needs to be
taken. When one considers re Hughes, the reality is that
one may find there are innumerable powers and
functions that are invalid, but the only way to test them
is on a case-by-case basis.
The Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill
provides that every invalid administrative action taken
under current or previous corporation schemes has the
same force and effect as it would have if it had been
taken at the relevant time by a duly authorised officer of
the state. One of the marvellous provisions of this bill is
clause 9. In an age when there is a drive to be precise to
avoid legislation being open to challenge, clause 9 is a
classic. The clause, which is headed ‘Corresponding
authorities or officers’, is worth reading into the record:
It is immaterial, for the purposes of this Act, that a
Commonwealth authority or an officer of the Commonwealth
does not have a counterpart in the State, or that the powers
and functions of a counterpart State authority or a counterpart
officer of the State do not correspond exactly or substantially
with those of the Commonwealth authority or the officer of
the Commonwealth.

I think that is delightful!
Dr Dean interjected.
Mr RYAN — Isn’t it an absolute cracker! Given the
many provisions that come before us for consideration,
that is just delightful.
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Dr Dean — Which bill is it?
Mr RYAN — This is clause 9 of the Corporations
(Administrative Actions) Bill. Fundamentally it says
we will do just about anything to save the day. It does
not matter if the mechanism by which power was given
by the state to the commonwealth authority or officer is
invalid, because it will be fixed. It does not even matter
if, when the power was given, there were no people in
the respective jurisdictions who occupied
corresponding positions, because that will be fixed, too.
All we want, for heaven’s sake, is to fix this up! Far be
it from me to issue the challenge, but I cannot help but
think that in time someone will have a go at clause 9,
because it seems to have an extraordinarily wide
compass. If it is the equivalent of a case like Hughes or
Wakim, the whole thing may well be thrown back into
the furnace.
The other two bills to which I have referred are aspects
of the amending process that are part of the bottom line
intent of trying to cure the problems that have arisen
with the transfer of powers between the two
jurisdictions. The honourable member for Berwick has
summarised the issues well. The Co-operative Schemes
(Administrative Actions) Bill and the Agricultural and
Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment) Bill will
be the subject of individual comment, certainly in the
latter case by the shadow Minister for Agriculture from
the national party perspective.
It is complex legislation that has come out of a complex
set of circumstances. It is redolent of the intent of both
the federal and state jurisdictions to fix the problem
come what may. The proposed legislation has been
drawn in a fashion that I suspect will be the subject of
further deliberation and consideration in time to come,
and it will draw the attention of those who have an
interest in scrutiny of legislation. For all that, I wish the
legislation a speedy passage.
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — I support the
Corporations (Commonwealth Powers) Act 2001 and
the subsequent bills that are the subject of the cognate
debate we are having today. I will confine my
comments briefly to the matters pertaining to the areas
of the Attorney-General and will leave the matters
pertaining to agriculture to the expertise of the
honourable member for Ballarat East, who is amply
qualified through his role as the parliamentary secretary
and through the work he does on his farm in the limited
time he has available in his private life.
The bills which are the subject of this cognate debate
form part of a package of corporations bills that are
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necessary to support the new arrangements for national
Corporations Law. In part, the new arrangements rely
on the reference of corporations matters to the
Parliament of the commonwealth by the parliaments of
the states. As the honourable member for Berwick said,
the Victorian government has made its reference under
the recently enacted Corporations (Commonwealth
Powers) Act. As honourable members would be aware,
that act arose from the concerns raised by two matters
that appeared before the High Court. A ruling was
made in The Queen v. Hughes in May 2000 whereby
serious doubts were raised about the powers of the
commonwealth Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP)
to prosecute cases under the current regime of
Corporations Law. An earlier High Court case, known
as the Wakim case, had also raised concerns about the
Corporations Law. Effectively, the High Court in that
case denied Federal Court jurisdiction over company
law matters by ruling that the cross-vesting provisions
between the commonwealth and the states were
unconstitutional.
Corporations Law is an area that is not only obviously
technical but also very important because of the nature
of corporations in Australia; they are not only national
but also transnational. We have to ensure that we have
in place an appropriate legislative regime to manage the
uncertainty that exists, certainly from the point of view
of business. The Attorney-General acknowledged on a
bipartisan basis that it is important for this government
to move quickly to ensure that certainty was provided
following those two cases.
As we know, although the Corporations Law is a
national system it operated as a law of each state and
territory rather than a law of the commonwealth. Each
state had a separate but identical Corporations Law, and
to ensure uniformity of prosecutions it was agreed that
the commonwealth DPP could prosecute many of the
cases.
In the Hughes case, although the court ruled that the
commonwealth was able to bring prosecutions and
unanimously rejected Mr Hughes’s challenge to the
DPP’s authority to prosecute him, serious concerns
were raised about the DPP’s power to prosecute in a
range of other matters. There have been many
discussions between the commonwealth and state
governments through the Standing Committee of
Attorneys-General to try to wrestle with the best way to
deal with the issue. Essentially, two solutions were
developed. One solution is to have the states refer its
powers to the commonwealth to create a genuine
scheme. The other solution is to make a constitutional
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amendment that would need to be approved by a
referendum.
The Victorian government took the former path — that
is, it referred matters to the commonwealth. Following
months of difficult negotiations — they are difficult
issues — between the states and the commonwealth, on
21 December 2000 the Prime Minister and the premiers
and attorneys-general of Victoria and New South Wales
reached a compromise to facilitate the referral of
powers relating to the corporations legislation by the
states to the commonwealth Parliament.
The bill debated in this house some months ago, the
Corporations (Commonwealth Powers) Bill, was the
outcome of those discussions. It set in place the
parameters within which this cascading legislation
follows. It is within that context that we are having this
cognate debate today. It is a logical outcome of a
sensible course of action taken by the commonwealth
and the states to resolve difficult issues thrown up by
both the Hughes and Wakim cases. Most importantly,
some surety will be brought to the business community
that both the commonwealth and the states could act in
concert to bring surety to the national cooperative
scheme processes.
The second aspect of the legislation is the enactment by
the commonwealth Parliament of a new Corporations
Act and Australian Securities and Investments
Commission Act. The third aspect, following the
doubts raised in the Hughes case of actions of the
Australian Securities and Investments Commission and
its officers or by other commonwealth authorities or
officers under the Corporations Law dealt with by the
Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, is the
enactment by all of the states of supporting legislation
providing for the validations. Consequential
amendments follow the Corporations (Consequential
Amendments) Bill and the transitional arrangements
contained in the Corporations (Ancillary Provisions)
Bill.
Obviously, this is an outcome of a cooperative process
between the commonwealth and the states with both
Victoria and New South Wales leading the way. A
couple of months ago I had the opportunity to attend a
meeting of the Standing Committee of
Attorneys-General in Adelaide where it was indicated
that Victoria and New South Wales were well advanced
in discussions with the commonwealth. It was
recognised by the attorneys-general of both the
commonwealth and the other states that Victoria and
New South Wales were well advanced in their
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supporting legislation. In that context it is important
that these subsequent bills are passed through the
house.
I await with interest the comments of the honourable
member for Ballarat East regarding his particular
cooperative arrangements in this cognate debate.
Although it is fairly technical, the legislation is
relatively straightforward. It is important that a system
that supports the national scheme is brought into place.
The matter raised by the shadow Attorney-General will
be dealt with by the Attorney-General in his summary
of the debate. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — I support the proposed
legislation, but preface my remarks by saying that while
the bills are complicated and arise out of substantial
cooperation between the states and the commonwealth,
in the end they are a bandaid solution to a complicated
issue that has its genesis in the Australian constitution.
The founding fathers — and I use the phrase advisedly
because they were all men — who drafted the
constitution at the end of the 19th century had to
grapple with several issues, including defence,
industrial relations, marriage and banking. In the
drafting of the constitution it was felt that those issues
would be better placed in the hands of a central
government — the commonwealth government.
We see that expression in section 51 of the constitution
which contains a list of the powers of the
commonwealth Parliament for which to legislate, such
as defence; bankruptcy — which has not always been a
commonwealth act; and marriage — which again was
not always a commonwealth act. As a young law
student I remember attending courts where divorce was
still governed by the old state Matrimonial Causes Act,
but marriage in this jurisdiction is now governed by the
commonwealth Family Law Act. Banking is also
governed at a central level.
Interestingly, certain powers have developed during the
past 100 years, none of which the founding fathers
would ever have turned their minds to, yet they have
been adopted by common practice to the
commonwealth. Examples include aircraft, the first of
which flew in 1903, and also telecommunications and
mass communications that have become common
parlance and common practice in this country; although
there is no expression regarding those matters in
section 51 of the constitution, they have all necessarily
been adopted and legislated for by the commonwealth.
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The most important power the house is looking at today
is the power relating to a trading corporation.
Essentially the scheme of the constitution is that the
commonwealth can exercise the power that is
prescribed but it is limited to that power. All of the
other powers — which is not technically correct but I
use the expression — are residual power; health,
education, the courts, law and order, and police and
emergency services devolve and remain with the states.
Unless there is an express power in the constitution, the
default position is that the commonwealth does not
have the power.
The commonwealth does have power in relation to
trading corporations, and therein lies the rub. The full
extent of what is a trading corporation has never been
fully tested by the High Court. It has snapped around
the edges but it has never clearly defined what is
involved in a trading corporation. It could be like the
Family Law Act in relation to divorce, which also has
an ancillary power to interpret the distribution of
property between married couples, notwithstanding that
the law of property devolves to the states. The position
still exists where real and personal property is
controlled by state legislation.
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because there is no mention of anything but a trading
corporation in commonwealth law. As I said, that has
never been definitively tested in the High Court. It
could be argued that the initial incorporation,
prospectus publication and financing, and the ultimate
winding up of a trading corporation could be included
in the definition of ‘trading corporation’ for legal
purposes in the same way that a Family Court deals
with property between married couples,
notwithstanding that the property settlement power is a
residual power reserved to the states.
A trading corporation is something that in modern
parlance — it may not have been as true in 1900 — has
national exposure. Certainly large public companies
such as BHP have extensive national exposure. Shares
in all sorts of public companies are traded right around
the country in the various state stock exchanges and the
Australian Stock Exchange. Public moneys are raised
through those entities that are then utilised, yet the
companies concerned may ultimately go into
liquidation.

The legislation before the house is a trading
corporation. The traditional response by lawyers has
always been that trading corporations may be
incorporated associations, incorporated companies or
other incorporated cooperative schemes but they must
be trading.

Notwithstanding that One.Tel and HIH were based in
Sydney, nobody could argue that their collapses have
not had implications for shareholders, creditors and
employees right around this country. To limit
corporation powers to individual states and to therefore
have state organisations governing corporations would
not be practical. Accordingly, the cooperative
corporations scheme is a practical reflection of the way
companies operate in this country.

Companies have beginnings and ends, and as we saw
recently with some notable collapses — HIH Insurance
and One.Tel — when a trading corporation is brought
to an end it has major implications for investors,
shareholders, creditors and employees. However, by no
stretch of the imagination can anyone argue that HIH or
One.Tel is still a trading corporation within a fairly
limited interpretation of that term.

So far as I am aware, the search for a pure scheme
commenced back in 1961, when each of the states
passed uniform companies legislation. When I first
studied company law at the Australian National
University we examined, in Victoria’s case, the uniform
Companies Act. Although that act was the subject of
the cooperative scheme, it was a Victorian act of
Parliament.

Equally, the creation of a public corporation involves
the application of substantial rules relating to its
incorporation. A corporation may ultimately become a
trading corporation, but at the stage of its incorporation
it may not necessarily be one. The drafting of
prospectus rules and the raising of public finance are
some of the complicated processes in which lawyers or
accountants involve themselves in interpreting the
Corporations Law.

By the early 1980s the system had broken down,
essentially because different states had passed different
pieces of legislation and there was no true
correspondence between them. It became a minefield to
raise money, trade, wind up companies or realise assets
in different jurisdictions.

It could be argued that neither the beginning nor the end
of a trading corporation is governed by commonwealth
law but that both are properly governed by state law,

In the early 1980s there was a truly cooperative
scheme, but it was felt that a single act should be passed
in the Australian Capital Territory that would then
become the exemplar act for adoption by the other
states. The Companies (Victoria) Code was introduced
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by an act passed by this place that adopted an exemplar
ACT act.
The legislation also had a governing entity — a
regulator, if you like — which was the old Office of
Corporate Affairs. Its successor was the National
Companies and Securities Commission. As a young
lawyer, and certainly as a young barrister, I cut my
teeth on the Companies (Victoria) Code through my
involvement with the NCSC as the overall regulatory
body. It was a commonwealth body that had branch
offices in the states. Here in Victoria one effectively
dealt with a state regulator, although it was operated as
a commonwealth body.
There were flaws in enforcement that related to which
courts or jurisdictions you could bring your case in. For
example, a winding-up action could be dealt with in the
Supreme Court but not in the Federal Court, which was
bizarre in the extreme. Accordingly, in an effort to
improve the situation the Corporations Law was passed,
the regulator initially being the Australian Securities
Commission, and ultimately the Australian Securities
and Investments Commission.
Those regulatory bodies have demonstrated their worth,
as we have seen following the collapse of HIH and
One.Tel. Recently ASIC froze the assets of the
directors of One.Tel with lightning speed, because, as
we all know, one director proposed to sell the family
home. I understand he was given permission to sell that
asset for some $16 million, which will be held in trust
pending a dispute about whether moneys have to be
repaid.
The Corporations Law resulted in an important reform
of the liquidation rules, in particular a 19th century rule
that said that so long as a director of a corporation was
not acting with mala fides or beyond the power of the
law and was acting within the scope of his or her
authority, you could not look behind the corporate veil.
That protected directors from attack from disgruntled
shareholders, disgruntled employees and, more
particularly, disgruntled creditors.
However, a major reform of the Corporations Law
came about when it was realised that the corporate veil
was being lifted in cases of insolvent trading.
Essentially it means that if at any stage the directors of
a public or private company believe the company will
not be able to pay its debts in the foreseeable future,
they have no alternative but to place the company into
liquidation or, more importantly, call in an
administrator, who will determine whether or not the
company is in a position to continue trading. According
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to the advice they are given, the directors may call in an
independent auditor to determine the company’s
position and whether or not it should continue to
operate.
Those requirements have a worthwhile social and
public utility. Making directors more accountable for
insolvent trading makes them more responsible to their
shareholders, creditors and employees. The priority set
for payments by an insolvent company to unsecured
creditors, for example, ranks employees immediately
below the tax man. That move, which has been created
here in Australia, certainly has a public utility.
What cannot be ignored in all of this is that the
legislation is essentially based on a cooperative scheme.
Unfortunately, the High Court, in a series of
decisions — in re Wakim in 1999 and The Queen
v. Hughes — has cast real doubt on that cooperative
scheme, and there has been a desperate attempt to
resolve those issues in a satisfactory way. There can be
only two watertight solutions to the problem.
One will be testing the extent of the trading corporation
powers that exist in the commonwealth — that is,
whether it can commence with the genesis of the
company and through to its incorporation, promotion,
raising of funds, trading period and up to the
termination of its existence, either voluntarily or
otherwise. Notwithstanding it may no longer be trading
and may be in liquidation, that needs to be tested by the
High Court of Australia.
The other alternative is to reform the constitution by
way of referendum. As honourable members know, the
ability to reform the constitution by referendum in this
country has never been terribly satisfactory. Unless
there is bipartisan support and an overwhelming public
mood to change the constitution, traditional
referendums in this country fail.
It would be an expensive and long, turgid process to go
through either of those courses. You need a test case
that would go to the High Court, or alternatively some
form of referendum that would also go through the
political process to be put to the Australian people. In
neither case would you have any guarantee of success.
However, if it came to that, ultimately that would be a
solution.
What we have before us is the outcome of the best legal
minds in the country — solicitors-general, including the
Standing Committee of Attorneys-General — meeting
to determine a solution to this cooperative scheme. The
solutions were provided, and these five bills are
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probably not the beginning or the end. They
commenced with a bill that passed this place in relation
to re Wakim that effectively validated all of the Federal
Court of Australia decisions that were declared invalid
by re Wakim and essentially validated all of those
decisions of the Federal Court as if they were decisions
of the Supreme Court. All of the corporations power
was taken out of the Federal Court and referred back to
the Supreme Court. In everybody’s parlance it was
unacceptable; that was not what the scheme was
designed to do.
At the beginning of this year the house passed the
Corporations (Commonwealth Powers) Bill, whereby
again a specific reference was made to the corporations
power by this Parliament to the commonwealth
Parliament. That corporations power is now vested in
the commonwealth Parliament. We have referred that
pursuant to the provisions of the constitution. It is still,
presumably, subject to an attack.
We now have a number of bills that deal with the
individual requirements and the validation of existing
and past acts that date back to the cooperative schemes
when commonwealth officers applied the law as if it
were valid — for example, in the case of re Hughes you
had a prosecution commenced under Corporations Law
by the commonwealth Director of Public Prosecutions.
Although it was held to be valid in those circumstances,
it was certainly a matter that challenged the intellectual
capacity of almost every commercial lawyer in this
country.
One matter I raise concerning the Co-operative
Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill relates to the
cooperative scheme under the Agricultural and
Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) Act. No-one is
suggesting it is an inappropriate remedy to have
commonwealth uniformity in applying veterinary
chemicals to a cooperative scheme, but I am concerned
that that power will be given to the minister to approve
further cooperative schemes, validate those acts and
record them in the Victoria Government Gazette. I
understand that the government has moved an
amendment whereby at least the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee would be notified.
It is a fairly major procedure to validate past acts and
cooperative schemes, but while it may be expedient to
do so and within the tenor of the cooperative scheme,
these administrative steps should be brought back to the
house in some manner or form, at least involving
notification to this house. While the essential merits of
the bill are appropriate and will have the opposition’s
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support I suggest the government should look at this
aspect of the procedure in the future.
Apart from that, I have no hesitation in supporting the
cooperative schemes and the cooperation that has
existed between the states and the commonwealth in
implementing this legislation, notwithstanding that it is
a bandaid solution.
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — It is my pleasure
to contribute to the debate on this suite of bills, most
particularly the Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals
(Victoria) (Amendment) Bill. This bill will ensure the
constitutional basis and the conferral of functions and
powers upon which the national registration scheme for
agricultural and veterinary chemicals is dependent.
As previous speakers have said, these bills have
become necessary since the recent case of The Queen
v. Hughes, which identified — —
Mr McArthur — Which year?
Mr HOWARD — Last year, I presume. That case
identified problems with the existing state and federal
legislative arrangements in a number of areas. In regard
to the agricultural and veterinary chemicals legislation
there was agreement between the federal government
and the states in 1993, which was enacted in federal and
state legislation in 1994 and established the national
registration scheme for agricultural and veterinary
chemicals based on the Agvet code, as set out in the
commonwealth’s Agricultural and Veterinary
Chemicals Code Act 1994.
As a result of the High Court decision in The Queen
v. Hughes, the government identified the need for
changes to be made within the legislation to ensure that
the national registration scheme for agricultural and
veterinary chemicals can continue to act on a legal basis
whereby the appropriate aspects of the powers can be
conferred back to the federal authorities.
We want to ensure that the national registration scheme
can continue to operate in a valid way. There is no plan
to change the way the system works, whereby the
registration authority acts with the assistance of the
state. Under the Agvet code Victoria has five
Department of Natural Resources and Environment
employees who work with the commonwealth to carry
out compliance duties in Victoria, and a federally
employed person based in Canberra comes to Victoria
regularly to investigate suspected breaches of the code.
In addition, about 15 Victorian analysts service the
work of the national registration authority.
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Farmers should not be affected. As we know, when the
legislation is passed on the back of this year’s federal
legislation, the national registration authority will again
be able to operate with the full force of the law behind
it. Farmers can continue to be confident that the
chemicals they use will be appropriately registered and
tested and that the balance of powers between the states
and the federal government to ensure that it happens
correctly will continue.
As a small farmer myself, mainly keeping cattle, I tend
not to use agricultural chemicals to any great degree. I
try to keep my use of chemicals down. However, on
occasion I need to drench some of my cattle and use
pour-on sprays for lice, and now and again I use
appropriate herbicides around the property to control
gorse and other weeds. I encourage all farmers across
the state to do their part to comply with weed control
legislation. I am pleased to see that the work farmers
are doing to avoid using excessive quantities of
chemicals will be able to continue with the passage of
this bill.
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) — I am sure all
Victoria’s farmers will be relieved as a result of the last
contribution to this debate, because now the matter is as
clear as mud! I am glad the honourable member for
Ballarat East is fully on side with his local farmers and
that he sprays gorse. That is terrific! I hope he keeps it
up.
I will confine my comments in this debate to just one of
the bills, the Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals
(Victoria) (Amendment) Bill. As the honourable
member for Ballarat East pointed out, this amending
legislation has been triggered by the High Court
decision in Hughes. I do not intend to go into that case
in any detail, as it has already been covered by the
shadow Attorney-General and the honourable member
for Kew. It is a complex issue, as they have said, and
one that would bamboozle most people out there in the
country earning an honest living. It is rapidly turning
into yet another lawyers’ picnic.
I am sure we will see more legislation flying into this
and other houses around the nation as a result of further
decisions on the issue of cross-vesting of powers
between the states and the commonwealth. That does
not interest too many people carrying on agricultural or
agricultural supplies businesses. What they want to
know is whether the systems that are in place actually
work.
The cross-vesting arrangements entered into by the
states and the commonwealth over recent years were
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eminently sensible and were aimed at reducing
duplication by increasing bureaucratic efficiency and
developing management programs that would allow
people across the length and breadth of the land to get
on with their businesses with a minimal amount of fuss
and red tape. The cross-vesting arrangements involved
in the Agvet legislation were developed to allow the
national registration scheme to operate across Australia.
The former coalition government brought in the
principal act that this bill amends in 1994. That act
provided for commonwealth officers to use certain
Victorian powers in relation to administering and
managing the national registration system for
agricultural and veterinary chemicals. It was a very
sensible arrangement, but it has been thrown into
question by the High Court decision in the Hughes
case. It is now necessary to try to remove the doubt, so
that we can be assured that future decisions on the
national registration system are supportable in law and
cannot be undermined by court challenge, because it
would cause major disruption if the registration system
Victoria relies on for the use of agricultural and
veterinary chemicals could somehow be successfully
challenged, either by an aggrieved party or by an angry
lobby group that seeks to strike down the use of a
chemical or pesticide for some reason or other. It is
therefore necessary to make sure the system stands up.
The legislation does that in three ways. Firstly, it
validates past actions taken by commonwealth officers
who were relying on the initial 1994 act and the
cross-vesting arrangements entered into as a result of it
and who were firmly of the belief that the actions they
took were both legitimate and legal, as well as being in
the best interests of the community they served. The
people who made those decisions in good faith in the
past can now relax, confident in the fact that Parliament
has acted to validate those decisions.
Secondly, Parliament has acted to prevent any Supreme
Court action that would bring into question any of the
decisions that were taken under those arrangements.
The other provision that I would imagine
commonwealth officers would be pleased about is that
future actions taken by commonwealth officers using
powers under Victorian legislation in support of the
national registration scheme will also be deemed
legitimate and will not be challengeable in the way past
actions might be if this legislation were not to pass.
This is fine for the lawyers and law-makers to discuss.
However, what interests the farmers and those who
supply agricultural and veterinary chemicals is whether
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the national registration system is effective and can be
relied on — and in particular, whether they can rely on
the advice they get from a manufacturer that a
particular chemical or veterinary treatment is available
and legal for use in Victoria.
It is important that farmers can rely on the information
on the labels and on the advice they receive from their
suppliers, because in many cases they are simply
practical people who do not have the technical expertise
to check such things for themselves. They go to their
stock and station agents or their local vets, describe
their problems, and ask for advice about solutions.
They are entitled to rely on the advice they get from
their suppliers, just as they are entitled to rely on the
information on the labels on the chemicals they use for
weed and pest control. They are entitled to be confident
that if they use the chemical according to the
instructions they will be protected from any adverse
action in the courts.
It is because practical farmers need to be able to rely on
these things that the government has introduced this
legislation, which should have the support of all
honourable members.
A farmer needing to drench his sheep or cattle, which
the honourable member for Ballarat East was talking
about — I hope he has drenched a few in his life —
must be able to rely on the pour-on drench or
down-the-mouth drench he is using being legitimate in
Victoria. If he is using a five-in-one vaccine for lambs
he needs to rely on it being legitimate in Victoria. If he
is using some of the pre-emergent or post-emergent
crop chemicals that farmers regularly use, he needs to
know that the label instructions are nationally approved
and that those approvals are recognised in Victoria and
will stand up in Victorian courts. Similarly, a farmer
must be confident that if he uses chemicals correctly he
cannot be brought before a court by some lobby group
seeking to undermine the national registration scheme.
The legislation is very sensible, and in supporting it all
honourable members will see the benefits for
agriculture right across the state.
As I mentioned, this bill contains a section 85
statement. Unlike the section 85 statement in the marine
parks legislation, this is limited, sensible and
reasonable. It simply limits anyone taking action in the
Supreme Court of Victoria based on the decision in
re Hughes against a commonwealth officer who used
Victorian powers under the previous arrangements. As I
said, the bill retrospectively validates their actions. It is
perfectly sensible, because those officers were acting in
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good faith based on advice they had from their
department heads and under the powers they
legitimately believed were conferred on them by both
the commonwealth Parliament and the Victorian
Parliament. It is therefore reasonable that those actions
be not brought into question.
Ms GILLETT (Werribee) — It is with pleasure that
I make a brief contribution to the collection of bills
before the house. Other members have explained why
the three pieces of legislation dealing with the
Corporations Law are necessary, but I will discuss
some of the issues about the bills that have been raised
by the members of the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, which it is my pleasure to
chair.
The committee noted that clause 4 of the Cooperative
Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill says that it is to
apply to relevant state acts and that the definition of
relevant state acts includes any act specified in a
proclamation published in the Government Gazette.
That means the bill effectively validates past acts and
omissions, referred to in clauses 4 and 6, by means of
proclamation. In the process those acts which are
proclaimed are provided with an automatic amendment
to section 85 of the constitution, which gives a statutory
immunity from liability and from proceedings in the
Supreme Court. That is provided for in clauses 13 and
14.
The committee also noted that it has a statutory
responsibility in accordance with section 4D(a)(v) of
the Parliamentary Committees Act 1968 to report on
any bill introduced in the Parliament that it considers
may insufficiently subject the exercise of legislative
power to parliamentary scrutiny. In addition, it is
required to report on any bill, pursuant to section 4D(b)
of the same act, which repeals, alters or varies
section 85 of the Constitution Act.
In a nutshell, the committee considers it may be
problematic for it to meet its statutory obligations to
scrutinise and report on acts proclaimed under clause 4.
The committee doubted that it would have jurisdiction
to report on such acts, given that they would not be bills
introduced into the Parliament but rather acts identified
by proclamation. In this respect the committee also
noted that other than acts introduced between
3 November 1999 and 31 December 1999 it had
otherwise no jurisdiction to report on acts.
In Alert Digest No. 6, which was tabled in this house on
29 May, the committee goes into some detail about its
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concerns. Suffice it to say that the committee resolved
to write to the Attorney-General to seek further
information concerning the matters. Knowing as I do
the Attorney-General’s demonstrated commitment to
parliamentary scrutiny, I am confident that he will
address the issues of concern that the committee has
raised.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — It is a pleasure to
follow the honourable member for Werribee. Having
served on the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee with her, I recognise that she takes her role
very seriously. Despite having found it a little hard to
understand some of the logic of why the Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulations Committee had difficulty with
clause 4 of that bill, I realise that there could be
legitimate reasons for doing so.
Comprehending constitutional law is almost
impossible. As I understand it, in this case the High
Court has decreed that even where a state constitution
was designed to enable a member of a federal
government department to enforce Victorian
legislation, it is deemed to be invalid. It is incredibly
difficult for a layperson to understand exactly why that
has happened.
Certainly the Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals
(Victoria) (Amendment) Bill makes it doubly difficult
to understand the reasons why the practice which has
now been totally accepted has been deemed to be
invalid, why the court has come to that decision and the
outcome of that decision. Clearly, the decision has been
made and so we have to see how it can be overcome,
hence the five bills before the house being debated
conjointly.
I cannot comment on the other bills, but I certainly can
on the agricultural and veterinary chemicals bill
because it impacts directly on constituents of mine who
are farmers and who have to use veterinary or
agricultural chemicals on a regular basis. They need the
security of knowing where they stand. They need to
know if the chemicals they are using are, for any
reason — particularly a reason brought in by the High
Court — deemed to be invalid or that some federal
government department’s actions are deemed to be
invalid. They need to know about anything that might
be seen to make their actions invalid.
The honourable member for Monbulk made some
points about the regular use of pre-emergent or
post-emergent pesticides, selected weedicides or
fungicides. Having farmed for 38 years, I know that
from a cropping point of view it is an essential part of
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farming to know not only what chemicals should be
used and when and how they should be used but also
with what degree of safety they can be used. Therefore
it is essential to meet the provisions of the federal
legislation and the national registration scheme.
It always surprises me to find people who are explosive
in their damnation of the use of chemicals, particularly
from an agricultural point of view. It seems to be one of
those things that is damned by those people who know
little about it, yet the same people will often watch
gardening programs on the television and have no
hesitation about getting a bit of Round-up to spray their
paths to keep the weeds out. The broadscale use of
chemicals in agriculture seems to be totally and utterly
unacceptable. If people are prepared to use chemicals in
and around their own homes they should at least keep
an open mind about farmers using chemicals
responsibly for agricultural produce.
Having spent most of my life farming, I know the
responsible use of chemicals is an essential ingredient
for good farming. One area I have been involved in for
many years is soil conservation, and one of the
breakthroughs in soil conservation has been the wise
use of chemicals to minimise cultivation, the
opportunity for soil loss, compaction and the loss of
many of the ingredients that make soil less productive.
There is no way that spraying chemicals, particularly
pre-emergent crops, can have any deleterious effect on
the product that is grown, and yet there seems to be an
enormous amount of subjective criticism about the use
of such chemicals.
The honourable member for Monbulk also talked about
the use of chemicals in livestock operations. Again this
is an important part of the national registration scheme.
Any use of chemicals for livestock has to comply with
that scheme either by way of advice on the can or
container of the chemicals, advice from veterinarians or
advice from the people supplying the chemicals. It is
essential that people in all parts of the industry are
confident that what they are doing is not only correct
but also legal. Obviously the High Court decision has
brought about a degree of uncertainty and therefore the
legislation before the house is very sensible.
Cross-border implications are a further area of concern.
Having an electorate on the border, I know suppliers,
veterinarians, agricultural and pastoral advisers or
advisers on animal health need to be able to give advice
that they can be quite sure is effective on both sides of
the border. The introduction of the national registration
scheme overcomes the difficulty that advisers have in
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ensuring that the cross-border advice is correct. In the
past the states have had different legislation on
chemicals and pesticides, and that has made it difficult
for suppliers to ensure that the labelling is correct and
that correct advice is given when a product is sold
legitimately on either side of the state borders. I am
delighted the scheme has overcome much of the
concern of the industry.
The complexity of the High Court decision and the
cross-vesting arrangements which are important to
allow the national registration scheme to be introduced
certainly need to be clarified to ensure that the
commonwealth officers who administer the use of
chemicals are legally responsible.
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As other speakers have pointed out, the origin of this
legislation stems from the High Court judgment handed
down in June last year in The Queen v. Hughes. One of
the judges, Mr Justice Kirby, commented:
Without enforceability, the Corporations Law would be no
more than a pious aspiration.

The High Court held that the conferral of a power
coupled with the duty on a commonwealth officer or an
authority by a state law must be backed up by a
commonwealth head of power. Obviously this casts
into doubt many administrative actions taken by the
commonwealth under the powers vested in it by the
states through the complementary legislation.

The bill does give that certainty, and the thought that
their actions could well be undermined by court action
is totally untenable. The fact that the bill validates the
past actions of commonwealth officers is sensible and
necessary. Everyone would agree that preventing
further Supreme Court action is sensible. The national
registration scheme is supported by this legislation, and
I add my support to it.

In respect of corporations, the Corporations
(Administrative Actions) Bill serves to deal with this
issue insofar as it provides that every administrative
action taken under the current or previous scheme,
which is understood to be invalid, is deemed always to
have had the same force and effect as it would have had
if it were taken by a duly authorised state officer or
state authority. This ensures the integrity of the
Corporations Law implementation process.

Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — In this concurrent
debate I shall refer particularly to the three corporations
bills and the Corporations (Commonwealth Powers)
Act, which has already been passed. With these three
bills we get a package of legislation on administrative
actions, ancillary actions and consequential
amendments.

The other two corporation bills provide a number of
consequential and transitional amendments so that the
new national corporations scheme can commence —
for example, the Corporations (Consequential
Amendments) Bill amends over 120 acts that contain
references to the Corporations Law.

In taking these together I am reminded of the
observation by Justice Mason in R v. Duncan, when he
said:
A federal constitution which divides legislative powers
between the central legislature and the constituent legislatures
necessarily contemplates that there will be joint cooperative
legislative action to deal with matters that lie beyond the
powers of any single legislature.

These bills complement federal legislation and the
legislation of other states to ensure the integrity of the
Corporations Law. The uniting of Corporations Law
stems from an agreement made in Alice Springs in
1990. Made between the states, the commonwealth and
the Northern Territory, the agreement for a national
scheme was implemented by legislation in the
legislatures of all the polities that were party to the
agreement. In Victoria we had the Corporations
(Victoria) Act of 1990, and the new scheme came into
force on 1 January 1991. There was also a
supplementary agreement made between the states, the
commonwealth and the Northern Territory in 1997.

The overall aim of these bills is to place our national
system of corporate regulation on a sound constitutional
foundation. This is not only good law and good
governance, but also serves to reinforce Australia’s
standing and leadership as a strong commercial centre
that provides legal certainty within the Asia–Pacific
region. This is what corporations require from
governments: certainty in regulation and the
implementation of such legislation and regulation.
Having uncertainty before the courts or in any
implementation is anathema to good governance and
good commercial process. These bills provide certainty,
and therefore I commend them to the house.
Mr SMITH (Glen Waverley) — I add my
contribution on this matrix of bills that validate
commonwealth–state cooperative schemes. As the
erudite speeches of the honourable member for
Berwick and the Leader of the National Party have
given a great deal of the complex law that is behind
these five bills, I shall add just a few thoughts.
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Because the commonwealth has the heads of power, it
can make laws in respect of trading corporations. A
scheme often mooted by the former federal minister for
industrial relations, the Honourable Peter Reith, is the
extension of these heads of power to form another
commonwealth industrial relations court. That is
interesting, because the commonwealth is able to make
laws covering trading corporations. Therefore, if there
are disputes between employees and trading
corporations — which are either companies or the
bosses — perhaps a system could well be set up under
the Corporations Law. As I say, I am just expanding on
another thought to add another perspective to what we
are looking at.
As we seek to ensure that the past actions of
commonwealth officers under the national registration
scheme for agricultural and veterinary chemicals are
deemed to be valid, we must ensure that the types of
actions carried out are indeed lawful. All states are
enacting legislation that deems all past actions of state
officers acting under the relevant schemes to be valid,
so that there is no doubt in anybody’s mind about the
actions of people acting for the commonwealth where
the commonwealth has power to make law about
corporations. Unfortunately until now that power has
not extended to all the activities of state officers
carrying out functions under state Corporations Law.
The High Court has held that the commonwealth
officers acting under the schemes cannot operate
validly by reference to state powers conferred by the
states. They have to be able to point to a
commonwealth head of power, otherwise their actions
are invalid — that is, they are without power.
The Liberal Party is supporting this sensible legislation,
which has been supported by other states, so as to
ensure that the regulations of the corporations are not
invalid. I wish the bills a speedy passage.
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East) — I am pleased to join
with my colleagues in the debate on this package of
bills. As honourable members have heard, the passage
of the bills is necessary because of arrangements
concerning the national Corporations Law and also,
importantly, because of issues arising from last year’s
High Court decision in The Queen v. Hughes.
Given that there are a number of bills in the package, I
will focus on the Agricultural and Veterinary
Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment) Bill. The bill will
secure the constitutional basis, functions and powers of
the national registration scheme for agricultural and
veterinary chemicals, known as the NRS. As I said, the
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High Court’s decision in The Queen v. Hughes
impacted on the operation of the NRS.
The bill is required to prevent the threat of a legal
challenge to actions and decisions taken by
commonwealth authorities and their staff and in
particular staff of the NRS. It is timely to note that the
bill does not make any changes to the administration of
the NRS; instead it is seeking to secure the
constitutional basis of the intergovernmental scheme on
which the NRS is dependent for its operation. At this
stage, other than the NRS no other commonwealth
authorities and officers in the portfolio of agriculture
are affected by the case of The Queen v. Hughes.
However, if that should be so in the future, legislative
changes in the area will be necessary.
A number of staff who will be impacted on by the
legislation are employed by the National Registration
Authority for Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals
for and by the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment. Those inspectors and analysts of the
national registration authority carry out their duties in
both Canberra and Victoria. The NRA has an important
role in administering the national registration scheme.
The honourable member for Benambra referred to the
importance of that component of its operation.
The history of the NRS is that in 1994 it replaced
pre-existing state schemes to put in place a uniform
nationwide scheme for the evaluation and regulation of
chemicals. The honourable member for Benambra
made the interesting point of considering cross-border
issues, which come to light more and more as we move
to a much more federated commonwealth. The need for
the NRS to overcome any differences in advice on
areas close to state borders is important, particularly in
applying a consistent approach to the use of agricultural
and veterinary chemicals.
As an aside, it is interesting to note that the package of
bills gives rise to discussion and debate of
commonwealth–state relations, the roles and
responsibilities of federal and state governments and
the need for complementary federal and state schemes.
As I said, the Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals
(Victoria) (Amendment) Bill is a good example of the
need to have a scheme that is operated on a federal
basis to deal with the many cross-border issues that
arise in that area. I commend the bills to the house.
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — I support the matrix
of bills, the Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Bill,
the Corporations (Consequential Amendments) Bill, the
Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, the
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Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria)
(Amendment) Bill and the Co-operative Schemes
(Administrative Actions) Bill.
As a newer member of Parliament, it is interesting to
take part in a concurrent debate on so many bills. Over
the past 18 months we have had some concurrent
debates, but to have five bills wrapped into one debate
is both interesting and challenging. It makes for an
interesting digestion of the complexities and
technicalities in each of the bills, because they are full
of complexities and technicalities. Nevertheless, the
opposition is supporting the bills and understands the
need for them. That necessity has not been driven by
anticipation of any failing of legislation around the
nation, either state or federal. Nor has it been driven by
a particular failing drawn to the attention of the people
at the time of the failing. Nor is the legislation likely to
change any behaviour or act of any of the corporations
or bodies subject to the change. If it were to have that
effect, honourable members might be debating the bills
in a great more detail than we are.
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Mr BAILLIEU — The minister is right —
cranberries are grown in swamps, which may lead to a
fascinating debate but perhaps at some other time. As a
great proponent of cranberries, I would be happy to
have that discussion at some other time. I would also be
happy to have the discussion about taxation of such
products if they were developed nationally.
The High Court has determined that the federal
Corporations Law obviously needs a head of power,
and that is understandable. The states presumed — and
we all thought — that they had that head of power and
that the states and the commonwealth were operating
appropriately. But the High Court in its wisdom — and
there is no doubt there is a great collective wisdom in
the High Court, despite the merits of particular
decisions — decided differently. However, when it
comes to the constitution, I am happy to declare myself
a committed constitutionalist, and when it comes to the
federation, I am a happy to declare myself a committed
federalist as well.

Essentially, peace and harmony have reigned in the
areas for as long as the legislative sources that have
driven the changes have been in place and no-one has
been crying out for changes. That peace and harmony
has been disturbed only by determination of the High
Court in the cases of Wakim and Hughes. It has not
been disturbed by the intent or any actions of any of the
participants or anyone else to whom the legislative
provisions apply. In large part the determination of the
High Court has been a function of the interpretation of
the corporations power in the constitution. The
constitution is an extraordinary document and it covers
a range of areas.

I believe we should change our constitution only after
the most serious consideration, and I suspect most
Australians think likewise. The constitution has served
us extremely well for just over 100 years, given that this
year we are in the joyful situation of celebrating the
centenary of Federation. I note that the constitution was
some 15 years in the making. It was not a constitution
bred of the whim of a few, nor was it bred of a desire to
become the founding fathers of our federation. It was
bred in the minds of those who earnestly, quietly and
consistently argued that there was room for the
commonwealth to be the beneficiary of actions in its
legislative realm and for the states to be beneficiaries of
actions in their legislative realms, for the benefit of the
Australian people.

In recent years matters of excise have come to
prominence. Were honourable members discussing the
merits of excise on wine, be it red or white, I am sure
there would be a range of views on whether there
should be excise, how much it should be and when it
should be applied. Were honourable members
discussing new agricultural products or the potential
taxing of new products — for instance, were we to be
farming and processing cranberries, which we do not,
we might be discussing taxation regimes for cranberry
products. We do not manufacture any cranberry
products in this country, despite some advertising to the
contrary. All our cranberries come from international
sources.

I believe that constitution has served us extremely well,
and the fact that few changes of a constitutional nature
have been approved in the past 100 years demonstrates
that the Australian people agree with that proposition. I
suspect that there will be very few changes to the
constitution in the future. There may be some
significant changes in terms of the legislative realm, if I
can use that term, in which our constitution finds itself,
but I suspect that that will happen only when those who
propose such changes commit themselves to a
federation and to setting the high-jump bar at a level
higher than just a 50-per-cent-plus-one majority.

Ms Pike interjected.

Although the federal constitution has served us well, it
is always open to interpretation. Our federation thrives
on a constructive balance of tension and cooperation
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between the states. Where we do not have that tension,
we do not have competitive federalism; and where we
do not have that cooperation, national ambitions are not
realised. There is room for both, and both are essential.

them to do so. As I said, the commonwealth had
assumed, the states had assumed and most Australians
had assumed that all the i’s had been dotted and the t’s
had been crossed and that those powers were there.

That balance has been tested from time to time. It was
perhaps tested most memorably in the Franklin River
issue back in the early 1980s. The propositions that
drove the then federal coalition government to advance
a solution to the Tasmanian dams issue that would have
enabled the states to make the decision while allowing
commonwealth to promote it would have realised a
much better outcome than the eventual outcome
whereby an international treaty was used to lock the
states in. Nevertheless, the outcome — rather than the
process — was satisfactory for the supporters of the
Franklin. I am certainly delighted that the Franklin
River still flows free.

These days we have a High Court that, although it is
full of wisdom, tends to more activist positions than it
has in the past. That has been the cause of considerable
discussion around the nation for a number of years
now — although I imagine we will not see the High
Court receding from any of the positions it has
assumed. In the process it has set itself up — allow me
to declare myself a non-lawyer — as almost a common
law unto itself, because it is being more activist than
many people would appreciate.

But as the honourable member for Kew reminded us,
the default position is that where there is no specific
provision the commonwealth does not have the power
and instead the power lies with the states, whether it be
health, education, police, emergency services or a
division of those. In my own portfolio area there is a
division in the tertiary education sector. As the member
for Hawthorn and with Swinburne University and the
Swinburne Institute of TAFE in my electorate, I know
that division is pertinent. We always have to remind
ourselves of the balance between cooperation and
tension.
Recently we have seen that balance operating in the
industrial relations sphere, when in a move which was
heralded by industry and by legislatures around
Australia as a breakthrough, industrial relations powers
were shifted back substantially to the commonwealth.
That was greeted with applause from the then
opposition — now the government. Ironically, and to
its own surprise — and perhaps to the surprise of many
people — now that it is in office it has decided to turn
turtle. In a rebalancing of the tension and cooperation
that exists between the state and the commonwealth, the
Labor government has decided it wants some, if not all,
of those powers back, so we will again run the risk of a
duplication of industrial relations powers in those two
spheres.
The commonwealth government is responsible for
defence, marriage, banking, taxation issues and the like,
and in those areas there are obviously situations in
which commonwealth employees take action on behalf
of the states. In that respect it is more than reasonable
that those employees have a head of power that allows

In considering these bills I point out that out in the real
world beyond legislators and state and commonwealth
employees are the people and the corporations who
operate in a world determined by the legislatures and
our constitution. As somebody who has had dealings
with national companies and national bodies and been a
director of a national company, I know about the
frustration of dealing with cross-border issues. I also
know about the frustration corporations experience on a
daily basis in having to deal with not only cross-border
issues but commonwealth-versus-state issues. Those
frustrations can run to the most extraordinary lengths
and impose huge costs on those involved. Anything that
seeks to ease the burden that such legislative provisions
place not only on corporations but on individuals
should be strongly applauded.
As a shadow minister I can see that tension in other
areas. I had an example of that just last Friday, when
the ministerial council on post-compulsory education
met in Brisbane. The Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment eventually
agreed to the commonwealth offer on growth funding
for training without any change, despite having
attacked it for many months beforehand. Therein is a
classic example of the tensions between the states and
the commonwealth. That does not run to the issues
here, but we have commonwealth employees making
decisions in the tertiary education sector that have an
impact on Victorian employees. As I said before, if
there is anything we can do to sort these issues out, we
should do it — and all five of these bills go to assisting
in that process.
Frustrating as it might be that it took a disturbing
decision of the High Court to cause this to occur, I am
sure that lawyers all over Australia are celebrating
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because of the complexities and technicalities that have
arisen and consequently given them employment.
I note the matter raised by the honourable member for
Gippsland South about clause 9 of the Co-operative
Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill. He reasonably
put the point of view that it is a significant clause in that
it deems the actions of one group of employees to be
the actions of another group of employees, which
would certainly lead to a legal minefield and a range of
fees for lawyers.
In addition, a range of amendments have been
circulated by the Attorney-General. Their number and
dimension are too great to go through in any detail, but
anyone observing the debate or reading it in Hansard
will find it challenging enough to deal with the bills, let
alone with the amendments that have been circulated.
No doubt there will be other challenges ahead. Earlier I
mentioned the Franklin Dam issue. National marine
parks will also become an issue on a national basis. As
a consequence it behoves us to tread carefully through
the legislation and to ensure that when we take these
steps to clean up legislative provisions, particularly as
we had all assumed an outcome existed but the High
Court has deemed otherwise, we do it with care and
from an understanding of the real users of our
legislative framework — the individuals and
corporations who maintain our economy — and from
the point of view of a balance in the tension between
states and the commonwealth and in a cooperative
spirit. I support the bills.
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — It is a significant
debate. The numerous bills before the house represent
the gradual evolution of a comprehensive Corporations
Law in this country. It has been a slow evolution due to
the unique nature of the constitutional arrangements in
this nation, split as they are between the states and the
commonwealth. We are here because the High Court in
The Queen v. Hughes cast doubt upon the way in which
transfers of power had been made under the various
heads of power under the federal constitution. We can
reflect at this point on the character of the constitutional
arrangements in this country, split between the
commonwealth and the states.
Last year I had the opportunity for this character to be
demonstrated clearly to me by a visiting Singaporean
businessman from the food industry. Like a lot of
visiting Singaporean food retailers he was shown the
best of what is on offer around the state. He said that he
was greatly impressed with the food and processed food
produced in Victoria but he would be journeying to
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New South Wales the next day and expected to be
equally impressed with what was on offer there. A few
days later he would be in other parts of the country and
similarly impressed. He commented that the states in
Australia seemed to go to inordinate lengths to impress
buyers such as himself when in fact all his customers
wanted was Australian-made product rather than
products specifically from Victoria or New South
Wales. That comment reflects that it is easy in other
parts of the world, especially in nation states, to view
the Corporations Law and the constitutional and
administrative arrangements in this country as overly
cumbersome. In comparison with nation states such as
Singapore and New Zealand one could come to that
conclusion.
However, Australia has — and I think everyone in the
chamber would agree — a unique arrangement which
means that when we seek greater conformity with the
Corporations Law we have to work harder at it than
some of our neighbours. This debate presents an
opportunity to congratulate the Attorney-General for
his introduction of amendments particularly to the
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill.
Only two weeks ago the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee identified a technical issue with
regard to the bill and, in quick fashion, the
Attorney-General organised an amendment, which has
since been circulated in his name. Effectively the
Attorney-General’s amendment allows the Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulations Committee to perform the job it
is set up to perform — that is, to report on legislation.
The decision of The Queen v. Hughes has necessitated a
response by the state of Victoria to ensure that
validation of legislation is made where deficiencies
under the heads of power are identified and the
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill
provides for that validation through a proclamation by
the Governor in Council. However, at the same time the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee is
required to report at all times and in all circumstances
on any legislation that attracts the protection of a
section 85 amendment.
The Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria)
(Amendment) Bill, which is part of this package, does
so. The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
was keen to have the opportunity to comment on the
bills nominated prior to their being proclaimed by the
Governor in Council, and the Attorney-General has
made the amendment to give it that opportunity. That
amendment is significant, and the Attorney-General is
to be congratulated. It will allow the Scrutiny of Acts
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and Regulations Committee to perform the job it was
set up to do. I congratulate the Attorney-General, the
honourable member for Werribee on her leadership and
stewardship of the committee — she does a great
job — and the staff of the committee. I have no
difficulty in commending this legislation to the house.
Mr PATERSON (South Barwon) — It is a pleasure
to contribute to this debate. We could have been
considering the marine parks issue, but it seems the
government has spat the dummy on that and we are
now debating a number of bills that are to be dealt with
concurrently — namely, the Agricultural and
Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment) Bill, the
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill,
the Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, the
Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Bill and the
Corporations (Consequential Amendments) Bill.
The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee has
considered that range of bills and has made an
interesting observation about one of them, the
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill,
particularly clause 4. The committee is concerned that
clause 4, which defines the relevant state acts to which
the bill applies — namely, the Agricultural and
Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) Act 1994 and any
other state act declared by proclamation of the
Governor in Council — will enable the commencement
time for validation under a proposed relevant state act
to be declared by proclamation and may constitute what
it refers to colourfully as a Henry VIII clause. Perhaps
students of history may have a greater grasp on that
than some honourable members.
Mr Thompson interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member for Sandringham!
Mr PATERSON — It permits legislative acts to
occur by means of subordinate instruments without
parliamentary authority being given other than the
authority to legislate by means of proclamation. We
should at all times be very mindful to preserve the
sovereignty of the Victorian Parliament whenever
possible. It is with great pleasure that the opposition
supports the bills.
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — It is a pleasure to
speak on the bills. I will concentrate on the Agricultural
and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment)
Bill. It was made necessary by the High Court case, The
Queen v. Hughes, which highlighted the need for the
commonwealth Parliament to authorise the conferral of
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duties, powers or functions by a state on
commonwealth authorities and officers.
I refer to an important issue in my electorate. Many
people will remember the devastation caused by
dieldrin in the Kinglake area, which is in my electorate
of Seymour. That sort of situation highlights the need
for a national registration system. The cooperation of
the states and the commonwealth, along with their
combined knowledge, experience and expertise, will
mean that we will not need to reinvent the wheel. As
well, the responsibilities of officers of the
commonwealth can be undertaken without their actions
being threatened by legal challenge. It reinforces the
government’s continuing commitment to have an
effective uniform national registration system. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I thank all
honourable members for their contributions to the
debate on these important pieces of legislation.
A couple of issues have been raised in the debate. The
shadow Attorney-General raised the issue of future
actions of officers under individual cooperative
schemes. The legislation does not refer the individual
subject matter of a specific cooperative scheme to the
commonwealth; the government is merely providing
that future actions of officers under cooperative
schemes are deemed to be actions of state officers.
The Leader of the National Party suggested that there
should be a more formal process for legislation being
developed on a national basis — for instance, either by
the Council of Australian Governments or the Standing
Committee of Attorneys-General. He said there is no
basis on which they can be scrutinised by a national
equivalent of the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee (SARC).
I remind him that the national legislation has been
developed with all solicitors-general and chief
parliamentary counsel being involved. Further
consideration could be given to his suggestion that a
national equivalent of SARC could be established for
the sake of convenience and expedience in raising any
issues that may be of concern in the future.
Having said that, the bills currently before the house
have undergone rigorous scrutiny in their development
from the respective solicitors-general and senior legal
officers of all the states of the commonwealth, and they
have also undergone scrutiny by Victoria’s own SARC,
the contribution of which has been highly valued in the
process. I thank all honourable members who
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contributed to these very important pieces of
legislation.
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CO-OPERATIVE SCHEMES
(ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS) BILL
Second reading

CORPORATIONS (ANCILLARY
PROVISIONS) BILL
Second reading

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read second time.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

CORPORATIONS (ANCILLARY
PROVISIONS) BILL

CORPORATIONS (CONSEQUENTIAL
AMENDMENTS) BILL

Committed.

Committee

Second reading
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! As the
required statement of intent has been made pursuant to
section 85(5)(c) of the Constitution Act 1975 and as
there are fewer than 45 members present, I ask the
Clerk to ring the bells.

Clauses 1 to 21 agreed to.
Clause 22

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
1.

Bells rung.

Clause 22, lines 12 and 13, omit “the new Corporations
Act or the new ASIC Act.” and insert —
“—

Members having assembled in chamber:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

(a) the Australian Securities and Investments
Commission Act 1989; or

Read second time.

(b) the Corporations Act 1989; or
(c) an Act amending an Act referred to in
paragraph (a) or (b); or

CORPORATIONS (ADMINISTRATIVE
ACTIONS) BILL

(d) the new ASIC Act; or

Second reading
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read second time.

(e) the new Corporations Act.”.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 23 to 29 agreed to.
Clause 30

AGRICULTURAL AND VETERINARY
CHEMICALS (VICTORIA) (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read second time.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
2.

Clause 30, page 39, after line 25 insert —
‘( ) In the headings to Part 11, and to Divisions 1 and 2
of Part 11, of the Corporations (Victoria)
Act 1990, for “ASC” (wherever occurring)
substitute “ASIC”.’.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clause 31 agreed to.

CORPORATIONS (CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS) BILL
1900

ASSEMBLY

Tuesday, 12 June 2001

Schedule

Schedule

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:

3.

2.

Schedule, page 4, line 35, omit “voluntary”.

3.

Schedule, page 5, after line 7 insert —

Schedule, page 43, in the entry in column 2 opposite the
entry relating to the old ASIC Regulations, omit “Part 3
of that Act” and insert “Part 3 of the new ASIC Act”.

4.

Schedule, page 43, in the entry in column 2 opposite the
entry relating to the ASC Regulations of Victoria, omit
“Part 3 of that Act” and insert “Part 3 of the new ASIC
Act”.

5.

Schedule, page 43, in the entry in column 2 opposite the
entry relating to the ASIC Regulations, omit “Part 3 of
that Act” and insert “Part 3 of the new ASIC Act”.

‘(b) in the case of a winding up under Division 3, the
provisions of Part 5.6 of the Corporations Act
apply as if —
(i)

6.

7.

8.

(ii) after paragraph (b) of section 532(1) there
were inserted —
“or

Schedule, page 43, in the entry in column 2 opposite the
entry relating to the ASC Regulations, omit “Part 3 of
that Act” and insert “Part 3 of the new ASIC Act”.

(c) a person appointed by the Registrar as a
liquidator of an incorporated
association.”;

Schedule, page 44, in the entry in column 2 opposite the
entry relating to the ASIC Regulations of a jurisdiction
other than Victoria that is a referring State, omit “Part 3
of that Act” and insert “Part 3 of the new ASIC Act”.

(iii) paragraph (c) of section 532(2) were omitted;
(iv) in section 542(3), for paragraphs (b) and (c)
there were substituted —

Schedule, page 44, in the entry in column 2 opposite the
entry relating to the ASC Regulations of a jurisdiction
other than Victoria that is a referring State, omit “Part 3
of that Act” and insert “Part 3 of the new ASIC Act”.

Dr DEAN (Berwick) — I presume that these
amendments are simply amendments that, while the bill
was being looked at a second time, were found
necessary to ensure it was accurate. On that basis we
agree with the amendments.
Amendments agreed to; amended schedule agreed to.
Reported to house with amendments.

CORPORATIONS (CONSEQUENTIAL
AMENDMENTS) BILL
Committed.

Committee
Clause 1 agreed to.

section 513B were omitted;

“(b) in the case of a winding up on the
certificate of the Registrar — as the
Registrar directs.”; and’.
4.

Schedule, page 5, line 8, omit “(b)” and insert “(c)”.

5.

Schedule, page 6, line 17, omit “association.”.” and
insert “association;”.

6.

Schedule, page 6, after line 17 insert —
‘(e) a reference to a company carrying on business or
having a place of business is to be read as a
reference to an incorporated association pursuing
its objects;
(f)

a reference to ASIC is to be read as a reference to
the Registrar;

(g) a reference to a document in the prescribed form is
to be read as a reference to a document in the
corresponding form prescribed under the
Corporations Act with all necessary modifications;
(h) a reference to the Court is to be read as a reference
to the Supreme Court;

Clause 2
(i)

a reference to the lodgment of a document is to be
read as a reference to lodgment of that document
with the Registrar;

(j)

a reference to a company’s constitution is to be
read as a reference to an incorporated association’s
rules;

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
1.

Clause 2, lines 2 and 3, omit “on a day or days to be
proclaimed” and insert “when the Corporations
Act 2001 of the Commonwealth, as originally enacted,
comes into operation”.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 3 and 4 agreed to.

(k) a reference to a special resolution is to be read as a
reference to a special resolution within the meaning
of this Act;
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a reference to an officer of a company is to be read
as a reference to a member of the committee of an
incorporated association and, where applicable, a
reference to a past officer is a reference to a past
member of the committee of an incorporated
association;

(m) a reference in sections 495, 542(1), 547 and 548 to
a contributory of a company is to be read as a
reference to a member of an incorporated
association.”.’.
7.

Schedule, page 10, after line 20 insert —
‘( ) insert the following definitions —
‘“financial records” includes —
(a) invoices, receipts, orders for the payment of
money, bills of exchange, cheques,
promissory notes and vouchers; and
(b) documents of prime entry; and
(c) working papers and other documents needed
to explain —
(i)

the methods by which financial
statements are made up; and

(ii) adjustments to be made in preparing
financial statements;
“financial statements” means —
(a) a profit and loss statement; and
(b) a balance sheet; and
(c) a statement of cash flows; and
(d) if required by the accounting standards under
the Corporations Act applying under this
Act — a consolidated profit and loss
statement, balance sheet and statement of cash
flows;’;
()
8.

the definitions of “accounting records” and
“accounts” are repealed;’.

Schedule, page 10, after line 28 insert —
‘( ) in the definition of “records”, for “accounts,
accounting records” substitute “financial records,
financial statements”;’.

9.

Schedule, page 12, line 29, omit “accounts” and insert
“financial statements”.

10. Schedule, page 17, after line 13 insert —
‘(c) section 592(1)(a) of the Corporations Act applies
as if “before 23 June 1993” were omitted;’.
11. Schedule, page 17, line 14, omit “(c)” and insert “(d)”.
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12. Schedule, page 17, after line 18 insert —
‘. In the heading to Division 5 of Part 9, for “Accounts”
substitute “Financial statements, reports”.’.
13. Schedule, page 17, lines 19 to 27, omit all words and
expressions on these lines and insert —
‘. For section 238 substitute —
‘238. Requirements for financial records, statements
and reports
(1) A co-operative is declared to be an applied
Corporations legislation matter for the
purposes of Part 3 of the Corporations
(Ancillary Provisions) Act 2001 in relation
to Part 2F.3, sections 249K and 249V and
Chapter 2M of the Corporations Act, subject
to the following modifications —
(a) a reference in those provisions to a
company or to a public company is to
be read as a reference to a
co-operative;
(b) a reference in those provisions to the
Court is to be read as a reference to the
Supreme Court;
(c) a reference in those provisions to
“prescribed” is to be read as a
reference to “approved by the
Registrar”;
(d) a reference in those provisions to
securities is to be read as a reference to
debentures;
(e) any offence created in respect of those
provisions is the offence set out in
sub-section (2);
(f)

any penalty for the offence referred to
in paragraph (e) is the penalty set out
in sub-section (2);

(g) those provisions apply as if sections
293, 294, 300(8), 300(9), 301(2), 340,
341 and 342 of the Corporations Act
were omitted;
(h) any other modifications (within the
meaning of Part 3 of the Corporations
(Ancillary Provisions) Act 2001) that
are prescribed by the regulations.
Note:

See note under section 10(1).

(2) A co-operative must —
(a) keep financial records and prepare
financial statements and financial
reports as required by this Act and the
regulations; and
(b) ensure that those financial statements
and financial reports are audited in
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21. Schedule, page 20, line 21, omit “(g)” and insert “(j)”.
22. Schedule, page 20. line 28, omit “(h)” and insert “(k)”.

Penalty: 20 penalty units.
23. Schedule, page 20, line 36, omit “(i)” and insert “(1)”.
(3) Without limiting the matters for which
regulations under this section may make
provisions, the regulations may make
provisions for or with respect to the
following —
(a) requiring the submission of financial
statements and financial reports to the
Australian Accounting Standards
Board;
(b) requiring the adoption by a
co-operative of the same financial year
for each entity that the co-operative
controls.’.’.
14. Schedule, page 17, after line 29 insert —
‘. In section 242(1)(b), for “accounts, consolidated
accounts” substitute “financial statements,
financial reports”.
. In section 249(1), for “accounts” (wherever
occurring) substitute “financial statements”.’.
15. Schedule, page 19, after line 36 insert —
‘(c) section 461(1)(h) is to be considered to be
amended by substituting for “ASIC has stated in a
report prepared under Division 1 of Part 3 of the
ASIC Act that, in its opinion:”, “the Registrar has,
as a result of an inquiry conducted under
Division 2 or Division 4 of Part 15 of the
Co-operatives Act 1996, stated that — “;
(d) section 464(1) is to be considered to be amended
by substituting for “Where ASIC is investigating,
or has investigated, under Division 1 of Part 3 of
the ASIC Act:”, “Where the Registrar is holding or
has held an inquiry under Division 2 or Division 4
of Part 15 of the Co-operatives Act 1996 in
relation to — “;’.
16. Schedule, page 20, line 1, omit “(c)” and insert “(e)”.
17. Schedule, page 20, line 7, omit “(d)” and insert “(f)”.
18. Schedule, page 20, after line 11 insert —
‘(g) section 542(3) is to be considered to be amended
by inserting after paragraph (c) —
“and
(d) in the case of a winding up on a certificate of
the Registrar under section 314 of the
Co-operatives Act 1996 — with the consent
of the Registrar.”.’.
19. Schedule, page 20, line 12, omit “(e)” and insert “(h)”.
20. Schedule, page 20, line 16, omit “(f)” and insert “(i)”.

24. Schedule, page 23, after line 32 insert —
‘. In section 415(a), for “accounts or accounting
records” substitute “financial records or financial
statements”.’.
25. Schedule, page 23, after line 35 insert —
‘. In Schedule 1, in item 18 of clause 1, for
“accounts” substitute “financial statements”.’.
26. Schedule, page 24, after line 20 insert —
‘( ) in clause 11(1)(d), for “accounting records”
substitute “financial records”;’.
27. Schedule, page 24, after line 27 insert —
‘. In Schedule 5, at the end of clause 18 insert —
“(2)

A reference in any other Act, or regulation
or any other document to a foreign society
registered under Part XI of the
Co-operation Act 1981 is deemed on and
from the commencement of clause 18 of
this Schedule to be and always to have been
on and from that commencement a
reference to a foreign co-operative
registered under Part 14 of this Act.”.’.

28. Schedule, page 50, after line 4 insert —
‘“ASC Law” has the same meaning as “ASIC
Law”;
“ASC Regulations” has the same meaning as
“ASIC Regulations” has when ASIC Regulations
is used in relation to the ASIC Law;’.
29. Schedule, page 50, line 5, omit “and “ASIC
Regulations” have” and insert “has”.
30. Schedule, page 50, lines 11 to 13, omit all words and
expressions on these lines and insert —
‘‘‘ASIC Regulations” —
(a) when used in relation to the ASIC Law, has
the meaning provided for by Part 11 of the
Corporations (Victoria) Act 1990;
(b) when used in relation to the ASIC Act, means
regulations made, or that have effect as if they
were made, under the ASIC Act;’.
31. Schedule, page 50, lines 14 to 16, omit all words and
expressions on these lines.
32. Schedule, page 50, lines 25 to 27, omit all words and
expressions on these lines and insert —
‘“Corporations Regulations” —
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(a) when used in relation to the Corporations
Law, has the meaning provided for by Part 3
of the Corporations (Victoria) Act 1990;
(b) when used in relation to the Corporations Act,
means regulations made, or that have effect as
if they were made, under the Corporations
Act.’.’.
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CO-OPERATIVE SCHEMES
(ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS) BILL
Committed.

Committee
Clauses 1 to 3 agreed to.

33. Schedule, page 71, line 29, omit “Institute” and insert
“University”.

Dr DEAN (Berwick) — I presume these
amendments to the schedule are also as a consequence
of various matters that have come to light since the bill
was introduced. I note there is an enormous number of
these amendments, particularly in relation to financial
records and financial statements. It is of some concern
that so many amendments are required after a bill has
been introduced into the chamber.
However, on the basis that they are amendments that
have come to light after the introduction of the bill as a
consequence of further discussions and after those in
the drafting office and those advising the
Attorney-General have taken another look at the bill,
the opposition will agree to them.

Clause 4

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
1.

Clause 4, page 5, after line 2 insert —
“( ) Before submitting a draft proclamation under
sub-section (2) to the Governor in Council for
making, the Minister must refer the draft to the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee for
consideration and report to the Minister and the
Parliament as to whether the proposed declaration,
as a relevant State Act for the purposes of this Act,
of an Act specified in the draft proclamation is in
all the circumstances appropriate and desirable.
()

Before submitting a draft proclamation under
sub-section (4) to the Governor in Council for
making, the Minister must refer the draft to the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee for
consideration and report to the Minister and the
Parliament as to whether the proposed declaration,
in relation to a relevant State Act, of the
commencement time specified in the draft
proclamation is in all the circumstances appropriate
and desirable.

()

On submitting a draft proclamation to the Scrutiny
of Acts and Regulations Committee under
sub-section (5) or (6), the Minister must specify a
date by which a report must be given to him or her.
The specified date must be not less than 1 month
after the date on which the draft proclamation is
submitted to the Committee.

()

A draft proclamation, when submitted to the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee under
sub-section (5) or (6), must be accompanied by a
statement of the reasons for the proposal to make
the proclamation.

()

The Minister must consider any report given to him
or her by the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee under this section on or before the date
specified by him or her under sub-section (7) in
relation to that report and, after considering that
report, may decide to submit, or not to submit, the
draft proclamation to the Governor in Council for
making.”.

Amendments agreed to; amended schedule agreed to.
Reported to house with amendments.

CORPORATIONS (ADMINISTRATIVE
ACTIONS) BILL
Committed.

Committee
Clauses 1 to 11 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.

AGRICULTURAL AND VETERINARY
CHEMICALS (VICTORIA) (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Committed.

Committee
Clauses 1 to 8 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.

Amendment 1 amends clause 4 of the bill by inserting
new provisions to require the minister to refer to the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee for
consideration and report a draft proclamation under
clause 4(2). The amendments require the committee to
consider and report to the minister and the Parliament
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as to whether the proposed declaration, in relation to a
relevant state act, is in all the circumstances appropriate
and desirable.

This amendment alters the long title of the bill to make
clear that it also amends the Parliamentary Committees
Act of 1968.

The amendments require the minister to consider any
report given to him or her by the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee on the draft proclamation, and
after considering any report the minister may decide to
submit or not submit the draft proclamation to the
Governor in Council.

Amendment agreed to; amended long title agreed to.
Reported to house with amendments, including amended
long title.

This amendment arises as a result of the efforts of the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, which
has done an enormous amount of work on this bill, and
I thank it for that work.

Remaining stages

Dr DEAN (Berwick) — It was of concern to the
opposition that amendments to the overall scheme of
acts may occur without Parliament being fully aware of
them. While the preference would be for any
amendments to be tabled in the chamber, this is a good
halfway measure. I am sure the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee will be in a position to alert
members of Parliament to any difficulties and
problems. We believe it is a step in the right direction
and we support it.

CORPORATIONS (ANCILLARY
PROVISIONS) BILL

Passed remaining stages.

CORPORATIONS (CONSEQUENTIAL
AMENDMENTS) BILL
Third reading
The SPEAKER — Order! As the required
statement of intent has been made pursuant to
section 85(5)(c) of the Constitution Act 1975 and there
appear to be fewer than 45 members present, I ask the
Clerk to ring the bells.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 5 to 15 agreed to.

Bells rung.

New clause

Members having assembled in chamber:

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

2.

Read third time.

Insert the following new clause to follow clause 15 —

Remaining stages

‘AA. Amendment of Parliamentary Committees
Act 1968
In section 4D of the Parliamentary Committees
Act 1968, after paragraph (ca) insert —
“(cb) such functions as are conferred on the
Committee by the Co-operative Schemes
(Administrative Actions) Act 2001;
and”.’.

This amendment inserts a new provision into the
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968 to enable the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee to carry
out the functions conferred on it by amendment 1.
New clause agreed to.
Long title

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
3.

Long Title, after “laws” insert “, to amend the
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968”.

Passed remaining stages.

CORPORATIONS (ADMINISTRATIVE
ACTIONS) BILL
Third reading
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
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AGRICULTURAL AND VETERINARY
CHEMICALS (VICTORIA) (AMENDMENT)
BILL

The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. The Chair has not been notified that there are
government amendments.

Third reading

Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — We have had an
extraordinary performance here today from the
government. At 3 o’clock this afternoon the Minister
for Environment and Conservation gave notice that
tomorrow she will move that order of the day no. 7,
National Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine
Sanctuaries) Bill be read a second time and discharged.
That is a motion before the house for tomorrow
morning. That a government should bring on debate on
a bill at 8.30 p.m. with the intention of withdrawing the
bill the following morning is extraordinary behaviour.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

CO-OPERATIVE SCHEMES
(ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS) BILL
Third reading
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

NATIONAL PARKS (MARINE NATIONAL
PARKS AND MARINE SANCTUARIES)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 17 May; motion of Ms GARBUTT
(Minister for Environment and Conservation).
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr PERTON
(Doncaster) pursuant to sessional orders.
National Party amendments circulated by Mr RYAN
(Leader of the National Party) pursuant to sessional
orders.

Mr Perton — On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
according to the Legislative Council Daily Hansard of
5 June the Minister for Energy and Resources is
recorded as having said:
In response to public comment on this matter the government
has also said that its intentions have not been translated in
accordance with its drafting instructions and that it is the
government’s intention to ensure that that matter is corrected
as soon as is practicable to ensure the bill clearly reflects the
government’s intentions.

Clearly this is a practical time for the minister to
circulate her amendments. Through you, Mr Speaker, I
ask where those amendments are.

It is also extraordinary behaviour by the government
that, while the Liberal and National parties have
circulated their amendments, the government has not.
The reason that situation is particularly deserving of
mention at the beginning of my contribution is
contained in the quote I read to the house from Daily
Hansard of the other place and in coverage the minister
received in the Herald Sun of 6 June in an article with
the heading ‘Tangled line in bill’ and with the
subheading ‘Marine laws back to drawing board’ which
states:
A major bungle in the planned new marine parks laws has
forced the Bracks government into an embarrassing
backdown.
Energy and resources minister Candy Broad admitted to
Parliament yesterday the government had got it wrong on the
crucial issue of compensation.
After a week telling hundreds of thousands of fishermen
compensation restrictions would only apply in marine parks,
the government admitted the restrictions mistakenly apply
throughout Victoria.

The article goes on to quote the minister as indicating
the government would alter the bill. It is extremely odd
that the Minister for Environment and Conservation,
dressed appropriately today in yellow, as one of my
colleagues pointed out this morning, is not sitting at the
table. By sitting in the chamber but not at the table, and
by not moving the amendments referred to in both the
Herald Sun article and Minister Broad’s statement in
the other house, she shows her discourtesy to the
environment movement and to this house and the
government’s gross abuse of the parliamentary process.
In the time available to me this evening I will cover the
two main points that need to be made in this debate,
which will probably be cut short by the minister’s
motion foreshadowing events of tomorrow. My two
points go to the heart of the response of my party to this
legislation. The Liberal Party believes in marine
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national parks, in the protection of our marine
environment, in biodiversity and in the best
environmental outcomes for the state.
At the same time, in accordance with the Liberal
tradition of Australian politics, which has normally
been upheld by Labor governments, the Liberal Party
also believes someone who loses out for a public good
ought to have access to appropriate compensation.
The opposition has said that it supports this bill and
supports marine national parks but that it will move to
delete the two no-compensation clauses. Its
amendments seek to delete clause 19, with the
exception of the native title provisions, and clause 26.
Why does the Liberal Party support the concept of
marine national parks? Its support is based in part on
trusting in a bipartisan approach. The process took nine
years and involved 4500 submissions, many public
meetings and a great deal of hard work. That applies
not only to the members and officers of the Land
Conservation Council (LCC) and the Environment
Conservation Council — some of whom are in the
chamber and whom I congratulate on producing the
fine report I hold in my hand, the ECC’s final report
entitled Marine Coastal and Estuarine Investigation —
but also to the many groups in the environment
movement, such as the Victoria National Parks
Association, the marine coastal action network and a
range of conservation groups up and down the coast of
Victoria, and to groups involved in commercial
fisheries, such as Seafood Industries Victoria, the
various abalone organisations and cooperatives — —
Mr Spry — The charter boat operators.
Mr PERTON — That includes the charter boat
operators, as my friend the honourable member for
Bellarine rightly points out. Many professional fishing
groups have been involved in the process, as have many
recreational fisherpeople, both through their
organisations and individually. Nine years, millions of
dollars in state funds, hundreds of thousands of dollars
in funds from non-government organisations, and tens
of thousands of hours of voluntary labour have gone
into this process. Where did it all go this afternoon,
when the minister threatened to withdraw the bill?
In what parliamentary chamber in any Westminster
Parliament could you imagine a government suggesting
that an opposition is not allowed to move amendments
and that if it does the government will withdraw the
bill? This government has a majority in this house as a
result of its charter agreement with the Independents.
Why will it not test the legislation and the amendments
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on the floor of this house? Again I refer to the statement
by the honourable member for Bentleigh earlier in the
day, that the minister is appropriately dressed in yellow.
She is not acting on her own charge. It is clear that
either the Premier or the Treasurer walked into her
office this afternoon and said, ‘Sherryl, pull the bill’.
At 1.40 p.m. I rang the minister to tell her of the Liberal
Party’s decision. We had a pleasant conversation about
where we would progress from there in terms of
discussions and deliberations. But what courtesy did
she offer this Parliament or me after that? At 3.00 p.m.
she slapped not only this Parliament but everyone who
believes in good environment policy in this state in the
face by saying, ‘Be dammed. The work you have done
can all go to naught. I will treat this politically. I will
withdraw this bill and pursue the instructions of the
Premier. We will let this go until the next election
campaign’. Where is her commitment to the process?
She has none at all.
I recall another conversation with the minister on the
day before she introduced the bill when she said to me,
‘Gosh, that Environment Conservation Council is a
good organisation’. She mentioned the staff, including
people such as Shane Dwyer. She also mentioned
Professor John Lovering, the chairman of the ECC,
who is a figure of international renown. He is a doctor
of philosophy, has two honorary doctorates, was dean
of the faculty of science at the University of Melbourne,
was vice-chancellor of Flinders University and has held
many distinguished national and international posts.
The minister said he is a ‘damn good chairman’.
The minister also mentioned Eda Ritchie, who is
chairman of the Western Regional Coastal Board,
chairman of the Committee of Management for Rural
Ambulance Victoria, a member of the Rural Finance
Board, a trustee of the Ross Trust and a board member
of the Howard Florey Institute for Medical Research.
The minister said she is a ‘damn good member’. She
also mentioned Ms Jane Cutler, who has a masters
degree in environmental science, who works in the
finance sector and who has served on many boards and
trusts, including a term as a director of Landcare
Australia.
One would have thought after a conversation like that
on the night before the introduction of the bill that it
would reflect the recommendations of the Environment
Conservation Council. What happened the next day
when the minister brought the bill into the house? What
was missing? Do we remember?
Opposition members interjecting.
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Mr PERTON — Cape Howe, as the honourable
member for Warrnambool rightly points out —
otherwise referred to as Cape Why by the honourable
member for Sandringham. We still ask, ‘Why Cape
Howe?’. Last Thursday I asked this minister to table the
files in the library, in accordance with the traditions of
this house. She has not done so. This minister could not
be found in the house last Thursday.
As an aside, we were hoping to have a committee stage
on the Land Surveying Bill. Do honourable members
know why the amendment to the Land Surveying Bill
is to be moved in the upper house? The reason is that
the Minister for Environment and Conservation could
not be found by us, by her staff or by the Leader of the
House. Where were you, Minister?
When the minister introduced this bill Cape Howe was
missing. Mention of Ricketts Point was also missing.
Why was that? The ECC report supported the
designation of Ricketts Point as a marine sanctuary.
The inter-tidal zone of Ricketts Point was regarded as
one of the most important sites in Port Phillip Bay.
Parking is available; it has some of the most important
areas in Victoria for studying invertebrates; and
schoolchildren can snorkel there and observe the
marine environment. The designation is supported by
the local council, the local conservation groups and the
local community. The only person who does not
support it is Minister Garbutt. From whom did she take
her instructions? Why did she withdraw it?
Ms Duncan interjected.
Mr PERTON — I can hear some screeching in my
right ear. That may be from the traitorous honourable
member for Gisborne, who was, as I recall, elected on a
platform opposed to woodchipping.
An Opposition Member — The woodchipper!
Mr PERTON — Exactly. I think the honourable
member for Gisborne may have even gone out to get
signatures against woodchipping. Such is the great
success of this minister that she has incited the
members of her local community — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
Members on the government side will come to order.
The honourable member for Doncaster, without
assistance.
Mr PERTON — They dumped a pile of woodchips
outside her office. In memoriam to her, woodchipping
in Victoria has increased from 1 million tonnes last year
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to 1.6 million tonnes this year. Who is the guilty party?
It is the honourable member for Gisborne.
Ms Duncan interjected.
Mr PERTON — When the electorate boundaries
change and there is a seat of Macedon, I will take great
pleasure in campaigning every week to remind your
constituency of your traitorous behaviour on the
environment.
The report by the ECC was not only considered to be
excellent by this side of the house and by conservation
groups, and vouched for by the minister, it was also
considered excellent by people in the community. I
received a letter from Joyce and David Barkley of Box
Hill North in the electorate of the honourable member
for Box Hill, which states:
For the preservation of the species, we consider Parliament
should adopt at least the full ECC recommendations for
marine national parks. We look forward to your positive
response.

We had a positive response to them. Who did not have
a positive response? The minister and her government!
A letter from Anne Boyd of St Kilda states:
I am contacting you to urge your support for the full
implementation of the Environment Conservation Council’s
recommendations on Victorian marine national parks and
sanctuaries.
For the past 20 years I have been a keen snorkeller in many
areas of Victoria’s — —

Ms Duncan interjected.
An Honourable Member — Be quiet!
Mr PERTON — Mr Acting Speaker, may I suggest
that the honourable member for Gisborne — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
Interjections are disorderly, and the honourable member
for Doncaster will ignore them.
Mr PERTON — I hope she runs out of voice,
perhaps halfway through the debate!
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PERTON — Mr Acting Speaker, I am trying to
read a letter from an ordinary citizen of Victoria —
Anne Boyd of St Kilda. I will read it again. Anne Boyd
of St Kilda states:
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Dear Victor,
I am contacting you to urge your support for the full
implementation of the Environment Conservation Council’s
recommendations on Victorian marine national parks and
sanctuaries.
For the past 20 years I have been a keen snorkeller in many
areas of Victoria’s coastal waters, and during this time I have
noticed a depletion of marine life, especially fish, from beach
reefs. The reefs around Queenscliff and Point Lonsdale have
been particularly devoid of marine life — it is difficult to find
fish of any size at all. I am concerned that this fate will befall
the rest of our inshore reefs if the ECC’s recommendations
are not supported. Your vote is therefore crucial for the
preservation of what is left of our marine environment, for all
Victorians (and the fishes!). Please support the full
implementation of the ECC’s recommendations.
Thanking you,
Anne Boyd, St Kilda

I think the honourable member for Bellarine, who I
know goes diving — —
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member for Carrum. I ask you to draw the honourable
member back to the bill and ask him to desist from
diminishing the honourable member for Carrum and
other women in this chamber.
Mr PERTON — Was that a point of order or a
declaration for the defence?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The Minister for Education raised a point of order. If
the honourable member for Doncaster is not speaking
on it, I ask him to sit down while I make a ruling.
I do not uphold the point of order. However, I remind
all honourable members of the decorum of the house.
Honourable members have been in this place long
enough to know the rules and what is expected of them.
It is expected that they will behave in an appropriate
fashion and not denigrate other honourable members. I
ask for the cooperation of both sides of the house.
Mr PERTON — Mr Acting — —

Government members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
ask the honourable member for Doncaster to pause for
a moment until the house comes to order. Interjections
are disorderly, and I ask honourable members to
refrain. It is discourteous to the honourable member on
his feet. If honourable members cannot behave
themselves, I ask them to vacate the chamber and give
the honourable member the honour of being heard in
silence.
Mr PERTON — I can understand why members of
the Labor Party have been interjecting. When I look
around the chamber I realise that the very decent
honourable member for Ballarat East must be writhing
in shame at having to support this bill. He is the
parliamentary secretary to the minister. He knows the
government is not doing the right thing. Maybe he will
enlighten us about why the bill is being pulled
tomorrow.
The honourable member for Carrum represents a
bayside electorate. She is not the most charming of
opponents, but nevertheless someone — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms Delahunty — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I am rather disappointed at the level of some
of the interjections. From the opposition benches there
was a rather rude comment about my colleagues and
their needing support from the boys, which was
offensive, and now the honourable member for
Doncaster has implicitly criticised the honourable

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
Will the honourable member sit down! I have not
finished ruling on the point of order. I understand that
the honourable member for Doncaster is enthusiastic in
the cut and thrust of debate. He has liberty to speak on
the bill but not to denigrate other honourable members,
no matter from what side or of which sex they are. I ask
him to keep that in mind.
Mr PERTON — I think that was a fairly pathetic
performance.
Government members interjecting.
Mr PERTON — I have been trying to talk about a
bill that is of concern to the people of Victoria and I
have been subject to a barrage of abuse from the Labor
side of the house. I was indicating that the honourable
members I referred to must be writhing in
embarrassment.
Ms Delahunty interjected.
Mr PERTON — No, Minister, you have got
nothing to say about the environment. Why don’t you
get out of the chamber and — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member for Doncaster should return to
the bill and address his remarks through the Chair!
Mr PERTON — Why does the opposition support
the bill? Firstly, it has the support of the ordinary
people of Victoria who have written to the opposition. I
have received over 1000 letters from people in support
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of the bill. I know that each of my colleagues has
received many letters in support of the full
recommendations of the Environment Conservation
Council report, but we know that the government will
not support them.
Some people have suggested that the science is not
there for the support of marine national parks. The ECC
has set out in some detail its refutation of that argument.
I do not need to refer to that report because, subsequent
to that, in February there was a meeting of the
American Association for the Advancement of Science
(AAAS) and a scientific consensus statement was
signed by 161 leading marine scientists and experts on
marine reserves. The signatories to that letter all hold
PhD degrees and are employed by academic
institutions. For those who wish to read the document,
it can be found online at www.nceas.ucsb. edu/
consensus/consensus_statement.doc. It states:
The first formal marine reserves were established more than
two decades ago. Recent analyses of the changes occurring
within these MRVs allow us to make the following
conclusions:
Ecological effects within reserve boundaries:
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
There is too much audible conversation in the chamber.
I cannot hear the honourable member for Doncaster.
Mr PERTON — The statement continues:
2.

An effective network needs to span large geographic
distances and encompass a substantial area to protect
against catastrophes and provide a stable platform for
long-term assistance of marine communities.

The conclusions of those 161 marine scientists at the
meeting of the American Association for the
Advancement of Science are:
Analyses of the best available evidence lead us to conclude
that:
Reserves conserve both fisheries and biodiversity.
To meet goals for fisheries and biodiversity
conservation, reserves must encompass the diversity of
marine habitat.
Reserves are the best way to protect resident species and
provide heritage protection to important habitats.
Reserves must be established and operated in the context
of other management tools.

1.

Reserves result in longstanding and often rapid increases
in the abundance, diversity and productivity of marine
organisms.

Reserves need a dedicated program to monitor and
evaluate their impact both within and outside their
boundaries.

2.

These changes are due to decreased mortality, decreased
habitat destruction and to indirect ecosystem effects.

Reserves provide a critical benchmark for the evaluation
of threats to ocean communities.

3.

Reserves reduce the probability of extinction for marine
species resident within them.

Networks of reserves will be necessary for long-term
fishery and conservation benefits.

4.

Increased reserve size results in increased benefits, but
even small reserves have positive effects.

Existing scientific information justifies the immediate
application of fully protected marine reserves as a
central management tool.

5.

Full protection (which usually requires adequate
enforcement and public involvement) is critical to
achieve this full range of benefits. Marine protected
areas do not provide the same benefits as marine
reserves.

Ecological effects outside reserve boundaries:
1.

In the few studies that have examined spillover effects,
the size and abundance of exploited species increase in
areas adjacent to reserves.

2.

There is increasing evidence that reserves replenish
populations regionally via larval export.

The statement describes the ecological effects of
reserve networks:
1.

There is increasing evidence that a network of reserves
buffers against the vagaries of environmental variability
and provides significantly greater protection for marine
communities than a single reserve.

In the press release that accompanies that statement the
researchers say that the results are startling and that, on
average, populations in the reserves were 91 per cent
higher than in unprotected areas, the size of species was
31 per cent greater and species diversity was 23 per
cent higher. For instance, for lovers of scallops, it refers
to a reserve covering 17 000 square kilometres in the
Gulf of Maine and says that scallop populations there
have rebounded to 9 to 14 times their density in fished
areas.
Dr Jane Lubchenco, the former head of the AAAS, was
the chairman of that working group and supported it
enthusiastically. Dr Robert Warner of the University of
California in Santa Barbara is quoted as saying:
The results are startling and consistent. We now have strong
evidence that reserves work. Within and around marine parks,
fish population doubles, fish size grows by 30 per cent and
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reproduction triples. Furthermore, it all happens within two to
four years and lasts for decades.

It is no small wonder that Liberals support the concept
of marine national parks, and we do so with both
passion and scientific rigour. We appreciate that in this
year a group of marine scientists led by the president of
the Australian Marine Sciences Association, Associate
Professor John Sherwood, also made a statement in
support of marine parks. The comments were in part
based on the American study. I shall not read the full
statement, but suffice it to say that 117 supporting
Australian marine scientists, comprising 13 professors,
11 associate professors and 93 marine scientists with
PhDs backed proposals for marine national parks in
Victorian coastal waters. The statement adds that there
is compelling scientific evidence that the fully protected
areas will conserve marine life, plant and animal
species, and fish populations and could help replenish
marine life in coastal waters.
When Professor Bellamy visited from England some of
us had the great benefit of his advice. Professor
Ballantyne from New Zealand is my friend, and the
honourable member for Bellarine refers to — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
ask the honourable member for Doncaster to speak into
the microphone. It is difficult for Hansard to hear him,
especially when he turns around and talks to the public
gallery.
Mr PERTON — Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.
It is clear that the weight of opinion among scientists
and people who have done the research, including
members of the Environment Conservation Council,
have concluded that marine national parks in Victoria
are appropriate.
Honourable members will all know the history of the
Land Conservation Council and the Environment
Conservation Council. What I find remarkable is the
extent to which it was a bipartisan process until the
present minister assumed responsibility.
If one goes back to 1970 and reads the speeches setting
up the LCC, one notes that its members were
extraordinarily courteous. Our friends from the
National Party voted against the proposal, representing
their constituencies, but Liberal and Labor members
made fine speeches in favour of the protection of our
environment. As the LCC continued with its work and
was ultimately replaced by the ECC, the reports of the
council achieved extraordinary weight. There is no
doubt that that work was regarded with great respect by
both sides of the house, and the implementation of the
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recommendations of those reports by governments
from both sides of the house has enabled us to build a
fine system of representative national parks across the
state that are the envy of other states and countries, as
well as a national parks service that was rejuvenated
during the term of the Kennett government. By the end
of that government it was regarded as a model for parks
management around the world.
Previously I have pointed out to the house that people
from American and European parks services came to
Australia to learn. They invited Victorian park rangers
to visit them and to give them advice. As the issues
raised by the establishment of national parks, including
alpine national parks and others, proceeded there were
tests and difficulties. However, through goodwill, good
spirit, harmony and bipartisanship most of the problems
were dealt with. All of Victoria’s national parks that
were born in controversy, whether they be in the
Grampians, in alpine areas, in the Big Desert or in the
Little Desert, are now a source of pride to Victorians.
When I became the shadow minister I read through the
debates that led to the creation of the Land
Conservation Council and the Environment
Conservation Council and the numerous national parks
debates. There was only one jarring note in the debate
on the Environment Conservation Council. One person
stood out as politicising the process. One member of
the Parliament stood out.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PERTON — One shadow minister stood out for
her hypocrisy — it was the honourable member for
Bundoora. This member, for her own personal gain,
decided to politicise the process.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
ask the honourable member for Doncaster to use the
proper titles when referring to other honourable
members. The honourable member has been here long
enough to know the protocol required in this house.
Mr PERTON — I am grateful to you, Mr Acting
Speaker. At that time she was the honourable member
for Bundoora. She is now the Minister for Environment
and Conservation, to the regret of the environment
movement. Whether it is her accepting the destruction
of the habitat of the red-tailed black cockatoo, the
destruction of the habitat of the swift parrot, the
destruction of habitat trees and Aboriginal scar trees in
the Cobboboonee State Forest, the breaking of the
agreement with the Otway Ranges Environment
Network about logging in the Otways — as the
honourable member for Polwarth will remind us — her
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permission for the destruction of the habitat of the
powerful owl in the Trentham area, and the continued
destruction of the Wombat State Forest, aided and
abetted by the now missing honourable member for
Gisborne, it is no small wonder — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
am waiting for the honourable member for Doncaster to
come back to the bill. I do not know what the Wombat
State Forest has to do with marine parks.
Mr PERTON — When one looks at the minister’s
behaviour as shadow minister and her attitude to the
Environment Conservation Council, it should come as
no small surprise that when she got this report she
tossed it away. She pulled in the political advisers, the
Premier’s media unit and the negotiators from the
Premier’s negotiating unit, and they pulled in — he is
missing now — the honourable member for Gippsland
East.
An Honourable Member — He’s back.
Mr PERTON — The honourable member for
Gippsland East says, ‘Gosh, the government was
stupid. It was caught with its hands in the bickie tin’.
But the honourable member for Gippsland East was
one who actively campaigned to have Cape Howe
removed from the marine park list. Now he is
embarrassed. Now he wants to say, ‘Oh, gosh, I thought
it was stupid they only took one out’, but that is what he
wanted. Minister, tell us who wanted Ricketts Point
taken out? Who was Ricketts Point taken out to satisfy?
It should be no surprise to Parliament that this report,
which the minister has said was such a good report, was
not the basis of this legislation.
This legislation is nothing but a dirty political document
dressed up as an environmental initiative. It is a dirty
document because every fishing community along the
coast other than Mallacoota has to say why it has
problems with the bill. Why is it that one community
was singled out? Why was it that one member of
Parliament was favoured? One has to say that this is a
dirty deal, and the honourable member for Gisborne,
while aiding and abetting it and screaming out in her
frustration now is very much a part of it.
It was not just the ordinary people or the scientists who
were looking forward to it. The Victorian National
Parks Association, in a letter in May, which I think
most of my colleagues will have received, states:
Dear marine national parks supporter,
Marine national parks are coming to Victoria. In fact, with
your support they could be only weeks away. The Bracks
government has just introduced legislation into state
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Parliament that will create 12 marine national parks and
10 marine sanctuaries in our coastal waters.

What will the VNPA write to its members tomorrow
after 9.30 a.m.? What will it write when the minister
moves her motion that the National Parks (Marine
National Parks and Marine Sanctuaries) Bill be
withdrawn? What will it say?
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PERTON — What will the minister write?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
Perhaps government members who do not have
national parks in their areas could be quiet so the house
can listen to the honourable member.
Mr PERTON — I have an undated letter here from
the Minister for Environment and Conservation saying:
Dear marine national parks supporter
I am writing to thank you for your support of marine national
parks and to inform you of the Bracks government’s intention
to establish a world-class system of marine national parks.

Do you think the minister will write a letter to these
people tomorrow telling them the truth?
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms Duncan interjected.
Mr PERTON — I thank the honourable member
for Gisborne for her interjection because I can tell the
honourable member that I have already written to them.
Ms Duncan interjected.
Mr PERTON — I have told them what you are up
to! I have gone through the arguments in support of
these parks, and there are many other arguments. For
instance, were we to reflect on the hundreds of
scientific documents that were utilised — —
Ms Duncan interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member for Gisborne will refer to the
honourable member for Doncaster by his correct title.
Ms Duncan interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
And she will also desist from interjecting because she is
becoming rather loud.
Ms Duncan interjected.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
Is the honourable member going to be quiet, or is she
going to keep on interjecting?
Mr PERTON — Given that it is after dinner,
perhaps the use of standing order 10 might be
appropriate in respect of the honourable member for
Gisborne.
In considering this bill, let us pass by its actual contents
and look at yet another area in which the government
has failed to comply with the recommendations of the
ECC. Recommendation 1 of the ECC is that the
government establish a process to evaluate the
requirement for possible mechanisms and level of
adjustment that may be required where individuals or
local communities are disproportionately affected as a
result of the implementation of recommendations for
marine national parks and marine sanctuaries. One
would expect that. What did we get instead? We got
clauses 19 and 26. What do those clauses do?
Clauses 19 and 26 take away the rights of Victorians to
access the courts.
Ms Duncan interjected.
Mr PERTON — The government says in its
defence that it has already used it — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PERTON — Two hundred times.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PERTON — Labor Party members who, when
in opposition, condemned the use of section 85, have
already used it about 200 times in government. But I
understand it. I was chairman of the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee (SARC). I understand that
the use of section 85 in essence says to the Supreme
Court that a piece of legislation the government is
proposing is legislation that will take effect regardless
of the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. In the case of
a tenant it might be that reference to a tenancy tribunal
is more appropriate than reference to the Supreme
Court.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PERTON — It is a bit early for the honourable
member for Benalla to be claiming that she is a
hypocrite, but should she want to do so, I welcome her
taking that opportunity.
What is really abhorrent about clauses 19 and 26 is that
they utterly take away the rights of people who have
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been involved in fishing communities and fishing
businesses not just for their lifetime but as part of an
intergenerational business. Many of these businesses
have been working in fisheries for four and five
generations.
What has the government done? It does not just bring in
no-compensation provisions to protect and defend its
introduction of national parks. It brings in clause 26,
which inserts section 144A in the Fisheries Act. I
believe it is the worst piece of socialist legislation since
1949!
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
Have we all settled down?
Mr PERTON — Proposed section 144A of the
Fisheries Act states:
(1) No compensation is payable by the Crown to any person
for any loss or damage as a result of —
(a) any alteration to the force or effect of or to any
rights conferred or otherwise arising under —
(i)

a licence, permit or other authority (however
described); or

(ii) an Order in Council, order, notice, direction
or plan (however described) —
under this Act or regulations made under this Act;

To my mind — and any person capable of reading a
statute would consider it a reasonable interpretation —
it allows the government to take away a right to fish at
any time without paying compensation.
The honourable member for Gisborne might say, ‘You
miserable capitalist Liberal’, as she continues her abuse.
However, she needs to reserve her special abuse for the
honourable member for Werribee, who is the chair of
the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee.
My friend the honourable member for Sandringham
will examine the findings of SARC in greater detail, for
that committee has found that the no-compensation
clauses are unjustifiable. The honourable member for
Werribee, unlike the honourable member for Gisborne,
is an honest and straightforward individual who is
doing her job. She and the other four members of the
Labor Party who comprise the majority of that
committee are embarrassed. They have found the
inclusion of these no-compensation provisions to be
unjustified, as I said, and to be a violation of each of the
terms of reference of SARC.
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The Liberal Party has raised the issue publicly. It has
also been raised by journalists such as Neil Mitchell on
3AW, and Jon Faine and Peter Clark on the ABC. A
range of journalists put the question to the Minister for
Environment and Conservation and the Minister for
Energy and Resources, both of whom said the clauses
were perfectly justified. What happened on 6 June, just
two weeks later? Finally there was an admission from
the Minister for Energy and Resources that the piece of
legislation is not the one the government intended.
One of the drafting officers is sitting in the briefing box.
He is a decent human being; honourable members
believe he has done his job sincerely and honestly. How
can the minister have the temerity to blame the drafting
officers for this incredible piece of socialist legislation?
What a failure in ministerial responsibility!
Mr Spry — It was deliberate.
Mr PERTON — There is no doubt that it was
deliberate. The government was caught out. It made its
admission, but there was no amendment put before the
house to rectify the fault.
These no-compensation clauses are wrong, and the
Liberal Party and the National Party find them to be a
complete violation of people’s rights. I understand that
although the honourable member for Gippsland East is
not voting, he has declared this to be a violation of
rights, as has the honourable member for Gippsland
West. I understand the honourable member for Mildura
has promised his community that he will violently
oppose the section 85 clause. Who supports the
section 85 clause? Where is the necessity for it? That is
an interesting question.
Is it because there is a huge liability on the state’s part,
which the section 85 clause is designed to protect the
state against? I think not, but I am prepared to be open
minded. I have asked the minister on three occasions.
Once in the briefing I asked the ministerial advisers for
copies of the legal advice. They looked a bit confused
but nevertheless promised to take the request back to
the minister. In a face-to-face meeting I again asked the
minister to provide me with the advice. on Thursday of
last week I asked the government to table the
documents in the library. Those documents are not
available to us, so we do not know — —
Mr Ingram interjected.
Mr PERTON — Has the honourable member for
Gippsland East read them? Have you read them?
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member for Doncaster should direct his
remarks through the Chair.
Mr PERTON — Mr Acting Speaker, perhaps you
could ask the honourable member for Gippsland East
whether he has asked for that legal advice.
We have not seen it, so we do not know what sorts of
legal actions could or would be brought, and we do not
know what merit they would have if they were. We do
not know what estimates the government has been
given of the possible quantum of damages. What we do
know is that last week on Radio 774 and in the
newspapers the Minister for Energy and Resources said
the package the government has established — that is,
increased enforcement and a $1.2 million transition
fund — ought to be enough. She said there will be no
losses. If there will be no losses, why do we need a
no-compensation clause? If, as the minister says, we
will get more fish and bigger fish, who will have to
sue? It is a falsehood.
This is a fundamental principle. I am grateful to the
president of the Victorian National Parks Association,
who has made available to me the report of the World
Commission on Dams, entitled Dams and
Development — A New Framework for Decision
Making.
Mr Steggall interjected.
Mr PERTON — I thank the honourable member
for Swan Hill; it is an interesting document. In the case
of dams, for instance, it states clearly that while they
provide a definite benefit for the community those who
will be disadvantaged need to be engaged in the
process, and compensation needs to be made available
to them.
I have received letter after letter from people involved
in the environmental movement and ordinary citizens
who have written to me — —
Ms Duncan interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member for Gisborne has been
interjecting continually for about 10 minutes. I ask her
to try to tone it down a little so the Chair can hear the
debate.
Mr PERTON — People understand innately that if
you take away someone’s livelihood or business for a
public good, you have to provide them with
compensation. I have many other documents, but given
that my friend — —
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Mulder — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, you have clearly given the golden girls on the
government benches far too much latitude. I cannot
hear what the honourable member for Doncaster is
saying.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
I do not believe it is a point of order. However, it is
quite obvious to the Chair that the honourable member
for Bendigo East is interjecting from out of her place,
and, as I said before, the honourable member for
Gisborne has continually interjected for the past
10 minutes. I ask them to refrain from interjecting so
the Chair can hear what is going on.
Mr PERTON — In the words of the minister, there
is no justification for a no-compensation clause. No
argument is being put forward by the National Party or
the Independents, who are trying to hold the
government to its charter, against the Liberal opposition
moving to delete the clause. I find it extraordinary that
there is a feeling of threat in the air. It started this
morning with the pretty seamy article in which the
Premier made threats about the bill, and it got worse at
about 3.00 p.m. when the minister gave notice of her
motion.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PERTON — The line taken by the Labor
members who are sitting in this place and shouting at a
speaker for the Liberal Party is unusual. I suspect they
are embarrassed. According to the papers office the last
time a motion was before the house seeking leave for a
bill to be withdrawn and discharged was in 1988 during
the term of the previous Labor government. The
process occurs once every 20 years and is normally
reserved for bills that have got it seriously wrong and
have to be withdrawn by the government for redrafting.
In this case the government is holding a gun to the
heads of the environment movement, the Liberal Party
and other members of Parliament.
It may be that the government and the opposition are
not that far apart. If the ministers are truthful when they
say no-one will be a loser, there are procedures that can
be put in place to make sure people get their rightful
compensation. It may be that fishers will get
compensation under the government’s transition
scheme, but what about the bloke who built the lobster
storage facility at Port Campbell? Will he receive funds
under the government’s scheme? I think not. The
honourable member for Warrnambool and other
honourable members representing coastal areas will
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give other examples in their contributions to the debate,
if it proceeds. It is important not only that fishers
receive compensation for their losses but also that
operators of enterprises associated with fishing are
covered.
It has been a nine-year process involving
4500 submissions. In theory the matter could be
debated for 40 or 50 hours just by reading from the
submissions and the heartfelt thoughts of Victorians
and people overseas. It is clear that marine national
parks are right for Victoria and that they will make it an
environmental leader.
Mr Spry interjected.
Mr PERTON — As the honourable member for
Bellarine said, their time has come. In providing for that
great public good we have to make sure that everyone
will be a winner — that people who enjoy parks for
their innate beauty will be winners; that the fisher
communities will be winners; and that coastal
communities will be winners. We know that with most
areas of human progress and change some people lose
out. The honourable member for Warrnambool has
rightly pointed out that people in the Port Campbell
area are likely to lose income as a result of the
establishment of a marine national park.
Mr Spry interjected.
Mr PERTON — The honourable member for
Bellarine will be able to point to other examples, as will
other honourable members. Those in the community
who are genuinely committed to the environment and
having strong coastal societies and communities must
make sure that no-one suffers when marine national
parks are created. If we are to make up the losses to the
people who are affected — not just in money; the Labor
Party seems to think a few coins are sufficient — it will
require a genuine commitment to the social and
economic development of those communities.
Each community of Corner Inlet, Queenscliff, Apollo
Bay, Lorne, Port Campbell, Portland or Port Fairy is
made up of a deep, rich culture. The fishermen form a
central part of those communities.
Mr Mulder — Hardworking people.
Mr PERTON — Hardworking people, as the
honourable member for Polwarth said. Historically their
industry is focused around fishing. Victoria now has
tourism and other sources of funds, but those people
who make their living from the sea are the salt of the
earth — people about whom films are made, books are
written, visions are drawn. In setting up marine national
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parks we, as a community understanding our culture
and our history, should not allow those people to be
destroyed or allow their families to lose their incomes
or places in society.
The opposition does not ask for much. It is asking the
Labor government to take away its threat; to say it will
not move its motion tomorrow and is prepared to sit
down with the fishing communities, the fishermen and
the Liberal and National parties and come to an
accommodation to enable marine national parks to be
implemented and implemented with dignity.
Ms Duncan — Author, author!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
I have requested the honourable member for Gisborne
to remain silent on three occasions. Her interjections
have been non-stop, and I do not appreciate her
clapping in the house.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — It is
my dubious pleasure to join the debate on the National
Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine Sanctuaries)
Bill. I say ‘dubious’ because I join a farcical debate.
The Parliament is being abused by the Labor
government. This open, honest and accountable Labor
government has gone through the introduction stages of
this bill, but all that was rendered meaningless today
when the Minister for Environment and Conservation
announced that tomorrow she will withdraw the bill. It
is tragic for the people upon whom the legislation
impacts. It is also tragic because the aims and ideals of
the creation of marine parks are supported by the
National Party. I will go through the terms of the
legislation shortly. For the Minister for Environment
and Conservation to treat the Parliament in this way —
where honourable members are going through this
process knowing that tomorrow it will amount to
nothing — is reprehensible.
The well-publicised perspective of the National Party
differs somewhat from that of its colleagues in the
Liberal Party. It opposes the bill on two bases.
Ms Allen interjected.
Mr RYAN — You are out of your place and out of
your depth, and you ought to get up in your seat or be
quiet!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
I support the Leader of the National Party. The
honourable member for Benalla is out of her place and
is being disorderly. I have requested government
members to refrain from interjecting.
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Mr RYAN — The National Party is opposed to the
legislation on two bases. Firstly, the bill is flawed
because it should not contain no-take zones; secondly,
it is flawed because of the section 85 provisions. On
both counts the legislation should not proceed. As I
have said for some months, the National Party will
oppose the bill. If the legislation proceeded to a vote the
National Party would pursue the course I have outlined.
Unfortunately, that is now doomed and will not happen.
Nevertheless, the procedures of this place require me to
participate in this farce.
The National Party does not accept the validity of the
Environment Conservation Council (ECC) report. It
believes it is flawed in various respects that I will refer
to shortly. The National Party promised the public that
it would amend the legislation. Its amendments have
been distributed, and I will speak to them in the course
of my contribution. I also intend to move a reasoned
amendment, the purpose of which is to have the
legislation withdrawn and redrafted so that appropriate
account may be taken of people’s rights and the matter
can proceed on a basis that gives due regard to the fact
that the section 85 provisions are not needed.
If it is timely, Mr Acting Speaker, I will move:
That all the words after ‘That’ be omitted with the view of
inserting in place thereof the words ‘this bill be withdrawn
and redrafted so as to:
(a) provide for a state-funded scheme to compensate any
person who suffers loss or damage as a result of the
provisions of the bill in relation to:
(i)

any alteration to the force of effect of, or to any
rights conferred or arising under, the Fisheries Act
1955 or regulations made under it, or any authority
or instrument under such act or regulations; or

(ii) the creation or existence of a marine national park
or a marine sanctuary under the National Parks Act
1975; and
(b) ensure that the Supreme Court’s powers are retained in
relation to such scheme’.

That process would enable the retention of rights on the
part of those who suffer as a consequence of the
introduction of the legislation and would remove the
necessity for the imposition of the section 85
provisions.
The government has patently misled the people of
Victoria about this legislation. Over the past few days,
and particularly since the National Party issued a
release in my name about a fortnight ago, it has become
obvious that the government was not going to get the
section 85 statements through the house because it
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could not get the 45 votes representing an absolute
majority. That was absolutely plain.
Subsequent to my announcement, the minister publicly
conceded that at least one of those section 85
statements was a mistake. The Minister for Energy and
Resources in another place gave an indication to the
Parliament — if not an undertaking — that the
government would move amendments to ensure that at
least one of the section 85 provisions was deleted.
Yet what do we have? We are now well and truly into
this debate. The honourable member for Doncaster, as
shadow minister, has made his contribution for the
Liberal Party and I am now making my contribution on
behalf of the National Party, yet we are still without the
amendments that were promised by the government
and flagged to the public at large.
If you wanted an indicator of the absolute chicanery of
this government, not only in relation to this bill but
generally, you would not find it better exemplified than
it is here. Once again the government has deliberately
misled the public of Victoria. It has lied to the people of
Victoria by saying that at least one of the section 85
statements came into the bill by mistake. Talk about
shooting the messenger! I will return to that point in a
moment.
Then to compound the sin, the government told
Victorians that it would move amendments to
accommodate that mistake, and yet here we are in the
course of the debate and absolutely nothing has
happened. That is a commentary on this legislation and
on this government.
If circumstances were different, this legislation would
have all the makings of a good book. It has all the
elements of a bestseller: there is plenty of fact and a lot
of fiction, and there is history, romance, pathos, irony
and treachery. I will talk about those various elements,
starting with the element of treachery. This Labor
government in Victoria is at its very best when dealing
with the issue of treachery.
I will turn to the section 85 provisions and trace their
history. In the course of the second-reading speech the
minister referred to the section 85 statements, and she
actually read them into Hansard. Those of us who have
been in the Parliament for more than 5 minutes know
that there is a detailed process by which section 85
provisions make their way into a bill. They do not get
there by accident; they get there by absolute design and
with the full knowledge of the minister and the
government of the day. It is a protracted process. When
the coalition was in government, if you wanted to bring

Tuesday, 12 June 2001

in a piece of legislation containing a section 85
provision that precluded people from being able to
claim their rights, you had to go through about seven or
eight different stages to enable that to happen, including
reporting it to the party room and referring to it in the
second-reading speech, as required under the
Constitution Act.
There is no mistake about the section 85 provisions
appearing in this bill. This is a constructive endeavour
on the part of the government to destroy the rights of
people in two ways. It did it constructively by setting it
out in the course of the proposed legislation in two
places, and it did so on the basis of what the minister
read into Hansard in the course of her second-reading
speech. Where in the bill did she do so?
The minister did so in clause 19. I will not read it in
detail, but clause 19 refers to proposed section 48B,
which specifies that no compensation will be payable.
The construction of that section is interesting. Proposed
section 48B(1)(a) provides that there is a general
prohibition on being able to claim compensation for
any alteration to the force or effect of or to any rights
conferred or otherwise arising under a licence, permit
or other authority issued under the act. That in itself is
instructive, because in the first of the section 85
provisions a blanket prohibition has been incorporated.
That blanket prohibition is way outside the ambit of
what the bill is considering, and funnily enough it is
inserted after section 48 of the Fisheries Act, which
deals in sections 44 to 48 inclusive with a range of
provisions, all of which relate to recreational fishing.
This blanket prohibition has been inserted after the
recreational fishing provisions in the principal act. It
says in general that no compensation will be payable if
there is an amendment to any licence issued under the
terms of this legislation or a permit or an authority —
that is, no-one will be able to claim compensation! In
addition, even if there is an order in council changing
an order, a notice, a direction or a plan — changing
anything under the Fisheries Act — no-one can claim
compensation.
I ask, rhetorically of course, why would a government
put that in this bill? What does that have to do with this
legislation? How did it get into this legislation by
accident, as we are told? However did that happen, I
ask rhetorically.
The bill then refers to, firstly, having application in the
event of a loss being sustained because of the creation
of a marine national park, and secondly, the existence
of such a marine national park. Inserted after the
recreational provisions of the Fisheries Act is a
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prohibition upon anybody being able to claim losses
arising from the implementation of this legislation.
Mr Acting Speaker, if you were a cynic you might well
be forgiven for thinking that what the government
wanted to do here was to get at a range of people — not
only the people in the fishing industry but anybody and
everybody who was associated with the provision of
facilities or services to the fishing industry at large. I
think of my own electorate and the people I represent in
this debate. Corner Inlet is in my electorate, and that is
the focus of my contribution because I can talk about it
from personal experience. I think of all the people in the
towns around the area who in various ways, shapes and
forms provide services, facilities and goods to the
recreational as well as the commercial fishing industry.
They are shut out by the terms of that provision, and I
cannot help but wonder why it is so.
Clause 26 of the bill inserts another section 85
provision after section 144 of the Fisheries Act.
Proposed section 144 refers to the limitation of
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. Clause 26 contains
almost exactly the same provision as referred to in
clause 19. The wording is all but identical. The
government has inserted the same wording in two
places in this bill — a bill which is supposed to relate to
marine parks.
This is conduct of the worst kind, because it is treachery
and stealth directed at not only people directly
employed in the industry but also those who benefit
from being able to fish in the marine waters of Victoria
where they choose, currently subject only to the small
qualifications in our general legislative base. Is it any
wonder that the people of Victoria are concerned about
the way these provisions have made their way into the
bill? Is it any wonder that when the minister comes to
the public forums and says, ‘We made a mistake, but it
was the solicitors who did it. Heavens to Betsy, we all
know what they are like! They make mistakes all the
time. They didn’t comply with the drafting instructions,
but don’t panic, we are going to fix it’, there is silence?
Is it any wonder that people view this bill with such
absolute disdain? It cuts to the heart of this whole
process. That is probably its worst feature because it
sends a message that this government has deliberately
and constructively set out to mislead Victorians, to
achieve outcomes that are unfair and unjust to them,
and to do it by trying to pull the wool over their eyes.
That is the first example of the treachery provisions.
Then we have such little gems as the correspondence
which the Minister for Environment and Conservation
indulges in. Indeed, I have with me from my electorate
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part of an edition of the Yarram Standard News of
6 June, in which she has written a letter to the editor
headed ‘95 per cent business as usual in Corner Inlet’.
In the course of that letter, the minister sets out a series
of facts which she purports to be the facts justifying the
government’s position. Leaving all the preamble aside,
she says, first:
Marine national parks would provide a high level of
protection to some of the state’s most valuable fish nurseries,
generating more and bigger fish for everyone.

What a joy that is!
Where is this in the material presented in the report?
Where is the justification for this supposition, which is
put so fluently by the minister? In the article she says:
Just 5 per cent of Victoria’s coastal waters would be included,
leaving nearly 95 per cent still available for all forms of
fishing …

That is another furphy that government members have
been trotting out and is constructed on the basis that this
issue is all about the amount of coastline being reserved
for the purpose. As I have said to the minister many
times in different forums, ‘If all we’re talking about is
5 per cent’ — and that is the important part — ‘I’ll give
you 5 per cent. I’ll give you 10 per cent! I’ll give you a
good chunk of the Ninety Mile Beach down in
Gippsland, and that’ll give you much more than 5 per
cent. That’ll give you nearer 10 per cent!’. Of course,
the government’s answer would be, ‘We don’t want to
do that. It doesn’t contain the areas we want to attack.
That’s the wrong area for our purpose’.
Additional chicanery is highlighted when the minister
and government members talk about 5 per cent being of
any relevance. It is absolute nonsense, because as
honourable members know, the location of the 5 per
cent is the issue, not the 5 per cent in itself. The 5 per
cent does not matter two damns.
The minister goes on to say:
Not one pier, jetty, wharf or boat-launching ramp has been
included in the plan.

Mr Acting Speaker, I have got news for her about
Corner Inlet. I do not think it has a pier or a jetty, but
there might be a wharf and couple of boat-launching
ramps. She makes a wonderful assertion to the effect of,
‘Don’t worry about it. All those assets are going to be
protected’. Her comments do not even apply to the
Corner Inlet area, to which this letter is devoted. She
says:
The process of reaching a decision on marine national parks
took nearly 10 years and 4500 submissions were considered.
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The government has to make the decision. This process
started in 1991 under the previous Labor government,
and it has gone on ever since. The report has come to
the government and it has to make the call. The article
continues:
In response to concerns by the Corner Inlet commercial
fishers, the Bracks government has reduced the size of the
proposed park there by 40 per cent compared to the original
proposal, while providing a high level of protection to
precious fish-breeding grounds.
So, for the Corner Inlet community, it’s business as usual in
95 per cent of the area.

And this is the part that is the final rub for the people
down there: originally 2100 hectares was proposed to
be the subject of the reserve, so the fishermen put
together a sum of money — some $13 000-odd — and
constructed an excellent submission. They put a case to
the government saying that what it was wanting to do
was simply unnecessary and that there were preferable
options that could be relied upon.
But what was the fishermen’s reward for spending
$13 000-odd and putting in the detailed submission, a
copy of which I have in my hand? When the interim
report came out the area had been enlarged to
4000 hectares! That was the reward. Those fishermen
had the temerity to spend their hard-earned money and
put a well-argued case to the government, so the
government enlarged the area to about 4000 hectares.
Now I will tell you the last bit, Mr Acting Speaker, and
this is the terrific bit. When the Environment
Conservation Council report was released, what did the
government do? It brought the area back to
2100 hectares, where it had started originally — and
that is what the minister talks about as being a reduction
of 40 per cent. That is what these people are dealing
with. It is an absolutely disgraceful performance for the
government to talk about that as being representative of
the requirements for the purpose of being able to do
what is contained in this legislation.
Just in passing, clause 16 contains another little pearl.
Proposed section 45A(4) provides that a person in a
marine national park in a boat must not possess fish that
are no longer allowed to be caught. The penalty is
$10 000 or six months jail. The difficulty with this is
that there is a reverse onus of proof. Although the
legislation accepts that you are entitled to move to and
from the shortest points outside the marine area, if you
are inside that area you bear the onus of establishing
that that was why you were doing that. It is not a
question of that having to be proven against you; you
have to prove your innocence. Again, it is the sort of
thing people are absolutely appalled about.
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I compare this to the approach taken by the former
government in relation to the scallop fishermen — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
Honourable members will calm down so that we may
all listen to the Leader of the National Party.
Mr RYAN — Years ago, the scallop fishermen in
Port Phillip Bay were told that they would have to go,
and they accepted that. As the government of the day
we went to the industry and said, ‘Now, that’s the fact
of it. You’ll have to go’. We negotiated with the
industry. Discussions continued back and forth. We
were going to buy their licences from them. As I recall,
the original offer was $80 000 for each licence; there
were about 70 or 80 licences. In the end we negotiated
with them, and I was involved in the negotiations, and
arrived at a price of $125 000 per licence. Eventually it
came to about $10 million, or something of that order,
and they were paid out for the licences.
With all of that in place we introduced legislation with
a section 85 provision in it because the whole process
had been based on working through the industry. The
industry negotiated with the government — not
necessarily happily, but it did so and accepted that what
was going to happen was inevitable — and reached an
outcome that was tested in the courts and found by the
courts to be reasonable. That is the way the process
should operate. But that is not what is happening here.
Ms Duncan interjected.
Mr RYAN — Oh no, that is not happening. The
government wants to inflict upon these people the death
of a thousand cuts. It wants to push the fishermen out of
their established areas where they have been able to
demonstrate, particularly in Corner Inlet, that they fish
responsibly: they have not damaged the resource; they
have a code of practice. I will talk about that in a few
minutes. They have done all of those things and done so
responsibly over the past 15 years, since Corner Inlet
became a marine reserve, which it is today.
In effect, today Corner Inlet is a marine park. It will
quarantine 2100 hectares of that corner and say the
fishermen cannot fish in it, so they will inevitably be
forced out. That is like death by a thousand cuts. The
government knows the fishermen cannot get
replacement catches elsewhere. They will simply lose
by not being able to access those waters. It is
commonsense; it is as plain as a pikestaff. In time those
people will be forced out, and that should not happen. It
is unfair and unjust.
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Ms Duncan — It is a financial package.
Mr RYAN — The honourable member for
Gisborne says by interjection that it is a financial
package. The government has allowed for $1.2 million
in transitional funding in a total package of $40 million.
Isn’t that a joke? Honest to God! One abalone licence is
now worth about $6 million on the open market.
Mr Ingram interjected.
Mr RYAN — I should ask others in the chamber for
confirmation of that figure. They might be able to tell
me more accurately.
Mr Ingram — It is $5.5 million.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr RYAN — Thank you! Any advance on five and
a half?
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr RYAN — No, I will accept the judgment of the
honourable member for Gippsland East, who says it is
$5.5 million. Do I need to go any further? The proposal
is to pay $1.2 million in total, whereas one abalone
licence, of which there are about 73 in Victoria, costs
$5.5 million. Let’s not spend more time on the matter,
because it is a joke.
I spoke earlier about the history of these areas. Corner
Inlet is steeped in history, and its waters have been
fished for about 120 years. Some of its fishers, both
commercial and recreational, are fourth, fifth and
six-generation members of the industry.
In its excellent document entitled A Counterproposal to
Protect Mangroves and Saltmarsh — Fish and Nursery
Grounds, the Corner Inlet Fisheries Habitat Association
has included a quantity of commercial data to
demonstrate the significance of the local waters. For
example, of the total Victorian commercial catch, the
following proportions are taken from Corner Inlet: King
George whiting, 49 per cent; sea garfish, 36 per cent;
rock flathead, 71 per cent; southern calamari, 21 per
cent; flounder, 38 per cent; gummy shark, a virtually
negligible proportion; and silver trevally, 23 per cent.
Another table shows the proportion of the total
Australian catch of various species taken from Corner
Inlet. The bottom line is that Corner Inlet is a
significant contributor to Victoria’s fishery industry.
A code of practice has been in place since 1992. The
code is set out on page 19 of this excellent submission
to which I have been referring. Time being against me,
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I cannot read it into Hansard, but it is there for all to
see. In essence, the fishermen organise themselves to
make sure the areas are not overfished — and they have
complied faithfully with that. The takes from Corner
Inlet since 1992 demonstrate without doubt the
contention I have made on the fishermen’s behalf —
namely, that a management plan that incorporates the
stakeholders and ensures that all those with an acute
interest in the resource are involved in its management
produces the desired outcome. There is no need for the
actions proposed in the legislation.
On page 3 of their submission the authors offer a
counterproposal to the ECC report. As I have already
said, their reward for doing so was a thoroughgoing
whack, because the proposed 2100 hectares was
increased to 4000!
As I said, the bill proposes to take out about
2100 hectares of Corner Inlet, which represents about
30 per cent of the catch for most of the fishermen. That
will cause a problem. The history of Corner Inlet,
including the way it has been fished over the years and
current practices, shows there is no need to include the
no-take zone in the bill, let alone a section 85 provision.
The bill produces bucketloads of pathos. It has caused
real grief to the people affected. By way of example,
Wayne and Linda Cripps, who live in Port Franklin,
have four sons. I was down there a couple of Fridays
ago, looking over Port Franklin while we sat and talked
about the legislation. I have also met a number of others
who fish there, including Joe Pinzone and Neville
Clarke and his family. There are about 15 to
18 commercial fishers there, as well as an enormous
number of people who fish the area on a recreational
basis.
They are all good people, and they are all under siege
because of this legislation. They are suffering a death of
a thousand cuts, as I said before. What will Wayne
Cripps say to his four boys in time to come when they
want to fish? Because of the government’s actions they
will not be able to fish on Corner Inlet.
As a government member said by interjection a short
while ago, the $40 million package includes
$1.2 million as a transitional payment. That is nothing
but a vicious joke. Is it any wonder that people are
horrified by the implications of the legislation, let alone
the paucity of the payments it envisages? A big point to
keep in mind is that the government never intended,
and still does not intend, to compensate anyone for
anything under this legislation. Rather, it intends to
make transitional payments.
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There may or may not be job losses in fishing, depending on
whether or not the catch can be secured from other areas
outside parks and sanctuaries.

Another feature of this matter produces more pathos,
because the people concerned are wonderful
environmentalists. Recently four other parliamentarians
and I went out onto Corner Inlet with Wayne Cripps in
response to an invitation extended to all
parliamentarians. Three of us were members of the
National Party and two were members of the Liberal
Party. There was no-one from the Labor Party or from
the Independents. As we travelled across Corner Inlet
we came to understand that the fishing areas are a small
part of the inlet as a whole, because as it empties with
the ebbing tide much of the inlet becomes dry. The
water disappears out to sea, leaving only the channel
areas. The local people know those areas well, respect
them, fish them carefully and care for them.

Pausing there, of course it cannot be secured outside
parks and sanctuaries. Firstly, they have to go one way
to the open ocean, and they will not do that because it is
not where they fish and they are not licensed to do it.
Secondly, by its very nature, effectively taking away
30 per cent of the catch area from these fishermen
essentially means you are trying to cramp the rest of
them into the remaining space, and that cannot be done.
The report continues:

For them to be cast in the mould of people doing
damage, as seems to be the popular theory in this place,
is fiction and an injustice. In the counterproposal the
local people presented to the government, it is clear that
they have an absolute and genuine love of the sea.

That is what the document says: it says that Victoria
wide potentially 39 jobs could be lost in the commercial
fishing industry through the application of what this
report proposes. There are a few other bits in brackets,
and the report goes on:

The much-vaunted ECC final report entitled Marine
Coastal and Estuarine Investigation raises the question
of adverse impacts. At page 14 the report states that the
anticipated impact on commercial fishing may result in
employment losses of around 0.3 per cent in some
coastal communities. I went through this document to
find where this information comes from and where
0.3 per cent comes in. At appendix 4, which is buried at
the back of the document, you find the source with the
figures on how this conclusion was reached.

… but we do not believe this would be the case. In any event,
this (unlikely) potential for some 39 lost jobs in fishing is
equivalent to just 0.3 per cent of all employment in the towns
that are located near to the proposed marine parks and
sanctuaries.

Interestingly this report, which was commissioned by
the ECC and prepared by an organisation called
Essential Economics Pty Ltd, talks about basing its
calculations on Australian Bureau of Statistics figures
for 1992, which were updated in 1996, and about all
sorts of assumptions about the work force and about the
people employed in the fishing industry. It finally
makes a cost-benefit analysis on an area encompassing
Foster, Port Franklin, Port Welshpool and Toora, all
being in the immediate area around Corner Inlet.
At page 24 the report states:
The proposed changes to marine reserves in proximity to
Foster, Port Franklin, Port Welshpool and Toora do not
present any adverse implications for the industry structure of
the towns.

That is just an absolute and utter unmitigated joke. I
hesitate to use the word ‘lie’, but it is a joke. Anybody
who knows those areas would be appalled to see that
statement, and quite rightly so. But worse is to follow.
At page 30, where it talks about potential employment
impacts, the report states:

In the unlikely event that none of the lost catch is sourced
from other areas, the possible loss of employment for fishers
could involve up to 39 jobs …

I could go on. What an absolute farce! I am taking only
one isolated and narrow aspect of this report, and it is
replete with many more, which is why I say the
document cannot be accepted. With due respect to my
colleague the honourable member for Doncaster, that
document is false in many of its assertions, because the
bases of those assertions is factually wrong. It is an
issue that has consistently been put by the people whom
I represent in my electorate, and indeed right across
Victoria.
I have spoken about the irony in this. One of the
greatest and saddest ironies is that we all want the same
end result in the sense of the preservation and
protection of our marine waters, but what we are
arguing about and what we defer on is the mechanics of
doing it. The National Party has said, ‘Don’t turn your
backs on these people, and don’t dismiss them,
patronise them and insult them; they want to work with
the government to get an outcome that suits everybody,
and it can be done’. That is why National Party
members have advanced options over these past few
days, and are renewing them today. In doing so we are
conscious of places such as the Great Barrier Reef:
people can fish recreationally on 96 per cent of the reef
and commercially on up to 50 per cent of it.
That is why the National Party has put an alternative
today. Basically it is this: it is prepared to accept the

ADJOURNMENT
Tuesday, 12 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

marine parks but not on the basis of blanket bans. It is
prepared to retain the no-take zones at Bunurong, but
suggests that research be undertaken by the Marine and
Freshwater Resources Institute under terms to be agreed
upon over a period of five years, and that that research
benefit Victorian waters and relate to Victorian
conditions.
The National Party does not accept the section 85
provisions for the reasons I have outlined. It says
strongly that there should be management of these
marine park areas, if they are created, on a basis of
fishery management plans. It should be ensured that
licence conditions are complied with, that marine park
management plans are in place, and that those plans
involve all the stakeholders who are engaged in the use
of these magnificent corners, not only at Corner Inlet
but also those around the coast.
The National Party has put a proposition to the
government. Its members implore the government to
give it serious consideration, because it is put on a
serious basis on behalf of a party with an established
commitment to the environment through all the work it
historically has done on the land, and which it is happy
to have happen in respect of the sea as well.
I spoke before of the romance involved in the book I
am going to write. Honourable members should go
down there, talk to Wayne Cripps and his wife, Linda,
and see their commitment to and desire to contribute to,
not detract from, Corner Inlet and the marine
environment there. I believe honourable members
would then have a different point of view about the
legislation before us.
Finally I want to refer to a letter I received today from
Wayne Cripps. It states:
Insofar as the proposed marine park in Corner Inlet is
concerned, despite numerous requests and queries, no reasons
or explanations for its positioning have ever been
forthcoming.

It goes on:
In this inlet, the only effective way of protecting fish
numbers, or indeed increasing them, is to protect breeding
grounds and their environs.
As clearly outlined in the Victorian coastal strategy report
recently published by the NRE the danger to fish and to the
seagrass, in particular, within Corner Inlet, comes not from
fishing but from land-based pollution and contaminants.

It goes on to indicate some of the other problems. After
putting a proposal by way of an option it concludes as
follows:
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This alternative proposal is based upon logic and addresses
the concerns, real or imagined, that relate to this particular
inlet.
There is no scientific basis for a no-take zone in the area
presently proposed and accordingly none has ever been
provided by its proponents.

Wayne Cripps is right. Honourable members ought to
give this a chance, because if they do we will get a
win-win for all people and the bipartisan approach we
so desperately want to bring this home for the benefit of
all Victorians.
Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
Under sessional orders the time has arrived to interrupt
the business of the house. The question is that the house
do now adjourn.

Alfred hospital
Ms McCALL (Frankston) — The issue I raise for
the attention of the Minister for Health, whom I would
very much like to be in the chamber to answer my
question, relates to a constituent of mine, Mrs Carol
Jackson, and the death seven weeks ago of her husband,
Neil.
Mr Neil Jackson was diagnosed with lymphoma and
attended the Alfred hospital over a period of some
months. Some five or six weeks after his first visit he
was diagnosed as suffering from legionnaire’s disease.
While in the midst of some fairly tricky surgery and
chemotherapy for his lymphoma he was seen to be very
greatly suffering from legionnaire’s disease, and I
regret to inform the house that seven weeks ago he died
of the disease.
To date Mrs Carol Jackson has received no death
certificate from the Alfred hospital. She understands,
through her solicitor, that the Alfred has signed the
death certificate but has left the cause of death open,
and that the current death certificate is sitting with the
coroner, who wishes to conduct some further tests.
Mrs Jackson is, quite rightly, very deeply distressed
about this issue. Her husband’s body has been
cremated. She has been informed by the local
crematorium that she cannot deal with his ashes without
the production of a death certificate. Mrs Jackson, again
quite rightly, has gone back to her solicitor and said,
‘This cannot continue. I wish to end the issue and begin
my grieving process for my husband. But more than
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that, without a death certificate I cannot even file for
probate, so I cannot even begin to put my husband’s
things in order and begin to grieve for my husband, and
above all, to gain access to his money’. Mrs Jackson is
fortunate that she has a very supportive family. She also
has an extremely proactive member of Parliament!
I am standing in this chamber tonight saying it is a
disgrace that the Alfred hospital has failed to deal with
this matter and that the Minister for Health in his
cover-up of the legionnaire’s disease affair has clearly
extended unnecessary grief and trauma to Mrs Carol
Jackson, a very worthy member of my electorate.
Where is the minister? I demand an answer and I
demand some action!

Disability services: Reservoir
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) — I raise a matter for
the Minister for Community Services concerning
respite care for people with disabilities. I request that
the minister makes funding available for a respite care
facility in Reservoir. My background is in the care of
people with disabilities, particularly intellectual
disabilities, and I understand how critical it is to provide
families and primary carers of people with disabilities
living at home with respite care. Often that can be the
difference between making and breaking the family.
Increasingly very elderly people are caring at home day
and night for adult children with disabilities. As
somebody who has worked in facilities with the backup
of a lot of staff, it never ceases to amaze me how people
provide care at home. Often the ability to go away for a
weekend or a short holiday can mean the difference
between the carers collapsing altogether and being able
to go on and provide support.
Ultimately it is preferable that the person with
disabilities is able to stay in a family environment rather
than ending up in some form of institution. I understand
that the Great Break program has funds available in the
northern metropolitan region. It has been identified that
a respite care facility would be an appropriate way to
spend those funds. There is a need in my region
because once upon a time there were training centres
such as Kingsbury and Janefield. As well as having
long-term residents they were able to assist families
with a short-term break by providing respite care. With
the closure of those institutions and more
community-based care it is critical to provide respite
care facilities that not only provide a roof over the
heads of people with disabilities but are also able to
provide them with activities in the process.
There is a need for such a facility in my electorate,
particularly for adolescents and young people aged 15
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to 24 with mild intellectual disabilities or physical
disabilities. There are a number of excellent voluntary
organisations that would be able to manage such a
facility. I call on the Minister for Community Services
to commit funds to establish a respite care facility in
Reservoir.

Bridges: Murray River
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I bring to the
attention of the Minister for Transport the continuing
confusion about funding for bridges over the Murray
River between Victoria and New South Wales. I
acknowledge that the minister visited the township of
Cobram a couple of months ago and confirmed that the
Victorian and New South Wales governments would
fund the new bridge across the Murray River between
Cobram and Barooga at a cost of $11 million, and
certainly that statement was welcomed in the
Cobram–Barooga area because the bridge is in a totally
dilapidated condition.
However, it is of great concern that there is no
indication in the budget papers of the funding being
provided for bridges between Victoria and New South
Wales. Everyone is aware that over two years ago the
commonwealth government provided $44 million for
three bridges to be built over the Murray River at
Corowa, Echuca and Robinvale. If one looks at the
budget papers, one finds that $700 000 has been
allocated in the next financial year for Murray River
bridges. The budget papers also indicate that over the
next three years $40.5 million is being allocated for
main arterial roads in country areas and link bridges.
Further there is a mention of the bridges at Corowa,
Echuca, Robinvale and Cobram, but no break-up of the
funding being provided. The concern is to know when
the funding for the bridges will be provided and at what
cost.
The budget papers presented to the New South Wales
Parliament show a totally different picture. For
instance, the bridge at Howlong is totally funded by the
two state governments at a total estimated cost of
$13.5 million; $12.7 million has been spent to date and
$800 000 is to be spent in the next financial year to
complete the bridge. Presumably that is with funding
from the two state governments. The estimated cost of
the Corowa bridge is $15 million; $1.4 million has been
spent to date and $6.35 million is to be spent in the next
financial year. The New South Wales budget provides
funding for the bridges at Robinvale and Echuca and
indicates when it will be spent.
The people of north-eastern Victoria and along the
Murray River want to know what is being provided to
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fund the Victorian government’s commitment to build
the bridges. They also want to be assured that the
federal funding which was allocated over two years ago
will not be jeopardised so that a situation arises where
the federal government will not provide any more
money — —
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Knox hospital

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.

Mr WELLS (Wantirna) — The matter of concern I
raise for the attention of the Minister for Health relates
to the Knox public hospital. I urge the minister to take
immediate action to have that facility built. I raise the
concern because comments made by the Premier are
reported in last week’s Knox Leader in an article
headed ‘New hospital ruled out’, which states:

Geelong Business and Trade Centre,
Southbank

Premier Steve Bracks has again ruled out a new hospital for
Knox, confirming the state government was looking for
another use for the former Wantirna drive-in cinema site.

Mr LONEY (Geelong North) — I raise a matter for
the consideration of the Minister for Local Government
concerning the failed Geelong Business and Trade
Centre at Southbank, otherwise known as the Geelong
Embassy. This particular company, as it is, was
established in June 1999 under the then mayor Ken
Jarvis in a blaze of publicity about how great it was
going to be. It has since failed, leaving a trail of
creditors, severe embarrassment to the council and a
potential $500 000 liability for Geelong ratepayers.

Mr Bracks said at last month’s community cabinet meeting
that the government owned the site, which had been
earmarked for a hospital by the previous government.

My understanding is that Mayor Jarvis not only
established the so-called embassy but also drove the
project as a pet icon of his mayoralty. It was established
in mid-1999, when the council resolved to set up the
embassy. By February 2000 the council had agreed to
give a $200 000 line of credit to the company operating
outside of the council — at arm’s length, as they say. I
am advised that when the resolution was put to the
council Mayor Jarvis did not advise that it required the
approval of the Minister for Local Government to be
sought and received. The council voted on it without
knowing that. An arrangement was entered into with
the Bendigo Bank for some $200 000, as I said.
I understand that both actions of the mayor — that is,
having the council enter into an arrangement with a
company and being involved with a company with
council staff as directors and then the offering of a line
of credit through that entrepreneurial activity —
required that the approval of the minister be sought and
given. I am advised that that was never done, that the
mayor had no discussion with the then minister,
Minister Maclellan, and that before the February 2000
vote no discussions were held with the current Minister
for Local Government. The actions of the mayor are
possibly illegal.
I ask that the minister investigate the circumstances
surrounding the City of Greater Geelong’s entry into
this company and the offer of the line of credit, and
further I ask him to advise the house if the council acted
illegally.

The situation with the hospital is that the Labor
government has once again forgotten the outer east.
This attack on the health needs of the people of Knox
and the outer east is reprehensible and a sad indictment
of the Bracks Labor government that shows how out of
touch it really is. The people of Knox have been dealt a
bitter blow by the government’s decision to axe the
Knox public hospital.
That is in direct contrast to what was promised by the
previous coalition government, which in acquiring the
land promised a 300-bed, world-class tertiary education
hospital that would alleviate waiting lists and address a
number of other health issues confronting the people of
Knox.
This is a very important matter for the people in
Wantirna, Knox and Bayswater, and in particular the
voters in the by-election for the federal seat of Aston.
When they cast their votes on 14 July they will have
seen a clear contrast between Liberal and Labor. The
previous government was prepared to build a new
hospital and meet the health requirements of the outer
east, and Labor will leave the people of Aston out in the
cold.
I ask the Minister for Health to address this concern
immediately, so the people of Aston know exactly
where the minister stands in regard to the Knox public
hospital.

Kids Under Cover
Mr CARLI (Coburg) — I seek the assistance of the
Minister for Community Services in supporting the
work of a great volunteer organisation called Kids
Under Cover, which was set up by private businesses to
assist kids under protective care to be given housing or
bungalows. It is a fantastic organisation. I am seeking
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the minister’s support for the organisation to extend its
work into the northern suburbs.
Recently I had passed on to me a letter from one child
who received a bungalow from Kids Under Cover. He
explains how wonderful that was. Previously he had to
share a room with his big sister and her little son. He
was not able to study, missed school and was not able
to work. He was in a situation where he could not get
organised and he could not get on. Since Kids Under
Cover provided the bungalow he has been able to
resume his studies and get a part-time job, and his big
sister and her son are able to have a room for
themselves. He says what a wonderful organisation
Kids Under Cover is and what a big difference it has
made in his life.
The organisation was set up in 1998 by individuals and
private companies. It was basically an effort to help
homeless children and those under protective care.
Over time it has sought and received various levels of
government assistance. Clearly, the government’s
assistance is multiplied by the voluntary work and the
private funds generated through its networks. It is
trying to extend its activities, and part of that is to
provide help in the northern suburbs of Melbourne.
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coming in, with the card system being removed and
councils going to the computer system. Everyone was
well aware of the change and knew there would be
difficulties. The government has shown a complete lack
of compassion about the impact on ratepayers of its
flawed introduction of rating changes. On
14 November last year I tabled a petition with
3000 signatures from the people of Yarraville and the
surrounding area, and on 29 November I tabled another
petition with almost 3000 signatures on it.
The massive rate rises have been unexpected. Many
people are asset rich and income poor and are finding it
absolutely impossible to pay the rates. While the
problem arises in part because of High Court decisions
and a new system, it can be solved, but councils need
assistance to do so. Councils are finding it harder to
find funds and to provide a reasonable level of services.
The funding shortfall has also caused rates to be
increased to solve the problem for the time being — it
is a never-ending circle.
I ask the minister to take the matter seriously and to
help councils solve the problem and improve
ratepayers’ bills this year.

Disability services: Wyndham
Having looked at the work of Kids Under Cover, all I
can say is it is a praiseworthy community organisation
that provides a valuable service. Certainly the response
from children who have received bungalows or rooms
has been extremely positive. It has made an enormous
difference in their lives. The organisation needs both
the support it has received from the community and
further support. As I said, the support given to it is
multiplied because it gets private funds and a helluva
lot of assistance from volunteers.

Local government: rates
Ms BURKE (Prahran) — The matter I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Local Government
concerns the funding nightmare that has engulfed local
government in Victoria. I ask the minister to take action
on the amount of unpaid rates that is burdening
Victorian councils — it is currently more than
$65 million. That figure represents only the
metropolitan areas; it does not include shires and is
likely to be much higher when the unpaid rates of rural
and regional councils are taken into account.
The mismanagement of the revaluation process by the
government has been apparent through its lack of
concern about the largely unjustifiable rate rises that
have created a funding nightmare for local government.
It was clear to everybody that a new system was

Ms GILLETT (Werribee) — I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Community Services. I ask
her to advise me of the support she is able to provide
for the hardworking and largely volunteer staff who
make up the wide variety of disability self-help groups
in my electorate and in the broader community. I know
the minister is aware of the outstanding work done by
these wonderful support groups. Some of the groups in
the Werribee and Wyndham areas include People with
Multiple Sclerosis, the Wyndham Acquired Brain
Injuries Support Group, the Wyndham Disability
Advocacy Group and, of particular importance to me
and my family, the Autism Spectrum Support Group,
which is located in Hoppers Crossing.
Many members in this place have had a loved one or a
dear friend who has been affected by some disability or
injury. Some of us who have looked for support know
how precious these organisations and the people
involved in them are.
The Bracks Labor government and the minister are
committed to rebuilding a sense of community in
Victoria and to helping people help themselves and
others. This is a critical way to restore both individual
and community self-esteem. I know how committed the
minister is to achieving this objective for all our
community.
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Biased as I am in these matters, I would say that
Wyndham has some of the finest individuals and
organisations in the disability services self-help area. I
ask the minister if she will look positively on
supporting disability self-help groups in the community
of Wyndham.

Building industry: indemnity insurance
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I raise with the Minister
for Planning the continuing difficulties builders around
Victoria face in obtaining the insurance cover they need
to commence new building projects following the
collapse of the HIH Insurance group. I ask the minister
to work with the Building Control Commission to
review the administration of the state’s building
industry and to look for ways to reduce the risk of a
minority of builders defaulting on their contractual
obligations to consumers. This raises both the cost of
insurance and the requirements and limitations that
insurers are placing on builders.
Increasingly I am receiving reports from builders that
state not only that they cannot obtain insurance but also
that the insurance cover they are being offered requires
so much in bank guarantees or the pledging of personal
assets — or offers cover for an annual value of work so
far below their annual turnover to date — that it is
virtually impossible for them to continue in business.
So far the government has argued that the insurance
market should sort out these issues by setting prices and
conditions to match the risks and that if the market
forces some builders out of the industry it is probably a
good thing. The minister might be content that the big
end of town has been looked after, but this approach
shows a remarkable contempt for the hundreds of
honest and hardworking small builders around the state,
many from country Victoria, who are in fear of losing
their livelihoods.
It also shows an extraordinary lack of understanding of
the role of governments and markets. The market will
price insurance to meet the risks, but the risks are
largely determined by the legal and enforcement regime
the government administers. The government should be
looking to reduce the risks by seeking further ways to
remove dishonest and incompetent builders from the
industry while ensuring that consumers do not pay for
work that has not been done.
The situation was summed up for me most graphically
in a letter from a builder in Euroa. He said that no
matter how good a carpenter you are or how well you
manage your business, in future it will be
extraordinarily hard if not impossible to obtain the
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insurance level required to build a $200 000 residence
for a client. His concern is being echoed by many other
builders around the state.

Disability services: funding
Ms BARKER (Oakleigh) — I ask the Minister for
Community Services what action she will take to
ensure that funds are continually made available for
services that provide disability services programs. This
minister is very aware of the need to provide funds to
ensure that minor works are done and equipment is
upgraded. Such minor works and equipment upgrades
will ensure that people with disabilities can access
quality programs at a range of venues across the state.
Although in many instances the requirements these
services and venues have may seem minor, they are
important. I am aware that a lot of the services in and
around the southern and eastern regions have issues that
need to be addressed, such as upgrading access ramps,
making roof repairs, reglazing, flooring renewal and
painting. That work is vital in ensuring that disability
services are continually upgraded and improved.
As the minister is aware, I am fortunate to have the
Oakleigh Centre for Intellectually Disabled Citizens in
my electorate. It provides an extensive range of
programs and services that include supported
employment and day programs and residential and
recreational services. The minister visited the centre last
year when it celebrated its 50th anniversary, which is
quite a milestone for a provider of disability services.
The centre opened in 1950 as a play group for
preschool-aged children, but it has extended its services
through the years and adapted itself to the needs of the
people in the area. It was one of the first
non-government agencies to become involved in
providing day services.
As I said, the centre runs an extensive supported
employment program that employs about 90 people.
Another innovative thing the centre has done is set up
and run a retail garden nursery, which is quite a focal
point on Warrigal Road. It is a nice nursery, and as well
as providing employment opportunity it also sells some
great plants!
I ask the minister to ensure that the minor works and
equipment upgrades that are desperately needed in
some areas are done. I refer in particular to the building
of access ramps, reglazing and re-flooring. These are
the sorts of things that are required by similar services
and venues throughout Victoria, not only those in the
Oakleigh area. I am sure this minister, who has shown a
great commitment — —
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.

Victoria Police has to ensure that the Sandringham area
is properly serviced.

Police: Sandringham station

Responses

Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — The matter I
raise for the attention of the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services concerns the plans which I hope
are in progress for the redevelopment of a new
Sandringham police station under the local priority
policing program. Simon Russell, the mayor of the City
of Bayside, and Graeme Disney, the former mayor of
the City of Bayside, have both had a keen interest in
ensuring that there is a strong, active and viable police
presence in the Sandringham area.

Mr CAMERON (Minister for Local
Government) — The honourable member for Geelong
North raised a matter concerning the failure of what he
called the Geelong Embassy at Southbank. The
honourable member said that it was set up in mid-1999
when Cr Ken Jarvis was the mayor of the City of
Greater Geelong. Under section 193 of the Local
Government Act a council is able to participate in the
formation of a corporation. In addition, the act sets out
that the council may obtain temporary financial
accommodation by way of overdraft. But that section of
the act makes it very clear that approval must be sought
by the council from both the Minister for Local
Government and the Treasurer.

The honourable member for Oakleigh would recall the
decision making that led to the development of the
Moorabbin police complex on the Nepean Highway,
which was part of a private sector-funded program to
improve police infrastructure in the overall area, and at
the same time there were plans afoot to incorporate a
number of local district stations in this larger police
complex. However, under recent reviews of policing
practices I understand that local priority policing is to
be organised through municipal districts to ensure that
local communities have a strong input into community
policing issues, as the role of community safety through
the work of the police is just one aspect of an
overarching range of roles. Activities and programs
such as Neighbourhood Watch also form a very
important adjunct. Community safety committees,
police liaison committees and road safety committees
all have a role to play in ensuring that there are
appropriate levels of safety and services on the ground.
A number of years ago the Labor Party promised to
build a new police station in Sandringham in 1998.
Although that has not eventuated, there is a prospect
under this new local priority policing program to enable
good infrastructure to be set in place. The honourable
member for Glen Waverley is one member of this
chamber who has always maintained a very keen
interest in law-and-order issues, looking at both
legislative reforms which have assisted local
communities and working on innovative policy
developments. Under the former government a range of
measures relating to the interviewing of suspects, to the
taking of DNA samples or to prison terms all had a
law-and-order emphasis in the wider community. But
the immediate matter of concern, which is now in the
hands of government, is how the government will
respond to the local priority policing program. I ask the
minister to make available to local members and to
councillors of the City of Bayside the plans that

As I cannot recall having received a request from the
City of Greater Geelong about the matter, I will have
inquiries made of my department, although the
honourable member also indicated that that request may
have been made in mid-1999 when the embassy was
originally established. I will cause inquiries to be made
of my department as to whether that procedure was
adopted at that time. The honourable member asked
whether, as a consequence of not seeking approval, if
approval is required, the actions of the council, which
was led by Cr Ken Jarvis at the time, were illegal.
Section 193 very much sets out the law, and if that
section has not been complied with, then the actions of
the council would have been illegal.
The honourable member for Prahran raised a matter
concerning unpaid municipal rates, which are always an
issue for local councils. She also referred to property
revaluation. Honourable members will recall that the
revaluation came about as a result of legislation in
1997, and councils subsequently entering into contract
with valuers in about mid-1999. As a result, some
councils found themselves in difficulties as the
revaluation was conducted well in some parts of the
state but in other parts there were problems. Obviously,
we hope we do not have a repetition of that when the
revaluation is conducted again by councils which has to
be completed by next year.
One difficulty was that the revaluation had not occurred
for so long and as a consequence some councils found
themselves in a situation where some areas of a
municipality had a relatively large increase in property
values vis-a-vis other areas of the municipality.
Certainly my understanding is that in some
municipalities the issue of differential rating will be
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considered. That is certainly one of the things that
councils have to consider in these particular
circumstances.
The revaluation, as I said, did have problems in some
municipalities. Certainly, the Bendigo Advertiser of
11 November 2000 reports the opposition admitting
responsibility for setting up the system used to revalue
property throughout Victoria. The article is headed
‘Libs admit rates fiasco’. Certainly we do not want to
see the fiasco that was experienced in some parts of the
state occur again. We hope councils will take into
account whether there needs to be differential rating.
Ms CAMPBELL (Minister for Community
Services) — The honourable member for Preston raised
the need for a respite facility in the northern suburbs,
particularly in the Reservoir area. I join the honourable
member for Preston in absolutely endorsing the
wonderful work of families who have children with a
disability. I recognise their fantastic contribution to not
only the enhancement of the lives of their sons and
daughters but also to family life in the community
generally.
The Great Break program, which was an initiative of
the Bracks government, provides a range of respite
opportunities for families throughout this state. In
Melbourne’s north we have allocated over $600 000 to
the respite Great Break program. I understand the
honourable member’s concern for the need to have an
actual respite facility. I am happy to say that half of the
allocated funds in Melbourne’s north will be allocated
to a respite facility in Reservoir that will cover the
15-to-24-year age groups. A consultation project was
undertaken by Melbourne’s northern metropolitan
region of the disability services division with both
respite providers and respite users. It aimed to identify
critical issues for the development of services in the
region. The consultation determined that there was a
need to expand the capacity of facility-based respite. To
that end families who have a child aged between 15 and
24 years with an intellectual or mild physical disability
will have access to a respite house.
The objective of the house will be to provide planned,
interesting respite opportunities that are age appropriate
and to encourage a range of developmental
opportunities for the men and women who use it. The
particular focus will be on recreation and community
access. The department has recommended that the
Yooralla Society of Victoria be allocated $370 000 to
ensure an innovative and flexible service model that is
well designed for the target group. I am pleased to
inform the honourable member for Preston that his
representations on the important issue of respite
facilities and respite care generally have been heeded,
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and I trust that his constituents in the northern area and
surrounds will benefit.
The honourable member for Coburg raised the
important issue of providing families with bungalow
accommodation, particularly when children need extra
space but the family cannot afford it. I have previously
come across the wonderful organisation called Kids
Under Cover that was started by a range of committed
business people and community-minded citizens. As a
result of fundraising over a number of years the group
has provided bungalows, primarily to children under
protection who will be able to stay in their family
environments with the help of bungalows funded and
built through Kids Under Cover.
Kids Under Cover has spoken to me on a number of
occasions about the importance of early intervention
work and making sure families do not have to come to
the attention of child protection before they receive
their bungalows. That preventive approach is absolutely
outstanding. I am pleased to inform the honourable
member for Coburg that a grant of $200 000 will allow
the provision of bungalows to 10 families across the
state in addition to the initiatives intended to resolve
family issues post notification to child protection. So, as
well as the child protection work, 10 families will be
provided with early intervention work.
I too read the note from the boy whose life has
improved dramatically as a result of Kids Under Cover,
and I can only compliment those involved in the
organisation: their founding patron, Ken Morgan; other
patrons, Athol Guy, Charles Billich, Tommy
Emmanuel and Daryl Somers; the honorary treasurer,
David Lee; the honorary solicitors, Woodhams
O’Keefe and Company; and their fabulous executive
officer, Ms Dorrington. Their honorary auditors should
also be mentioned, and they are Draper Dillon.
Congratulations to Kids Under Cover. It does a
fabulous job and is working with volunteers in the
corporate world. In relation to the northern suburbs,
which were a particular concern of the honourable
member for Coburg, $9000 will be allocated to Kids
Under Cover for relocation costs for two of its
bungalows that are not being used where they are
currently located.
The honourable member for Werribee — who could
never be accused of being a one-eyed supporter for her
electorate — raised the important work of disability
self-help groups within our community. The Labor
government, with the honourable member for
Werribee, has recognised that self-help groups make a
vital contribution to our Victorian community. That has
been demonstrated by our ongoing commitment to
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assist eligible disability self-help groups across the
community services portfolio.
This year the government has had a disability self-help
funding round, and I am pleased to report that
207 disability self-help groups have been allocated
funding. The government has built on the previous
government’s funding and increased by 11 per cent the
number of groups funded over last year’s funding
round. I am pleased to inform the honourable member
for Werribee that the Autism Spectrum Support Group
based at Hoppers Crossing has been allocated $1200 for
its work; People with Multiple Sclerosis has been
allocated $700 ; the Wyndham Acquired Brain Injury
Support Group, $600; and the Wyndham Disability
Advocacy Group, $1155. So the honourable member
for Werribee can pass that on to her constituents.
The honourable member for Oakleigh raised the need
to ensure minor works and capital upgrades for a range
of quality programs and venues. She particularly spoke
about the Oakleigh Centre, and I endorse her comments
about the centre. I am pleased to say that our
government is absolutely committed to ensuring that
the day programs at a range of different venues around
the state are right up to standard, just as they should be.
A funding round has ensured that the Oakleigh Centre
will be the recipient of $11 440, which it requested to
upgrade glazing throughout the building.
A range of organisations around the state have had the
opportunity to upgrade, for example, their central
heating systems, switchboards and access ramps, redo
their sewer connections, replace vinyl floor coverings,
and so on. People who live and work in these places
will have better facilities from which to operate their
day programs.
The honourable member for Murray Valley raised for
the Minister for Transport an issue regarding the
bridges over the Murray River, and I will pass that on to
the Minister for Transport.
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The honourable member for Wantirna raised the issue
of the proposed privatised hospital at Knox and the
health services in the outer eastern suburbs. In case the
honourable member is not aware of it, I point out to
him that the previous government did not intend to
build the proposed privatised hospital at Knox unless
there was either a closure or a massive downgrading of
the Maroondah and Angliss hospitals.
The documentation I saw on coming into government
clearly shows that the Department of Human Services
stopped all work on that project between December
1998 and January 1999, some 9 or 10 months before
the Kennett government lost office. The documentation
also indicates that the previous government was not
prepared to provide the funding needed to open a new
hospital in the area and that the only way that such a
hospital would be built was if that amount of money
was taken out of existing hospitals. The proposals put
forward to achieve the building of the hospital basically
meant closing or massively downgrading the
Maroondah and Angliss hospitals and major cuts to
other hospitals.
I also point out to the honourable member that he was
the local member of Parliament when his party was in
government for some seven years, and throughout that
period the previous government spent nothing on
building up the acute services at the Maroondah or
Angliss hospitals. By comparison, within 18 months the
Bracks government has already committed
$18.5 million towards developing the health services at
the Maroondah and Angliss hospitals.
I am pleased to advise the honourable member that as a
result of that funding a new emergency department will
be built at Maroondah Hospital. It will replace the
existing unsatisfactory emergency department, and I am
amazed that he allowed that circumstance to continue
for so long.

The honourable member for Sandringham raised for the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services an issue
concerning the development of a new police facility in
Sandringham, particularly focusing on local-priority
policing. I will pass on that matter to the minister.

One of the reasons for the delays at Maroondah
Hospital and ambulance bypasses is the deficient
physical nature of the emergency department. I advise
the honourable member that he should get on board and
support the very positive approach the Bracks
government is taking to develop the Maroondah and
Angliss hospitals through that funding of $18.5 million.

Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — The
honourable member for Frankston raised the
particularly tragic case of a constituent who died of
legionella and a concern about the death certificate. If
the honourable member would give me details of that, I
will do what I can to assist. It may be that it is within
the responsibilities of the coroner, over which I do not
have control, but if I can assist I will.

Unfortunately I did not hear the contribution of the
honourable member for Box Hill, but I understand he
raised the issue of insurance for builders following the
HIH collapse. The honourable member would be aware
that the Minister for Finance is overseeing a very good
program to support builders warranty insurance. A
program costing some $35 million is being supported
by the government. Of course, the honourable member
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for Box Hill would not have put any money whatsoever
towards that, but this government has worked with the
industry to support it. The honourable member would
also be aware that the legislation recently passed
through the house and supported by both sides contains
a provision for an extension of time for the obtaining of
insurance by builders.
Finally, I advise the honourable member that with the
new insurance policies there will be tighter prudential
requirements on builders. In the past one of the reasons
for there being a problem with insurance was that some
of the builders did not have sufficient prudential
support, which led to greater risk. All the players in the
industry, including the building organisations, such as
the Housing Industry Association, the Master Builders
Association and others, agree that there will be tougher
prudential — —
Mr Thompson — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, under the standing orders, or indirectly under
standing orders, this is the first time in my eight and a
half years in Parliament that I have seen only one
person from the other side of the house in the chamber.
It is unfortunate for the Deputy Premier that he does not
have stronger support.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member knows that is not a point of
order.
Mr THWAITES — Honourable members on the
other side complain when ministers do not appear
during the adjournment debate. I will take the
comments of the honourable member for Sandringham
seriously. It may be that honourable members opposite
are not interested when ministers make an attempt to
come into the house. I will be happy to adopt that
approach in the future. Given that the honourable
members opposite are not interested in these
issues — —
Mr Leigh interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Mordialloc will cease
interjecting across the table.
Mr THWAITES — If honourable members
opposite are not interested in listening, I suggest they
read the second-reading speech on the bill so they will
be better educated.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The house stands adjourned until next day.
House adjourned 10.52 p.m.
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The SPEAKER (Hon. Alex Andrianopoulos) took the
chair at 9.37 a.m. and read the prayer.

PETITIONS
The Clerk — I have received the following petitions
for presentation to Parliament:

Police: Mount Waverley
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria sheweth that members believe that a greater police
presence is required to maintain the safety and security of
Mount Waverley residents.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Victorian government
allocates additional resources to increase policing in the
Mount Waverley area.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr WILSON (Bennettswood) (1091 signatures)

Baden Powell Preschool

1931

Marine parks: establishment
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria in response to the ECC report into marine parks and
related issues do hereby call on Parliament to declare the
coastline (including all bays and inlets within) of the state of
Victoria a marine park, we further call on Parliament to
appoint a statutory body comprising all user group
stakeholders within the marine sector to oversee the proper
and impartial management of the resource.
In declaring the marine park, Parliament should not
discriminatorily impose no-take zones on vital stakeholders,
such as recreational anglers, whilst allowing other users
unrestricted access to the resource, or declare vast areas of the
coast and seabed, aquaculture reserves or areas in locations
that are reasonably situated within or adjacent to safe access
points for anglers.
We believe that by merely adopting the recommendations of
the report and declaring marine parks no-take zones and
aquaculture reserves (areas), Parliament will have
discriminated against the recreational angler.
We vehemently disagree with the response to the ECC report
submitted by VRFish. Your petitioners therefore pray that the
Victorian Parliament take the necessary steps to ensure that
the rights of the recreational angler are upheld.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria is made up of parents and teachers associated with
the Baden Powell Preschool. We have come together to
support our preschool teachers in their endeavours to rectify
the problems and inadequacies presently affecting preschools
throughout Victoria.
We believe that preschools are important centres of learning
and not merely child-minding centres. As such, they should
be removed from under the auspice of the department of
community services, and become the responsibility of the
department of education.
The Minister for Community Services has been presented
with the Kirby report, which recommends various changes to
improve the preschool system. To date, she has been reluctant
to table this report in the house, hence denying our
parliamentary representatives the opportunity to fully
consider and debate the findings and recommendations of the
report.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Minister for
Community Services immediately table this report in the
house so as to begin the process of improving this vital
service to our children.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Ms McCALL (Frankston) (92 signatures)

By Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) (2419 signatures)

Ararat bypass
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria sheweth we have serious concerns about the Western
Highway (truck route) going through the city/residential area
of Ararat. In the interest of community safety and
environmental pollution — i.e., noise and fumes — due to the
high volume of heavy traffic; cartage of dangerous goods and
parking/crossing problems at Gum San Museum, RSL and
YMCA.
Your petitioners therefore pray that action will be taken to
bypass or relocate the Western Highway truck route around
the city/residential area, as these situations will only get worse
not better in time.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr HELPER (Ripon) (1224 signatures)
Laid on table.
Ordered that petition presented by honourable member
for Frankston be considered next day on motion of
Ms McCALL (Frankston).

DRUGS AND CRIME PREVENTION COMMITTEE
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Ordered that petition presented by honourable member
for Bennettswood be considered next day on motion of
Mr WILSON (Bennettswood).

DRUGS AND CRIME PREVENTION
COMMITTEE
Public drunkenness
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) presented report,
together with appendices and minutes of evidence.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report and appendices be printed.

SUPREME COURT JUDGES
Annual report
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) presented, by command
of the Governor, report for 1999.

Wednesday, 13 June 2001

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Standing and sessional orders
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That so much of standing and sessional orders be suspended
today so as to allow:
(a) in substitution of a matter of public importance pursuant
to sessional order 9, consideration of general business,
order of the day 27, and government business after
statements by members; and
(b) in the event of general business, order of the day 27, not
being disposed of at the conclusion of the time provided
for under sessional order 9(7), such item shall be set
down on the notice paper for the next sitting and any
member speaking at that time may, upon the resumption
of the debate thereon, continue such speech.

Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — While
the National Party supports the motion as put, I record
that there is an agreement between the parties that the
debate will in fact conclude today with a vote.

Laid on table.
Motion agreed to.

PAPERS

MEMBERS STATEMENTS

Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Performance Audit Report — Managing
Victoria’s growing salinity problem — Ordered to be printed
La Trobe University — Report for the year 2000 (in lieu of
Report previously tabled on Tuesday 1 May 2001)
Monash University — Report for the year 2000
Natural Resources and Environment, Department — Report
for the year 1999–2000 (in lieu of Report previously tabled on
Thursday 2 November 2000)
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Minister’s exemption
certificate in relation to Statutory Rule No 48.

Member for Sunshine: witness testimony
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) — I request that the
Premier calls in and disciplines one of his members.
For a government that is allegedly involved in doing all
it can to deal with drugs and stop drug dealers I was
somewhat surprised to learn that during the court case
of Mr Walter Foletti and his nephew Pablo Foletti, who
were accused of selling 6 kilograms, or 28 000 pills, of
ecstasy and were involved in gun deals and a number of
other — —
Honourable members interjecting.

VICTORIAN ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT COUNCIL BILL

The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!

Council’s amendments

Mr LEIGH — They were refused bail, and the
honourable member for Sunshine appeared in court to
testify that these two people were wonderful human
beings and should be released.

Returned from Council with message relating to
amendments.
Ordered to be considered next day.

Mr Hulls — On a point of order, Mr Speaker — —
The SPEAKER — Order! Stop the clock.
Mr Hulls — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I
think the honourable member needs to be clear in his
understanding of the rules of sub judice and whether
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this matter is currently on appeal and waiting to be
heard in the High Court.
Mr LEIGH — On the point of order, Mr Speaker, I
am making no accusations against these people. I was
making the point that although these men were not
granted bail the honourable member for Sunshine
appeared in court supporting their request for it. I was
seeking simply for the Premier to discipline the
honourable member who was standing up for people
involved in a drug case.
Mr Batchelor — On the point of order, Honourable
Speaker, this is potentially a most serious travesty of
the sub judice requirements. This matter may be before
the court or could be under appeal, and under the
requirements and rules of this house those matters
should not be raised. It is not a question of whether or
not you make a comment; they cannot be raised. The
honourable member for Mordialloc knows that and
should not have attempted to bring the standing of this
house into disrepute. Clearly the honourable member
for Mordialloc has little regard for the sub judice
conventions, which is of little surprise to me or other
members of this chamber, but this is a most serious
matter and individuals have the right not to be stood
over by Parliament while matters are before the court or
potentially the subject of appeal.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
On the point of order raised by the Attorney-General,
which concerns the rule of sub judice, the house
imposes upon itself the discipline of not commenting
on cases that are currently listed before Victoria’s, or
indeed Australia’s, courts. It is an imposition that we
take most seriously so as not to jeopardise the outcome
or deliberations of such bodies. I ask the honourable
member for Mordialloc to refrain from going down the
track of infringing the sub judice convention.
Mr LEIGH — Sir, I was quoting from a public
article in the Herald Sun and I was seeking to have the
Premier discipline one of his own members for wanting
to go and protect someone.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Thwaites — On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
the honourable member for Mordialloc is deliberately
breaching your ruling. It is not a question of simply
quoting from an article in the paper; the honourable
member for Mordialloc is in fact requesting that a
member of this house be disciplined for his actions in
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relation to a court case. There is only one imputation
from that — that is, that there is some improper conduct
in giving evidence in that case. That is a clear breach of
the sub judice rule. The honourable member for
Mordialloc has gone well beyond simply stating what is
on the public record to draw an inference and make an
imputation about the conduct of that case.
If this honourable member and the opposition allow this
to go on, the house will bring the court system into
disrepute. It would prevent honourable members on the
other side from giving character evidence — like the
honourable member for Kew, who gave character
evidence in the case of former Judge Kent. I do not
recall anyone on this side raising that as an issue and
calling upon the Leader of the Opposition to step in and
somehow discipline the honourable member for Kew,
despite the points raised by the shadow
Attorney-General.
Mr Speaker, I request that the honourable member for
Mordialloc be no longer heard, given his deliberate
breach of your orders.
Mr Cooper — On the point of order, Mr Speaker, I
draw your attention to a ruling by Speaker Michaelis in
1952, where he said that merely because some
particular matter in a very broad sense is before a court
does not say any reference to it in the chamber should
be barred, but aspects likely to affect the course of
justice must not be debated.
My understanding — above all the shouting that was
going on — is that the honourable member for
Mordialloc was raising a matter concerning another
member of the house, not the people who are on
charges before the court. Therefore I suggest to you,
Sir, that the 1952 ruling of Speaker Michaelis applies in
this case. The honourable member for Mordialloc was
not commenting upon the charges against two
individuals — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I will rule on the point of
order raised by the Deputy Premier, which was that if
the honourable member for Mordialloc were allowed to
continue his remarks he would somehow impinge on
the handling of a case before the courts because the
honourable member for Sunshine could appear as a
witness at the hearing. The Chair is not in a position to
know how this case could or would be conducted.
However, it is the responsibility of the Chair to again
caution the honourable member for Mordialloc that he
should refrain in his remarks so as not to allow any
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comments to influence either the conduct or hearing of
the case.
Mr LEIGH — I support the courts and the
arrangements of the courts, and I believe members of
Parliament in this system should keep out of them. It is
a serious case and it does none of us any good to be
involved. I request that the Premier encourage the
honourable member for Sunshine to desist from
participating in the case.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Daylesford–Hepburn community bus
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — Last Monday I
had the opportunity to launch a new community bus for
the Daylesford–Hepburn community. For a long time
the community in that area has identified the need for a
community bus service to assist with getting young
people to training and job opportunities as well as to
transport aged people and community groups. The
purchase of a community bus at the cost of $55 000 has
been achieved by a great community effort. I especially
commend the Daylesford Murray-to-Moyne cycle relay
team, which raised $24 000, and the Rotary Club of
Daylesford, which raised $9000. The Daylesford Lions
Club, Child and Family Services Daylesford, Hepburn
Shire Council and the Department of Human Services
also made significant contributions. The bus will be
managed by the Hepburn Health Service.
On the same day I was pleased to unveil a
commemorative plaque that recognises the great efforts
of the Murray-to-Moyne cycle group from Daylesford.
It has been operating for over 10 years and has
provided opportunities to raise further funds for the
Daylesford and Hepburn communities. The plaque was
developed by graphics students from Daylesford
Secondary College — and they did a great job of it.
Hepburn is doing well. It has community groups which
are prepared to work together to — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Bridges: Echuca–Moama
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — The Echuca–Moama
bridge across the Murray River was built in 1878. For
110 years it served as a combined road and rail bridge
until a new rail bridge was opened in 1988 and it
reverted to road use only. Because of tremendous
growth in the Echuca–Moama area the traffic volume
has increased significantly and there is a need for a
second Murray River crossing. There are some
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30 crossings of the river between the Snowy Mountains
and the South Australian border, and Echuca–Moama is
one of the top three of these.
In 1999 the commonwealth committed $15 million
under the centenary of Federation program on the
understanding that if the cost of the bridge exceeded
$15 million the balance would be shared equitably by
New South Wales and Victoria, with each state funding
works on its respective side of the river. The estimated
cost for each state was in the order of $10 to
$15 million. A Vicroads-Road Traffic Authority of
New South Wales study group has been working for
over 12 months and has come up with its preferred
option, which is called the C1 or central option, which
is to bypass Meninya Street, Moama, and to upgrade
Sturt Street, Echuca.
I call on the Minister for Transport to, firstly, commit
the Victorian government unequivocally to funding the
necessary roadworks on the Victorian side of the river,
and secondly, to give a public undertaking that these
works will be carried out.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Burmese support group
Mr LIM (Clayton) — Last night a group of
12 members of Parliament, including the honourable
member for Prahran from the opposition, met with a
group of representatives from the Burmese community
and listened to their request for members of both houses
of this Parliament to form a group of support modelled
on the one set up in Canberra by our federal
parliamentary colleagues, which is called the Australian
Parliamentary Friends of Burma.
We heard the harrowing story of continued horrendous
cases of human rights violations and repression
perpetrated by the so-called state law and order
restoration council military junta, now called the State
Peace and Development Council, since 1988 on the
people of Burma. More than 3000 unarmed protesters
for democracy were gunned down like animals, not
unlike what happened in East Timor. Hundreds of
members of Parliament from the National League for
Democracy, who won a landslide 82 per cent of the
seats in the election in 1990, were not allowed to take
their seats, and many are still imprisoned.
Their leader, the Nobel Peace Prize Laureate, Aung
Sang Suu Kyi, has been in virtual house arrest ever
since. The regime’s ethnic cleansing campaign has
resulted in the dislocation of more than a million
refugees into Thailand and Bangladesh, while its
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connivance with the drug baron Khun Sa is a disgrace
to humanity.
There is agreement from the attending MPs that such a
support group should be formed and that to be effective
it must be bipartisan. I congratulate all those who
attended the meeting and urge other honourable
members to take up the challenge of supporting this
most compelling and deserving cause.

Volunteers: Forest Hill
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill) — I wish to pay
tribute to the many sporting organisations in the cities
of Whitehorse and Monash that provide the facilities
and opportunities for so many young people to engage
in sporting activities. It is a region where sport is very
important, and the volunteers in these organisations are
single minded and very unselfish in the way they
devote a lot of their time to providing opportunities for
children to be involved in sports such as cricket,
football, netball, basketball, swimming and equestrian
events. In fact, basketball in this region is very
important, and many professional and Olympic
basketball players have come from the city of
Whitehorse, in particular.
I admire enormously the people who give of their time
to provide these opportunities for young people in our
communities. I applaud them, and I think they are doing
an absolutely wonderful job.

Paul Azzopardi
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — I place on record my respect
and admiration for one volunteer, Paul Azzopardi, who
has been a volunteer worker at the Green Gully Soccer
Club for the past 30 years. Mr Azzopardi has worked
tirelessly using his company’s equipment and
machinery in developing the oval, putting in mounds
for spectators and building the clubhouse, dressing
rooms and VIP boxes on weekends. Mr Azzopardi is a
true volunteer in our community and has given the club
facilities of a high standard.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired. The time set down for
members statements has also expired.
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Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) — It is my pleasure to
speak in this debate concerning the barley industry, and
I can advise the Leader of the National Party that, after
a long and exhaustive process of deliberation, the
government will not be supporting the National Party’s
motion or the private member’s bill, and that from
1 July we can look forward to a new era for the barley
industry in Victoria. We can look forward to an era in
which there will be more choice and more deregulation
of the industry and in which over time Victoria can be
positioned as the hub of the barley industry in Australia.
With full deregulation of the Victorian barley industry
from 1 July, the government certainly sees growers as
having a choice of selling to a number of reputable
traders and processors, including Barrett Burston, Joe
White, International Malting, Maltco, AWB,
Graincorp, Grainco, WA Grainpool, Louis Dreyfus,
Toepfer, Glencore, Xcan, Souffle and probably also
Ray Brooks.
No-one is suggesting that ABB will not be able to
export barley from Victoria. Deregulation will simply
make it possible for growers to sell to a number of
buyers, not just one. The reality is that after 40 years as
the monopoly exporter, ABB essentially has no
processing facilities, no cleaning or grading facilities,
no container-filling facilities and very limited barley
segregation. It simply takes the barley off the farm, tips
it onto a ship and sells it to the first buyer who comes
along.
This issue has a long history in this place. I can
remember debates right through the 1990s when I was
in another position on the other side of this house. I
remember debates about the barley industry in 1997,
1998 and 1999. I make it clear that the Labor Party has
always supported more competition and more choice
and deregulation of the industry. Members of the Labor
Party come to this debate today with clean hands,
unlike members of the Liberal Party opposition, who
two years ago moved a motion to deregulate the
industry. They went to an election in 1999 — not a
whimper, not a sound, not a change in policy — and
two years later they come back here in an extraordinary
display of weakness backing the National Party. It is a
total abrogation of their responsibilities and a total
sell-out of the interests of the Victorian people.
In 1997 in this place — I remember the debate — I
spoke on behalf of the Labor Party, with the support of
the honourable member for Mildura, about more choice
and more competition for growers in this state. That is
what we did. We moved an amendment. I moved the
amendment because my office had been flooded with
hundreds and hundreds of letters and faxes from
hundreds and hundreds — check the Hansard — of
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growers who want a basic, fundamental choice. They
grow the barley, but the opposition parties want to tell
them who they can sell their barley to. That is what they
did in the early 1990s.
It is only a decade ago that the police had to be called in
if a grower sold barley to their next-door neighbour;
that is how regulated the industry was. And it was not
until we got some sensible agreement — —
Mr McArthur interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — No, this is about a plan put in
place in the 1990s, agreed to by all the political parties,
agreed to by the growers, agreed to by the Victorian
Farmers Federation (VFF), which did not raise the issue
during the last state election, and endorsed by
legislation put through in this Parliament in 1999 to
sunset the regulation of the industry from 30 June this
year.
Are opposition members really saying, because they
know the bill will not get up, that if it did get up they
would want to expose the state to the hundreds of
millions of dollars of compensation payments that
would be payable to all the businesses, growers and
traders who made investment decisions on the basis of
laws passed by Parliament? That is what we are talking
about. We sat here through the speeches in 1998 and
1999. I heard members of the National Party, including
the honourable member for Swan Hill, and the Liberal
Party make speeches about the sunsetting of the clause
on 30 June 2001. That is what we are heading towards.
Unlike our predecessors, who never allowed debate on
a private member’s bill in the seven years in which they
were in government, we have enabled the debate to take
place today, which at least the National Party
acknowledges — —
Mr McArthur interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — You’ve got no credibility and no
integrity at all!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
Gentlemen, please direct remarks through the Chair. I
would like to be involved in the debate as well.
Mr BRUMBY — The matter has a long history. A
decade ago in this industry it was a criminal offence to
grow barley and sell it to your next-door neighbour.
Governments — —
Mr Plowman interjected.
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Mr BRUMBY — Yes it was. It was a criminal
offence and police had to investigate it. In the 1990s
governments put in place a series of measures to
deregulate the industry. It started with domestic
deregulation and continued with the deregulation of
small containers and the cooperatives — measures the
honourable member for Mildura and I moved some
years ago. And on 30 June we move to a fully
deregulated system where growers will be able to
choose to whom they sell their product.
We are talking about a fundamental right. As I have
pointed out in this house before, if you look to the
future of the industry instead of the past, as the National
Party and the Liberal Party are doing, you see that the
world is changing. Victoria produces predominantly
malting barley for export. The markets in China and
Japan want specialist products, specialist sellers. The
last thing they want is a single buyer who buys up from
all the growers, tips it into a ship and sends it over.
China has the fastest growing economy in the world —
a billion people — and malting companies and brewing
companies are setting up all over the place. There are a
thousand quangos in China, a thousand government
authorities that will be privatised in the next few years.
The rest of the world is changing; the rest of the world
wants choice; the rest of the world wants competition.
What are the National Party and the Liberal Party in
Victoria saying? They want to wind the clock back
30 years and prescribe to whom you can sell a product
that you grow.
Mr McArthur interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — That is what the Liberal Party is
saying. It is so hopeless, so without policies, so without
a vision and so without a plan for our state. I can
understand the National Party, which has always been a
party of agrarian socialists who have always sought to
capitalise profits and socialise losses. I expected
something different from the Liberal Party — the party
that got up here three years ago and brought in the
legislation to deregulate export marketing of barley.
The government is simply ensuring that the best
interests of the industry are served in the future.
I would like to make a few other points about the
industry. I mentioned the marketing opportunities
overseas, and it is clear from the National Party’s
second-reading speech that it still does not understand
the nature of the industry in Victoria. We are not a feed
barley exporter; we are a malting barley exporter. The
world is looking for quality malting barley sourced
from a number of buyers. That is what the world will
look for in the future. It does not matter how many
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reports you look at, that is where the market is going in
China, and that is where the market will go in Japan as
well.
Let me give some statistics on that: 60 per cent of all
barley grown in Victoria is malt barley. The
overwhelming majority of feed barley produced in
Victoria is sold on the domestic market, particularly to
the dairy industry. Forty per cent of Victorian barley is
exported, compared with South Australia, which
exports more than 90 per cent of its barley. It is
important to point out that Victoria is a small barley
exporter compared to the other states. In fact Victorian
exports represent about 8 per cent of the market. Since
domestic deregulation in 1993 more than 80 per cent of
the Victorian barley that is exported is malt barley. This
compares with South Australia, where more than 80 per
cent of the barley exported is feed barley.
That goes to the nub of the fundamental question that is
misunderstood by the National Party. Victoria is not a
bulk producer of feed barley for export. Like South
Australia, it exports malting barley, so if you want to
serve the industry well you have to look at the
international markets, how they are placed, what they
are looking for and how we can meet that demand. The
best way we can do that is to give the growers choice
about to whom they sell their product. That is what the
government is doing.
There are a huge number of reasons for the
government’s opposition to this private member’s bill
and for the introduction from 1 July this year of a
choice for barley growers in Victoria. Firstly, the
government’s position is consistent. It has been taken
by the Labor Party right through the 1990s. It has been
discussed by cabinet. The Premier has met with various
groups including the Victorian Farmers Federation
grains group. I have met with that group, and I have
met with ABB Grain Export Ltd. The government has
consulted widely and supports the deregulation of the
industry.
Secondly, the position of the government has been
supported by Parliament. It was supported in 1998 and
1999, and I reiterate for the benefit of the house that at
that time all three political parties voted in this place to
support the sunset clause for this industry. There has
been no change of policy or circumstances. We are
putting effect to legislation passed by this house the
best part of two years ago and supported by all political
parties.
Thirdly, I point out that the decision to deregulate the
export of barley from Victoria was an agreed position
and strategy. It was agreed to throughout the 1990s by
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all the political parties, by the Parliament, and until
recently, by the others states. It is the agreed position
that started with domestic deregulation moving through
to containers, cooperatives and so on, to full
deregulation from 30 June. It is a government position,
it is a parliamentary position, and it is a strategy that
was agreed to by all the players throughout the 1990s.
Fourthly, the position is supported by numerous groups
and organisations that have made decisions and
investments on the basis of the legislation set out in
Parliament in 1998. Supporters of choice for barley
growers include grower cooperatives such as the
Peagrowers Cooperative; Rupnorth, a prominent
supporter of which is Frank Drum, who is the former
vice-president of the Victorian Farmers Federation; and
Clinton Condon, who is a former chairman of the
Australian Wheat Board. A number of resolutions
opposing the extension have been passed by VFF
branches in Tempy, Patchewollock, Woomelong,
Hopetoun, and the St James branch in the electorate of
the honourable member for Murray Valley. A whole
range of other industry players support the sunsetting of
the private barley export monopoly of ABB Grain
Export Ltd. There is huge support in this industry.
Opponents of choice for barley growers include ABB
Grain Ltd, the VFF and the maltsters. You have to ask
the question: why would the big buyers of ABB Grain
Ltd support an extension to their export monopoly in
Victoria? Have you asked that question? Do you know
why? They support it because they know they can buy
barley cheaper from ABB Grain Ltd. That is why they
want it to continue. What does that mean for the
growers? It means the price they are getting is lower.
You know I am right on this. You are sinking in the
polls. You are desperate because you are running at
about 3 per cent. You know I am right. You do not like
doing this, because you do not believe in it.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The minister has been asked already to refer his
remarks through the Chair. I ask him to do so.
Mr BRUMBY — There is a fifth reason: the
decision made by the government and the Parliament
just over two years ago is fully consistent with national
competition policy. It has been recently agreed to and
endorsed by all Australian governments, including the
federal Liberal Party’s coalition partner, the federal
National Party.
The sixth reason for the government’s believing it is
good policy is that it is about choice. For goodness’
sake, it is about choice! What an extraordinary debate
this is. This is about the right to choose to whom you
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sell a product to or buy a product from. I would have
thought that is a fundamental and basic right. People
will look back on this debate and the National Party, if
it still exists in 10 years — I suspect it will not — and
say that it was trying to prescribe to whom a grower of
barley could sell their crop. The National Party is
saying that if a person grows barley they are not able to
make a decision about to whom they can sell it. Does
the Leader of the National Party believe it? I know he
does not believe it.
The seventh point I wish to make is that increased
competition and the removal of anticompetitive
regulations have been major drivers of growth in the
Australian economy. As a member of Parliament, with
experience in both federal and state parliaments, it is
my view — it always has been and always will be —
that increased choice and competition has provided
benefits for the economy. Let us look at aviation and
the old two-airline agreements. Do we want to go back
to that? That is what the National Party is saying. It
says it wants to go back to the days when people who
wanted to fly to Sydney had to pay a $700 fare because
there was no choice and no competition. That was the
position before the Hawke federal government of the
1980s provided competition and deregulation in that
industry.
What about tradeable water entitlements? I know the
honourable member for Swan Hill has always
supported tradeable water entitlements. Is he now
saying that he does not support them or competition?
That is what he is saying. The fact is that those things
have produced benefits.
I turn to grain freight deregulation. Is the National Party
saying it wants to go back to the days in the mid-1980s
when you had to sell? That is what it is saying. The
Leader of the National Party wants to go back to the
1980s when people had no choice about how they could
get their product to market.
What about telecommunications? In the good old days
in the 1980s there was no competition, no choice and
no reduction in subscriber trunk dialling charges. If
people living in Bendigo or Ballarat wanted to get a
phone on they would have to wait three weeks for
Telecom to come to connect it. That is the fact of the
matter, yet the Leader of the National Party wants to go
back to the good old days of two-airline agreements and
grain freight regulation. What about the One.Tel
communications company? Is that what the National
Party is saying — that we will be selling into corrupted
markets? What has changed since 1998 and 1999 when
the now Leader of the National Party got up in this
house and voted for full deregulation of the barley
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industry, which he now says corrupted international
markets? Has that just happened in the past two years?
What a joke! What a fraud! It has happened just in the
past two years!
Deregulation also means new markets and new
opportunities, in particular in China but also in Japan,
for malting barley producers. Deregulation from 1 July
will make Victoria a hub for the barley industry. It will
position us as the lead barley state in innovation and
market opportunities and provide stronger links to
international markets. That is a fact.
Some people have said deregulation of the industry will
mean that there will be more trucks on the road. There
probably will be, but what will that mean? They will be
the trucks coming from New South Wales and South
Australia moving product into Victoria where they will
get better prices and better opportunities and where
there is better investment and more people to sell to.
Mark my words!
The National Party knows that is true, but it is out in the
electoral abyss standing for nothing; it then comes into
Parliament with this desperate bid. Deregulation of this
industry has been on the books of this Parliament since
1998–99. Was the issue raised at the last state election?
Did the National Party go out and say, ‘We do not
support deregulation of the barley industry. We are
going to make this a threshold issue’? Did Barry
Steggall mention it in any speech in Swan Hill?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member will refer to other members of
the house by their correct titles.
Mr BRUMBY — No, he did not. Did any members
of the Liberal Party? No, they did not. Did the Victorian
Farmers Federation raise it? I was the shadow minister
for agriculture, and the VFF sent me 10 documents on
which they sought my party’s response before the last
state election; they included weeds, water, and things
like that. But was barley among them? It was not.
Three years ago the Leader of the National Party, the
shadow Minister for Agriculture and the Deputy Leader
of the National Party, who were then sitting on this side
of the house, all voted in favour of deregulation. The
only reason they now give for no longer supporting it is
that world markets are corrupted. As if world
markets — —
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — I do not accept that view.
Nothing has changed. When the Premier and I met with
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the VFF, the Premier asked what circumstances have
changed.
Mr Ryan — Seattle.
Mr BRUMBY — There was Seattle, and the VFF
said, ‘We had a secret deal with the former
government’.
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — I do not know about that secret
deal; I was not part of the former government.
Mr Steggall interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — The Deputy Leader of the
National Party says, ‘Nor do I’, which begs the question
why the former ministers stood here in the Parliament
and said there would be deregulation from 30 June
2001. Either they were lying to the Parliament or
misleading the Parliament — —
An opposition member interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — It is a serious matter. Either they
were lying to the Parliament or misleading the
Parliament or the VFF is misleading or lying to the
Premier, to me and to the Minister for Agriculture.
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — I have just said it here. I am
happy to say it. Who is right?
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — The Leader of the National Party
is hopeless. Who is right? Either the former government
moved legislation in here having done a secret deal
with the VFF, thereby knowingly misleading the
Parliament by introducing legislation and making
second-reading speeches while having no intention of
ever implementing it, or it went outside and told the
VFF it would introduce something it never ever
intended to implement. They are the only two
alternatives.
The Leader of the National Party is in an electoral
abyss. It is extraordinary that the National and Liberal
parties take that view. Throughout the 1990s they
wanted to privatise the Auditor-General; they sold off
electricity and gas and wanted to sell off water; and
they closed schools and introduced compulsory
competitive tendering. They were the parties at the
vanguard of competition, but when it comes to good old
barley — something grown on a farm — and farmers
wanting to have a choice about to whom they sell it,
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they come in here today and say no. What a pathetic
effort! What have Victorians heard over the past two
years on this issue from the Liberal and National
parties? The answer is: absolutely nothing!
The government has facilitated this debate today to
ensure that honourable members have an opportunity to
have a say on what is an important issue. The
government understands many people will have
strongly held views on this issue and that many growers
will support a single desk and others will support
deregulation. However, the government has had a clear
and consistent position on this issue. It has consulted
widely and Parliament has voted on the issue, but above
all else the government is firmly of the view that the
world has changed, marketing structures have changed,
demand for our product has changed and that the best
interests of Victorian growers, in particular the malting
barley producers, are served by having more choice
after 1 July.
There will be a vote on the bill today. It is not for me to
predict how that vote will go, but from 1 July we will
see new opportunities, new investment and new export
arrangements entered into by Victorian growers. It will
be an important date in terms of the future of this
industry and it will be a positive step forward. When we
have had this debate — when we have all had our say
and got it out of our systems — I hope once these new
arrangements are in place the Victorian Farmers
Federation, the grains group, the National Party and the
Liberal Party will accept the government’s offer to
work with them to ensure the transition to the new
arrangements is as smooth as possible so that Victorian
growers can maximise the benefits the government
believes can be achieved through this change.
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) — While I welcome
the fact that the government has agreed to allow this
debate under the very tight sessional orders the
Parliament labours under, given that it is not normally
possible to have a private member’s bill debated
without the government’s allowing it to happen, I will
take up initially one of the main themes of the
Treasurer’s speech.
The Treasurer kept asking what has changed that
should lead the government and, in particular, the
Treasurer — because after all it is his decision and he is
driving the issue on the government’s behalf — to
change the position they have held for some years. It is
clear to all honourable members, and it will become
rapidly clear to people right across rural and regional
Victoria, that one thing in particular has changed and
done a 180-degree turn — and that is, John Brumby.
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John Brumby, as the Leader of the Opposition and then
as the shadow Treasurer and the shadow minister — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Monbulk will refer to other honourable members by
their correct titles.
Mr McARTHUR — The honourable member for
Broadmeadows, as the Leader of the Opposition at one
stage and then as shadow minister for rural
development, spent days, weeks and months travelling
the length and breadth of country Victoria preaching
the message that Kennett did not listen, but that the
Labor Party would listen to the views of country
Victoria, that the Labor Party would take into account
the views held by people in country Victoria, and that it
would bring those views into this Parliament and reflect
them in legislation and administrative action.
What do we see now? We see the very same
honourable member for Broadmeadows saying on ABC
regional radio yesterday that an 84.5 per cent result in a
poll of barley growers was unrepresentative and did not
count! We see the honourable member for
Broadmeadows saying widely across country Victoria
when the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF) first
proposed this poll that a poll was unwarranted and a
total waste of time and money and doing his very best
to discourage barley growers from taking part in the
poll. We see the honourable member for
Broadmeadows coming in here and preaching that the
Labor Party listens and then in practice spitting in the
face of country Victorians and telling them their views
do not count! We hear him saying voting was a waste
of time and money and that the poll is unrepresentative.
We hear him saying, ‘I do not care what you think, I
will do what I like’. We hear him mimicking the man
he so admired and followed when he was a member of
the federal Parliament — Paul Keating.
The honourable member for Broadmeadows has the
Keating approach at the moment: if somebody
disagrees with him, then that somebody is wrong and
that somebody will get kicked. The VFF has had its
kick in the head here today, because we have just heard
it from his mouth. Then he finished up with a little plea,
‘But please, if you lose this vote, Mr VFF
representative, I will work with you’.
Sure he will work with them! I can imagine the terms
under which he will work with them! I would not like
to be in the same room, although I do not imagine I will
be in that room when the honourable member for
Broadmeadows meets with the VFF and the barley
growers of Victoria.
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Let us look at who else has changed. The federal
government has changed its timetable on the
deregulation of the Australian Wheat Board. Federal
Labor has also changed its views, and up until a few
days ago the office of Kim Beazley, the federal Leader
of the Opposition, was lobbying the Treasurer, saying,
‘Change your mind. It is important in the run-up to the
federal election. Change your mind!’. An article in the
Weekly Times of 23 May this year states:
The federal ALP is putting pressure on its Victorian
government colleagues to reconsider deregulating the single
desk on … barley exports.
Last week, the Victorian Farmers Federation grains group
met opposition leader Kim Beazley’s economics adviser,
John Angley, to discuss the single desk on barley.
Grains group president Ron Hards said Mr Angley could not
understand why the Victorian industry should lose benefits
provided by the single desk.

There is somebody who has changed his mind,
Treasurer! Federal Labor has changed, and New South
Wales Labor has changed. The New South Wales
agriculture minister, Dick Amery, has changed his
mind, because he has extended the single-desk
arrangements in New South Wales. Western Australia
Labor has changed, and Queensland Labor has
changed. The only person who has not changed is John
Brumby. The South Australian government, which
has — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The honourable member for Monbulk will refer to
members by their correct titles.
Mr McARTHUR — The Treasurer, who is known
in the wider community as John Brumby, is the only
person who has not changed. The South Australian
government, which has worked cooperatively with
Victoria in establishing and maintaining the Australian
Barley Board for more than 60 years and which has
also, in cooperation with Victoria, enacted deregulation
legislation — it commenced in 1993 and was amended
in 1998 to set up a staged deregulation program — has
now shifted away from that position.
Let us deal with what the Treasurer said about the
supposed change in the Liberal Party. In his
second-reading speech on the deregulation legislation
on 13 November 1998, the former Minister for
Transport, the honourable member for Mornington,
said among other things:
It is the intention of the Victorian government that statutory
marketing arrangements will end on 30 June 2001.
However —

and it is an important ‘however’ —
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prior to that date the Minister for Agriculture and
Resources —

that would now be the current Minister for
Agriculture —
will consult with the South Australian minister and the barley
industry generally in managing the transition to a fully
competitive market.

A promise was specifically and clearly made that the
minister of the day would consult with both his South
Australian counterpart and the industry on the
timetabling and management of deregulation. Earlier in
his speech the minister said the following about the
establishment of ABB Grain Ltd and the ABB Grain
Export Ltd:
A fully commercial entity able to compete effectively and
grow as world trading arrangements are progressively
liberalised was considered essential.

World trading arrangements have not been
progressively liberalised since 1998. If anything they
have gone in the opposite direction — but I will leave
that for later.
As the Treasurer at one stage honestly pointed out,
there are divided opinions on the issue. There are
growers who are seeking full deregulation on 1 July,
just as there are growers who are seeking to extend the
single desk. There are grain traders and grain
cooperatives who are almost universally seeking
deregulation on 1 July. There is no doubt about the
wide division in the industry on the issue of when to
deregulate. What is no longer in question is the relative
weight of people who are seeking the extension or the
abolition of the single desk on 1 July.
It is interesting to note the Labor Party’s reaction to the
poll that was conducted by the VFF. Firstly the VFF
approached the Premier and requested a poll. It
highlighted as an example the Labor government’s
determination to have a referendum of dairy farmers on
dairy deregulation, which the Minister for Agriculture
will remember well, because it was something he
fought hard for. The Labor Party argued that it was
necessary to have a referendum of dairy farmers on
deregulation, despite the fact that the peak industry
body, the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria, was strongly
pro deregulation, despite the fact that a majority of
dairy farmers supported it, and despite the unquestioned
evidence that the Victorian dairy industry would benefit
economically from deregulation — although that was
not universally true of dairy farmers in other states.
No-one questioned that Victorian dairying stood to
benefit substantially from deregulation.
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Compare that to the barley industry. The economic
benefits of maintaining or abolishing the single desk for
export barley are so small — they are a drop in the
bucket — that the experts cannot agree. It comes to a
few million dollars per annum one way versus a few
million dollars per annum the other, spread across
8000 Victorian barley growers. They really do not sway
the argument one way or the other. Econtech says it
would involve a small benefit; CIE says it would
involve a small cost. We do not know what the secret
Tasman report that the government commissioned says,
because the minister will not release it.
Then the VFF wrote to the Premier, saying, ‘Premier,
will you please have a poll?’. The Premier ignored the
call, and the Treasurer scoffed at the need for it. That
forced the VFF into conducting a poll at its own
expense. The farmers federation wanted the poll to be
credible and therefore unquestionably objective and
fair, so it commissioned the Victorian Electoral
Commission (VEC) to conduct it. Prior to conducting
the poll the VEC had to get the approval of the
Governor in Council. So there is no question that the
poll was objective, fair and credible.
What were the results? Firstly, the house should bear in
mind that participation in the poll was voluntary, so
growers were not compelled to vote. Barley growers
faced a barrage of comment from the Treasurer and the
government saying that participating in the poll would
be a waste of time and money because they would not
take any notice of the results. So there were two things
mitigating against a high turnout — first, the poll was
voluntary, and voluntary polls have a history of low
voter turnout; and second, the government was saying,
‘Don’t waste your breath, baby, because we ain’t going
to listen!’. What happened? It saw the highest turnout
of any voluntary poll conducted by the Victorian
Electoral Commission in its history. Of the eligible
growers, 64.3 per cent turned out to vote. Compare
that with the voluntary polls on superannuation boards,
where there is generally a 10 or 12 per cent turnout.
Compare that with council elections where, prior to
compulsory voting, there was generally a 15 per cent
turnout. Almost two-thirds of eligible Victorian barley
growers turned out to vote because they thought it was
important to their future and their community’s future.
The result showed a small overall majority in the
affirmative. Of the growers who turned out, 84.5 per
cent voted yes. The absolute numbers are as follows.
Some 4310 ballot papers were mailed to growers. Of
those, 2769 were returned and deemed eligible by the
electoral commission. Of the 2769 who returned their
ballot papers, 2332 voted yes, saying they wanted the
single desk to continue; 430 voted no, saying they

BARLEY MARKETING (AMENDMENT) BILL
1942

ASSEMBLY

would like to see it end on 1 July; and there were
7 informal votes. I cannot for the life of me work out
how somebody could manage to vote informally,
because it was a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ question, but
seven did.
That removes any doubt about the wishes of both the
industry and country Victoria. The Treasurer, who has
campaigned long and hard on his willingness and
preparedness to listen on those issues, flies in the face
of the views of country Victoria when he comes into
this place and says that the government will not change
its mind! He spits in the face of country Victorians
when he says that the poll was unrepresentative and a
waste of both time and money. He does so at his peril
and in a pale imitation of his hero, former Labor Prime
Minister, Paul Keating.
It is important to consider who else is supporting this
program of extension of the single-desk powers. Let us
examine what the South Australian government has
said. Honourable members will recall that the minister
who introduced the legislation in 1998 said that prior to
30 June 2001 the Victorian minister would consult with
both his South Australian counterpart and with the
industry. That has not happened. Late last year the
South Australian minister issued a press release calling
on the Victorian government to extend the single desk
for barley.
In a press release of 17 May the South Australian
minister and Deputy Premier, Rob Kerin, again called
on the Victorian government to take action. He states:
South Australia is calling on Victoria’s Bracks Labor
government to extend the single desk for the Victorian barley
industry to ensure the industry continues to work together to
export barley to overseas markets.

As I said earlier, South Australia has been Victoria’s
partner in this enterprise for more than 60 years. It
wishes to continue to cooperate jointly with Victoria in
this enterprise in the future. It is sad that the Treasurer
finds that that call holds no weight. It is sad that he is
unilaterally prepared to tear up 60 years of cooperation
and 60 years of history.
The question is not if, but when. The Treasurer has
criticised the Liberal Party for doing backflips on the
issue. He should check the record, study the behaviour
of other people and look at the broader issues before
accusing the party of backflips.
Legislation to begin the deregulation of the barley
industry was introduced into the Parliament in 1993.
The initiative was not a John Brumby or an honourable
member for Broadmeadows initiative, but an initiative
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of the then Minister for Agriculture, the Honourable
Bill McGrath. A staged deregulation program was set
up. Since then staged deregulation has been twice
modified — both times in 1998. The first modification
took place in April 1998 and the second in November
1998.
Initially, the plan was for a five-year deregulation
program. It was extended for two years in 1998 with a
clear statement for further consultation by the minister
who introduced the legislation on that day. While on
13 November 1998 it was the government’s undoubted
intent that the sunset clause would come into action on
30 June 2001, that intent was based on negotiations and
agreement with industry, discussions with the South
Australian government, agreement with the South
Australian government as to the timetable, and informal
discussions about the timing of the deregulation of the
Australian Wheat Board.
Since then, all those things have changed. The industry
has changed its view; South Australia has changed its
position; and the federal government has changed its
timing on the deregulation of the Australian Wheat
Board. If Victoria is to continue a national and
interstate cooperative arrangement in a sensible and
staged approach to a deregulated system, it should
continue to cooperate with its interstate colleagues in
South Australia, continue to take account of the federal
government’s timetable regarding the Australian Wheat
Board, and continue to listen to and take heed of the
views of the industry.
If honourable members do not do that we are in
contempt of the industry in particular, but also in
contempt of the historical arrangements that have
applied and been upheld by this Parliament and by
governments of all persuasions for more than 60 years.
That would be a sad thing.
Three members in this place have made a career of
saying that they listen to the voices of their constituents
and that they deliver in the Parliament through
government outcomes based on the wishes of their
constituency. They are the three Independent
members — the ones who will have the balance of
power in relation to this decision today. If they continue
to do what they have been doing for in some cases four
or five years — in the case of the honourable member
for Gippsland East slightly less than two years — of
listening to the voices of rural Victorians and bringing
those views into this place, representing them and
turning them into administrative or legislative action,
then they must and should vote to support the National
Party’s private member’s bill. The views of the
electorate — the barley growers — are clear on this
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issue. There is no question about the support in country
Victoria for the extension of the single desk.
The only question that remains to be resolved is
whether they and the government will listen to and heed
those voices. When the results of the poll were first
announced the Liberal Party had some hope that the
government would heed the voices of the growers, but
it has refused to do that. There is still a hope that the
three Independent members who were elected on the
votes of country Victorians will listen to their voices,
heed the message given to them by the community and
vote to support the private member’s bill introduced
into this house by the honourable member for Swan
Hill.
The bill is worthy of support; it is not the end of
deregulation but a sensible, staged extension of the
timetable in cooperation with other states, cooperation
with the federal timetable and heeding the wishes of the
industry. I wish the bill a speedy passage. I hope the
three Independent members will support the private
member’s bill.
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I am pleased to make a
contribution to the debate on the Barley Marketing
(Amendment) Bill. I congratulate the government on
allowing this debate, which would not have occurred
during the seven years of the previous coalition
government.
Mr Steggall interjected.
Mr SAVAGE — In those seven years no private
member’s bill was allowed in this place. We have an
achievement. This is the second private member’s bill
in the term of this Parliament.
What is puzzling about this debate is the fact that the
deregulation issue was addressed back in 1998 and
1999. Deregulation was a strong coalition policy. I refer
to Hansard of 9 April 1998, which records the then
Minister for Agriculture, the Honourable Pat
McNamara, when speaking about the Barley Marketing
Act as saying:
The consultants recommended that the domestic barley
marketing arrangements be deregulated and that the so-called
single export desk powers be retained for the shortest
practicable period of transition.

That was pretty clear cut. There was no argument about
that. For some reason we have a flip back in decision
making on the issue that brings us to this place.
There are two significant myths about barley. The first
is that Victoria has a single desk. ABB has a marketing
monopoly; it is not a single desk. Every state except
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South Australia and Victoria has its own desk. How can
there be a single desk if every state has a desk? It is an
oxymoron. There is no doubt the marketing authorities
work closely against each other as well as with each
other. They are in competition in world markets. It is a
myth to suggest that one of them has an advantage over
another. They are all out there competing. If they are
not, they should not be marketing authorities.
The second myth is surrounded by the propaganda
suggesting that deregulation will cause the demise of
the ABB. Why should it? There is nothing in the
legislation that says the ABB will cease to trade as of
1 July. It will be out there competing with other people
in a free market that has freedom of choice. I think the
deregulation is on track, and I see no reason to change
my view on that.
I have been the object of some disappointing and
malicious character assassinations because of the stand
I have taken on this issue. The Honourable Ron Best in
another place even went so far as to make malicious
allegations about the fact that my wife is a practising
medical practitioner in Mildura. I now know why
certain media commentators asked me why I was on a
police pension. It is incorrect. I am not. If that is the
level you have to drop to in this debate — to assassinate
someone’s character because you take an opposing
view — it is a disappointing outcome.
I have to say also that I have never received any
financial gain, promises or offers from anybody
associated with the grains industry. For some time
some National Party members have suggested that
because I have taken a position that represents farmers
who are in favour of a free market I have taken a bribe
from Ray Brooks. Well let them say that outside this
place and be prepared for the writ they will get as a
consequence.
Only yesterday I received a letter from Patrick and Joan
Burns of Tempy that clearly expresses how farmers feel
and the difficulties they have in coping with a
monopoly marketing arrangement:
We believe that the barley board has failed barley growers
across the state by failing to provide competitive market
prices. In fact in our area we know that if it were not for the
prices paid by the private buyers many of the local growers in
your electorate would be gone to the wall …
We believe the VFF is becoming merely a pawn in a political
game, and not representing the farmers of your electorate.

They are strong words. I am sure the Burnses are not
unique in that view.
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Mr Ray Brooks advised me that he has a forward
contract for 3000 tonnes of feed barley that was signed
up in May. A similar contract was signed by Pivot and
Ausbulk for delivery at the port of Adelaide for $18 a
tonne less than the Victorian price. Surely there is a
good indication that the proposed deregulation of the
export market is going to produce good returns for
Victorian growers. I would suspect that come
deregulation people from other states will move into
Victoria because the prices are relatively low.

compelling evidence that the majority of barley growers
want the ABB monopoly to continue.

We should look at the number of polls that have been
conducted by the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF).
The first was the McGregor Tan poll, which came up
with a similar percentage of people in support of the
single desk. However, you have to look at the way the
poll was conducted. Data was provided by the ABB,
and people were telephoned. If you ring people who are
supplying barley to the ABB you are going to get a
predictable result.

Another interesting outcome is that a number of the
great proponents of the single desk have been trading
with private grain traders for some time, so there is an
element of hypocrisy in their words. They keep telling
me that by selling to private traders people are
somehow jeopardising overseas markets and causing
shiploads of barley not suitable for malting to lie idle on
the wharves in China. Why then, if you believed in that
philosophy, would you sell to grain traders?

Also, the study shows that there was significant
discontent among people who were asked what they
thought about the price being gained by the ABB. In the
Mallee only some 37 per cent of growers were
confident of the ABB achieving the best price, which
means the significant majority of people were unhappy.
I put this to Michael Iwaniw, the managing director of
ABB Grains, and he said of the farmers, ‘If you work
for somebody you’ll always ask for more money.
They’re whingers’. That is a pretty unfair comment
from the head of the ABB.

The chairman of the grains council, for instance, sells
grain through his private company, Clover Tree. The
grains council chairman sells grain to private traders!
Jim O’Brien, a grains council member, sold quite
a——

In June last year it was claimed that 80 per cent of the
poll would be in favour of the monopoly being retained.
I think it was on the basis that most farmers thought
that if the ABB lost its monopoly the wheat board
would fall over at the same time. That is a myth,
because the ABB is a separate marketing body with a
different strategy, and I cannot see how there is any
connection. The future of the wheat board is a matter
for the federal government to determine.
The VFF appears to have had another difficulty in
trying to get a positive result in favour of keeping the
ABB monopoly. As part of a letter campaign it
conducted last year it allegedly wrote a thousand letters
to farmers who grew barley in my area. Of those letters,
500 were replied to. When I did a sample, however, I
found that nearly half the replies came from areas such
as Charlton, Heathcote, Bears Lagoon, Wycheproof and
Inglewood, while only a small proportion came from
my area. According to the chairman of the grains
council, Mr Ron Hards, there are 780 barley growers in
the Mildura electorate — and yet just over a third of
that number replied to those letters. That is not

Indeed, the contrary is indicated. The VFF has a vested
interest in maintaining the current arrangements
because it gets a significant amount of money from the
ABB based on the pool of grain that goes through —
probably in the region of $100 000 a year. In other
words, the ABB has a vested interest in the single desk,
contrary to the interests of many farmers.

Mr Steggall interjected.
Mr SAVAGE — How is that known? That has been
the great criticism: when you sell the grain you do not
know where it is going to. Jim O’Brien has been a
regular seller to Ray Brooks at the Tempy silo. Allan
Malcolm, who is not only an ABB director but also on
the state council of the National Party, has been selling
grain to Ray Brooks — and I have a receipt here dated
26 November 1998. Another hypocrite! It is a bit rich
being an ABB director who sells grain outside the
barley board. He is the same man who said, ‘I took a
bribe from Ray Brooks to support the case for
deregulation’. What a hypocrite! What a grub!
According to the recent poll conducted by the VFF and
paid for by the ABB, only the people who had
delivered barley in the past three years were entitled to
vote. Barley, along with wheat, canola, lentils and
many others, is often grown as a rotational crop over a
four or five-year cycle, so growers could have missed
that window of opportunity. On the other hand, many
barley growers have barley as their main crop — yet
they have the same vote. Again, there is no distinction
between those who produce 3000 tonnes and those who
produce 50 tonnes. Surely a 3000-tonne barley grower
is entitled to consideration, because the difference in
financial return between the two is quite significant.
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For many years people have been selling outside the
barley monopoly and getting very good returns. Indeed,
as I have said, some farmers would have gone to the
wall had there not been free enterprise in the domestic
market, plus the chance to sell for export through the
New South Wales grains board.
We have to question the way the poll was conducted.
As touched on by the honourable member for Monbulk,
a total of 4310 ballot papers were issued, of which
2769 came back as noes. That means there are
1541 votes missing. How were they cast? Of the returns
collected 2332 returned a yes vote and only 437 of
them were noes. That is only 54 per cent.
Mr Steggall — It is a majority.
Mr SAVAGE — Let us have a look at that majority.
I know of one family trust in the Wimmera that had
14 votes, and a number of New South Wales farmers,
because they deliver to ABB, also got ballot papers.
Then there are the South Australians. Are we talking
about a Victorian poll or not? The result is not
conclusive. It is the same stunt that has been performed
on successive occasions, and it has failed every time.
What about the people who did not vote? There must
be a couple of thousand barley growers in Victoria who
are not members of the VFF and who do not deliver
barley to ABB. How can you possibly say it was a
conclusive poll?
An honourable member interjected.
Mr SAVAGE — Absolute rubbish! Along with the
deregulation of the market and the fact that people have
invested a lot in the industry, it is significant that two
weeks away from deregulation the Parliament is being
asked to say, ‘Let’s go back in history’. That is the
comment by the Pol Pot of the agriculture industry: ‘Go
back to Year Zero!’. People have invested a lot of
money in this change, and it will be very good for
Victoria.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SAVAGE — I will explain the way we market
our barley to China. Prior to 1996 the China National
Cereal Oils and Foodstuffs Corporation (COFCO)
received its barley from a company in Sydney called
Top Glory, which takes a certain percentage from the
ABB’s contracts through to COFCO. Before 1996
COFCO was the sole importer into China. That
arrangement was deregulated, which now allows some
competition, but the ABB has continued to sell through
COFCO and also to the China Resources Group. It has
sold very little to the independent traders and breweries,
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which are becoming importers in their own right. To
maintain its position, COFCO negotiated a 35 per cent
tariff protection on imported process malt, enabling it to
make huge profits.
However, the Chinese brewers are determined to have
this duty removed, and that is likely to happen before
2004. When it happens, malt barley sales to China will
collapse. The world trade in processed malt amounts to
over 5 million tonnes, and most of the surplus
processing capacity is in Europe and the USA.
ABB Grain Export Ltd should be value adding. Like
the Victorian Farmers Federation, it should be
preparing to do its own malt processing. When this
happens China will go to Western Europe and North
America to buy its malt, because they have the capacity
to supply and Australia does not.
What has ABB done for 40 years? It has minimal
segregation capacity and, as the Treasurer said, all it
does is dump barley into ships and sell it overseas. That
in itself is a disadvantage to many buyers who want to
have a consistent product and may want a niche
product. I predict that unless we change the way barley
is marketed — and I think ABB has left it too late —
we will not be a trader in the real world. We need to
make sure we are protected from the day the 35 per cent
tariff is removed. There is some peril to our barley
growers if we do not act.
One of the reasons for the minimal advocation of their
case by people who are opposed to the monopoly
continuing is the fact that within the VFF people are
treated like prisoners or pariahs if they have the
temerity or audacity to raise the issue. Yesterday I
received a fax from a VFF member at Hopetoun who
said he had been bullied and refused a proper say on the
issue. He said he was treated like a prisoner at a district
council meeting. He sat alone, was given a very short
hearing and was treated with disdain by the hierarchy.
This is not an isolated incident. The branches of
Hopetoun, Woomelang and Patchewollock voted for
deregulation but at district council the people are
treated like prisoners. That is an indication of how
poorly democracy works in some VFF branches. The
St James branch also voted for deregulation, so it is not
a universal — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr SAVAGE — I think it is in the honourable
member for Murray Valley’s electorate.
Mr Steggall — It is quite a big electorate.
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Mr SAVAGE — Thank you, I do know where it is.
I do not know how much barley they grow, though!
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Mr Steggall interjected.
Mr SAVAGE — I am prepared to admit — —

During the last harvest a number of incidents were
reported to me where people had difficulty getting their
grain into the silos because they had been selling barley
to traders, including Ray Brooks Pty Ltd, outside the
barley board. They were told the board was not going to
accept their barley. As a monopoly authority the barley
board is bound to take the barley. Only individuals
would take it on themselves to disadvantage locals with
a bit of payback. I am not suggesting that is a policy of
the ABB, but it should ensure that its operators are not
out there exacting vengeance on farmers who are trying
to get their grain into silos.
One of the disadvantages of the current export
monopoly is that if you are a pea-growing cooperative
you cannot market barley overseas, but the ABB can
sell peas. The ABB has a distinct advantage over some
of our cooperatives. That aspect will change with
deregulation. As the Treasurer said, in 1998 the then
opposition tried to put up an amendment to allow the
cooperatives to sell outside the barley board, but it was
treated badly by the previous government.
I can understand why farmers are concerned about the
change. The ABB is a very comfortable arrangement
because it guarantees to take your grain. You do not
have to worry about it or store it, but at the same time
you pay a price for that. Over many years the ABB has
failed to deliver the premium price and has done deals
in China and elsewhere which, at the very least, have
been suspect. From looking at the evidence I can only
contemplate whether some secret commissions may
have been involved.
The VFF and the ABB have obviously engaged in a
sophisticated propaganda campaign and paid a lot of
money to consultants to bring up all sorts of issues with
the media and put pressure on members of Parliament
on all sides of the house. It is a pity that they have
wasted their money instead of making that expertise
available for the transition — because it is inevitable.
The majority of barley growers want freedom of
choice, and in a democracy they want to buy and sell
barley as they see fit and as is their right. If they do not
want to sell their barley to traders, they can sell it to the
ABB, because that body will still be there.
The whole process has been difficult, and I worry about
what the outcomes will be. I do not stand here thinking
that I know all the answers. I know precious little about
a lot of issues, and this is one of them. But I have
received advice — —

Mr Steggall interjected.
Mr SAVAGE — The honourable member for Swan
Hill might know it all, but I certainly do not, and I do
not profess to. But I do know what is right, and it is
right that we give freedom of choice to farmers who
have been telling us for many years that they are the
ones who want to make the decisions. I do not feel that
I should say no to them, and I am happy to support the
government in opposing the amendment to the Barley
Marketing Act proposed by the bill.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — Initially I would
like to respond to some of the points made by the
honourable member for Mildura, because it would be
wrong not to pick him up on some of them. His first
point was a criticism of some of the more prominent
members of the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF)
grain boards and other prominent growers for selling
grain to private traders. As the honourable member for
Mildura said, he certainly is not the font of all wisdom
on grain growing. I do not know a grain grower who
has not sold grain to a private trader. Having been in the
business for a fair bit of my life, I know that as a
grower you look at the options available to you and
take whichever option you believe is in your best
interests and the interests of the industry. It is
extraordinary to suggest that any prominent member of
any association, be it the VFF or any of the boards,
should be criticised for trading privately.
The second point made by the honourable member for
Mildura was in respect of the poll. He said it was not a
conclusive result. The fact that the voter turnout in a
voluntary poll was as great as it was is extraordinary.
Nearly two-thirds of eligible voters voted. When only
10 per cent of the total number of voters who had the
opportunity to vote against this chose to do so, it is
conclusive. Only 10 per cent of eligible voters voted
against it. If that is not conclusive I would be most
surprised.
Other points that the honourable member for Mildura
made were interesting, particularly in respect of the
way barley is marketed to China and his point about the
35 per cent tariff which will be removed. It brings into
question what will happen with China, which is a major
world purchaser of malting barley. The honourable
member for Mildura suggested that malting barley sales
to China will collapse when that occurs. That is a
conjecture that he has put to the house based on the
information he has. I suggest that scenario is a long way
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off and that the malting barley industry will prepare for
that circumstance if it occurs. I do not believe the
market will collapse. There will be an adjustment in
prices, but not a collapse of the industry. To suggest
that the Australian Barley Board should now be taking
a role in value adding in Australia, which is not its core
business, is a strange way to speculate on what might
happen in China.
The honourable member for Mildura talked about the
St James branch of the Victorian Farmers Federation.
Having been a member of that branch for some time
many years ago, I accept the fact that that branch has
always been outspoken on all sorts of issues. I admire
its members for doing that, but because one branch
takes a certain position it should not necessarily be
interpreted as an indication that it is a widespread view
of all of the branches. Nor would I agree with the
criticism that some VFF branches are restrictive on the
views of their members. Contentious debate always will
be found on issues like this and there will be animosity
in that debate between the two sides, but that is natural.
However, to suggest that VFF branches are
undemocratic in the way they approach these issues is
strong criticism of a body that has done an enormous
amount for the farming community in Victoria during
my lifetime. I am proud to have joined the VFF when it
was first incorporated; I am still a member and proud of
my involvement in the organisation.
I was a little concerned about what the honourable
member for Mildura said when he talked about the
ABB not receiving barley from growers who trade
privately. If that criticism can be substantiated it should
be reported; it is something that I would not condone
and should not be condoned. I do not know of that
practice, but if it has occurred I would suggest that
rather than just reporting it to this house it should be
reported to the police because that action is contrary to
the charter of the ABB. I am sure that if that occurred in
the area where I was growing grain the attack on the
ABB would have been immediate, and I am surprised
to hear that that is happening in some areas of the state.
I am also concerned by criticism that the VFF and the
ABB have got together to oppose this legislation.
Certainly both organisations have opinions that should
be listened to and certainly both organisations should
put their opinions forcibly given that this debate does
affect, in the case of the VFF, their growers and, in the
case of the ABB, their business. I support both
organisations for taking a positive role, but to suggest
that there is collusion between them and that it is
leading to a distorted position in respect of the debate
on this issue is stretching a very long bow.
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Getting away from the remarks of the honourable
member for Mildura and back to the debate, I ask why
this debate was led by the Treasurer and not by the
Minister for Agriculture, who is sitting at the table. It
surprises me that that is the case and I can only guess
that there is a good reason for it. Perhaps it is because
there is some degree of conflict within the ranks of the
government. I would almost bet — particularly by the
grin on the face of the Minister for Agriculture — that I
am right. My guess is that the minister has actually
stood up for the fact that the growers of Victoria should
be listened to. The Treasurer has taken a strong
position. I refer to his speech in which he said that there
will be hundreds of millions of dollars in compensation
if the sunset clause does not go through.
I suggest that the Treasurer is looking after the coffers
of the Treasury in face of the opposition of the Minister
for Agriculture who has represented the interests of the
industry and who has been rolled in cabinet. I cannot
see another good reason why the Treasurer would lead
this debate and not the Minister for Agriculture. In that
respect I have sympathy for the minister because I
know he would want to represent the interests of grain
growers. I suggest that it is a difficult situation he finds
himself in where he has the interest of the growers at
heart, but has to agree to the cabinet position on this
issue which has been led by the Treasurer in this
debate.
Given this set of circumstances, why is it that the
government is not prepared to listen to the industry?
With a poll that came out indicating that only
430 growers voted against this recommendation that the
sunset clause be dropped, why is that the government is
not prepared to listen to the industry? I am surprised by
that. I refer honourable members to several speeches
made in debates on the barley industry going back to
1993.
In a second-reading speech the Honourable Bill
McGrath, who was then Minister for Agriculture,
states:
The bill continues the joint barley marketing scheme for
another five years and requires the two states to consult
formally before continuing these arrangements beyond that
term.

The interesting phrase is to ‘consult formally before
continuing these arrangements beyond that term’.
The role of the Australian Barley Board in future
Australia-wide grain marketing will clearly be a major issue
for consultation.

It is interesting that the then minister clearly indicated
there was that opportunity for this to continue. The
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sunset clause is not determinate on the bill that was
introduced in 1993, but rather the opportunity there was
to say that at the end of the five years negotiations
should go ahead.
I now refer to the then opposition’s response in that
debate by the honourable member for Morwell, who is
now the Minister for Agriculture. Hansard of 6 April
1993 records him as having said:
The Barley Marketing Bill is an important bill that the
opposition does not oppose.
…
The legislation is described as a deregulation of the barley
industry. It is not deregulation in toto; it is a move to
deregulate in part. There are some complications in practice
as there are in principle in a completely deregulated barley
industry.

He goes on to say:
The bill has a sunset clause of five years, so it may be five
years before the marketing of barley is reviewed in Victoria
and in South Australia.

Again the point that it would be a review not a sunset.
He continues:
That brings me to deregulation. The bill does not provide for
deregulation of export market because that will be controlled
by the Australian Barley Board.
…
I shall be interested to hear members of the government speak
on the bill. I shall be particularly interested to learn whether
they support eventual total deregulation of the barley industry,
because there will be some teething problems with that
aspect, just as there were with the so-called deregulation of
the dairy industry.
…
There is no such thing as complete deregulation. When we
talk about deregulation we are talking about one mob getting
out of regulation and another mob taking over … I believe in
government regulation because government has a
responsibility and a charter to control important industries,
especially agriculture.

I agree with most of the comments of the current
minister. As time is short I will soon conclude, but I am
enjoying this. The minister went on to say:
I am not opposing it. There is a distinct difference between
supporting and not opposing. The opposition will certainly
not oppose the change to the way in which the industry is
regulated.

In deference to honourable members who wish to
contribute to the debate, I conclude my remarks.
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Mr HAMILTON (Minister for Agriculture) —
While the honourable member for Benambra was
quoting earlier speeches of honourable members I was
thinking that at times we have strange bedfellows. At
one stage I thought he was getting to the stage where he
wanted to nationalise the whole of the barley industry
as well as the rest of agriculture, which would be a
complete turnaround.
This debate is interesting in terms of what has happened
over the past 20 months or so that I have been Minister
for Agriculture. As the Treasurer said in responding to
debate on this bill on behalf of the government, and
given that it is fundamentally a national competition
policy bill, there is no doubt that it was appropriate for
the Treasurer to respond. That is not to say that the
issue has not been argued.
Mr Steggall interjected.
Mr HAMILTON — We shall see. The whole of
this debate has caused a great deal of discussion,
consideration and lobbying. I must say in the time that I
have been a minister, members from ABB Export Ltd,
the Victorian Farmers Federation and the Grains
Council of Australia have spent a great deal of time
speaking with me about this proposed sunset clause
which was in the 1999 bill — I believe it was
April 1999 that the bill was passed.
In terms of the interpretations that we put on legislation,
it is no wonder lawyers have a picnic, because it says
quite clearly in the minister’s second-reading speech on
that bill:
It is the intention of the Victorian government that statutory
marketing arrangements will end on 30 June 2001. However,
prior to that date the Minister for Agriculture and Resources
will consult with the South Australian minister and the barley
industry generally in managing the transition to a competitive
market.

I wonder how the then Premier interpreted the meaning
of that clause in the bill. There is no doubt in my
mind — and I would suspect there is no doubt in
anyone’s mind on that side who was here in April
1999 — of what Mr Kennett thought that bill meant. He
said, ‘You’ve got two years to get your act together and
that is when it sunsets’. And members of the National
Party sat there meekly, as they did for seven years,
while country Victoria was destroyed. They were going
around looking for a peg to hang their hats on, and now
they cannot even find their hats! So why did the
National Party have this sudden about-face? Of course,
the greatest deregulators of all — the members of the
Liberal Party — have now got into bed with them. For
what reason I do not know, because there has been a
complete about-face from the Kennett years when they

BARLEY MARKETING (AMENDMENT) BILL
Wednesday, 13 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

deregulated everything. For heaven’s sake, they sold
the schools, the trains and the hospitals.
The honourable member for Swan Hill stood up in this
place, as a former parliamentary secretary, and said,
‘Don’t blame it on Mr Kennett. Blame it on us. I am in
the National Party. We all were for deregulation’. That
has been said in this house on a number of occasions. I
can recall on electricity bills in particular when the
exact opposite view was being expressed from that side
of the house. So we come to the — —
Mr Ryan — You have only been going 4 minutes
and you have run out.
Mr HAMILTON — Don’t tempt me.
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The minister,
without assistance from the honourable member for
Monbulk or the Leader of the National Party.
Mr HAMILTON — So there was a great deal of
consultation, as can be attested to, and some hundreds,
if not thousands, of letters and emails have come into
my office from barley growers, from members of the
VFF and from the Grains Council of Australia. Each
one of those has been responded to, and all of that
information was collected into a databank. As has been
said clearly in this debate on a number of occasions,
there was no single view.
I agree that the majority of barley growers wanted to
extend the sunset period. Even the Liberal Party was
hedging its bets because the never-ever sunsetting of
the single desk amendment that was introduced into the
upper house by the Honourable Barry Bishop was
amended, and the Liberal Party said, ‘We really are
deregulators. We will hedge our bets and we will
extend it through an amendment’, which was included
in the bill now before the house. The Liberals still do
not know where they are coming from or where they
have been. So that has been the problem.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr McArthur interjected.
Mr HAMILTON — We have plenty of time.
I assure the house that the options for the government to
consider were taken before the cabinet and considered
thoroughly.
Opposition members interjecting.
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Mr HAMILTON — Honourable members opposite
talk about getting rolled. As the honourable member for
Swan Hill and certainly the honourable member for
Gippsland South know, cabinet decisions are collective
decisions. That happened for seven years during the
Kennett period. I do not know what went on in the
Kennett cabinet, but I can assure honourable members
that this government considered all of the points of
view that were raised. As has been stated here today
and in the upper house debate last week, there was no
clear evidence from the best economic experts that
deregulation or the sunsetting of the single desk for
ABB Grain Export Ltd would be an economic
advantage or disadvantage. There is no evidence at all.
No-one — certainly not representatives of the
Australian Barley Board, the Grains Council of
Australia or the Victorian Farmers Federation — has
ever said that if it sunsets the barley industry will fall
over. No-one has suggested that and it will not. No-one
has suggested that the ABB will go out of existence if
the clause sunsets on 30 June as the legislation says.
I have a great deal of respect for the ABB and the way
it has operated as a professional organisation. It has
presented its arguments with a great deal of sincerity
and a great deal of research. I respect the position it has
put. However, it has never claimed that if the bill
sunsets ABB Grain Export Ltd will go out of existence.
It will not because in a relatively short time the
organisation has demonstrated that for any new
business venture it is capable of operating efficiently.
Because the organisation is structured as a growers
cooperative it will have loyal growers who will support
it. So the government is looking at an opportunity for
other exporters to become involved. There is a great
deal of argument that this will not only improve the
prices paid to growers but that it will improve the
operation of ABB itself. That is a good thing not only
for ABB as an organisation but for the grains industry.
The grains industry is one of the most important
primary industries in Victoria, second only to dairy.
The resources the government has put into the grains
industry, in particular through the Victorian Institute for
Dryland Agriculture but also through a number of other
programs, demonstrates that the government has a lot of
confidence in the grains industry and its long-term
future.
The debate is about the future of the grains industry, of
which barley is one part. The developing and in some
ways more exciting aspect of the industry has been the
growth of the pulse and oilseed industry. As has been
said to me a number of times, you win some and you
lose some, and the decision will not be the end of the
industry. On the contrary, in many ways it will help the
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industry to grow in strength and indeed provide a sound
future for all the people involved in it.

issue. Barley growers have had a say and the vast
majority want to retain the single desk.

The final point is that the bill has been brought on for
debate in this house some 17 days before the clause
sunsets. It has certainly been common knowledge
throughout the industry that the sunset clause would
take effect on 30 June and a lot of people have made
decisions on the basis of that fact. It would not be in the
interests of anybody in the industry for the government
to change its mind on the position it has stated clearly
and has held consistently ever since I have been
minister. I make the point that at no stage was
deregulation of the barley industry raised when the
government was implementing its policy.

I refer the house to what happens on a typical farm. At
this time of the year barley growers have to start
planting their crops.

The other items mentioned in regard to what the
government has done in agriculture were part of our
policy commitments. The government has delivered
and will continue to deliver and to work cooperatively
and proactively with the whole of the grains industry as
well as the rest of agriculture. I am confident there is a
bright future for the whole of the industry.
Mr VOGELS (Warrnambool) — It disappoints me
to listen to the Minister for Agriculture and the
Treasurer who have turned deaf ears to the barley
growers and travelled a full circle since being elected.
Most of their time in debate they criticised the change
of heart of members of the Liberal and National parties.
It is possible to change your mind. As a dairy farmer I
believe national competition policy has created many
problems for rural Victorians. I am pleased that most
governments in Australia, including the federal
government, are now looking at aspects of the national
competition policy because especially in rural Victoria
more people have been hurt by it than have benefited
from it.
People can change their minds. Often it is a credit to
people to say, ‘Look, we made a mistake. We now
know better’, and get on with the job. The Labor
government has consistently campaigned in rural
Victoria promising to listen to country people and to
restore democracy. What more democracy can you
have than to go out and ask a commodity group for its
opinion, to ask for its input and to see what comes up. It
was done in the dairy industry and the backflip that has
been witnessed there is interesting. The previous
government supported dairy deregulation, while the
then opposition did not. The Labor Party said it did not
believe the majority of Victorian dairy farmers wanted
to deregulate, so if it won government it would have a
poll and whatever the outcome it would agree with. To
the credit of the Labor Party it did that; it listened to the
dairy farmers and took up the issue. This is the same

They know that will be expensive: they have to buy
fuel, implements, equipment and seed. After planting
the seed they then have to hope the weather is right so
they will get a good crop — and if they get a good crop,
they then have to hope that any changes in the world
commodity price will not have a great impact on the
price they get.
They are already competing against the world, but at
least under the single desk option the smaller growers
can work together in setting prices rather than being
picked off one by one by the bigger exporters and the
companies that sell grain out of Australia. I cannot
believe the Labor Party is saying there is something
wrong with that. The union movement does that all the
time, but apparently there is something wrong with
people in agriculture doing it.
I fully support the bill. I am astounded that the Labor
Party and the honourable member for Mildura do not
support rural communities. It is sad, because this is a
great bill. For God’s sake, let the small farmers work
together so they do not get picked off by the bigger
companies and large monopolies.
Mr HELPER (Ripon) — It gives me a great deal of
pleasure to speak on the Barley Marketing
(Amendment) Bill, not because I am an avid supporter
of the proposal but because it is in stark contrast to the
position of the previous government, in that this
government has allowed debate on a private member’s
bill. Not once during the term of the previous
government did we see a private member’s bill debated
in this chamber.
I am happy to explain to the house that, all things being
equal, I do not favour measures broadly described as
deregulatory. Like all regional members of Parliament,
I have had considerable feedback on the barley
single-desk issue. I have come to this issue with an
open mind. Firstly, supporters of the single desk put
their arguments to me, and I thank them for coming to
me to do so. However, as the debate in the community
continued, other points of view were put to me by those
who believe the single desk should be allowed to flow
along its normal course and be sunsetted later this
month.
As I came to understand the single-desk issues more
clearly — I must stress that as a relatively new member
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I do not have the broad experience of the barley
industry that many hours of discussion in this
Parliament has bestowed on others, although as I said, I
approached the issue with an open mind — my position
evolved. I asked myself the question: do we have a
single export barley desk? My conclusion was no, we
do not. Instead we have a New South Wales–
Queensland single desk, a Western Australian single
desk and a South Australian–Victorian single desk.
That makes it either a very large desk with two returns
or a triple desk! The existence of niche marketers
further erodes the argument that we currently have a
single desk.
Some marketers have established and exploited their
own niche markets and in doing so have built what I
sincerely hope is a lucrative trade. The ability for
people to exploit niche markets resulted from
amendments made to the Barley Marketing Act by the
previous government, presumably supported by the
National Party. Apparently that type of deregulation is
approved by the National Party, despite the incredible
inefficiency of trading in bulk commodities such as
barley in containers. I have heard estimates that the
container niche market deals with 60 000 to
80 000 tonnes of a total of about 350 000 tonnes of
available Victorian export malting barley. I presume the
National Party agrees with 23 per cent deregulation.
However, I suggest to National Party members that you
cannot be 23 per cent pregnant! You either deregulate a
particular industry or you do not.
You have only to turn to the words of the former
Minister for Agriculture and Leader of the National
Party, Pat McNamara, who in 1998 described the large
desk with two returns as a ‘so-called single export desk
power’. He used the term ‘so-called’. He agreed with
the analysis I am putting forward, that we do not really
have a single desk. The proposition in the bill that the
single desk needs to be maintained is based on rather
thin logic. It is damning that the then Leader of the
National Party described it as the ‘so-called single
export desk’. It suggests that the single desk is a
romantic fantasy of the National Party that it has
destroyed with its own hands.
Another issue with which I have a fundamental
difficulty concerns matters of principle, which the
National Party should pay some attention to. It is
widely believed that ABB is a classic statutory
marketing authority set up purely for the protection and
benefit of its grower base. To my way of thinking there
is nothing wrong with that notion. However, that is not
the case, because the single biggest shareholder in ABB
is the Mitsui corporation.
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Mitsui is not the controlling shareholder, and I am not
arguing that it is. I am not arguing that it does not have
grower interests; somewhere along its corporate chain
there may well be grower interests, so it is perfectly
entitled to be a shareholder in ABB Grain Export Ltd.
That is not a problem. However, I know that Mitsui has
interests in purchasing barley and in being a grain buyer
in Japan. What is romantically described by the
National Party as a statutory marketing authority has on
its shareholder register a significant vertically integrated
component of the industry.
That leads me to a question: how can the National Party
and how can the Liberal Party — belatedly in its
opposition coalition with the National Party that seems
to have been entered into on this bill and in general —
ask this Parliament to bestow a statutory monopoly on a
private statutory marketing group that is vertically
integrated? How can they in good conscience ask
Parliament to accept that principle? At the end of the
day that would be akin to General Motors Holden
having the sole export monopoly for automotive
components. It is a ludicrous proposition that has no
basis in principle whatsoever.
Mr Richardson — Why don’t you say what you
think!
Mr HELPER — I will get to say what I really think
in a moment.
The other side of the argument put forward by the
government is that growers ought to have a choice in
selecting their markets to maximise their returns. That
is the principle pitched against the principle of
bestowing a statutory monopoly upon a private
company.
It is argued by those who support the single desk that it
is necessary to protect growers against corrupt world
markets. If the Nationals are convinced of that
argument now, why were they not convinced of it two
years ago? The world markets have been corrupt for far
longer than two years, so the Nationals should have
been able to ascertain back then that their support for a
single desk was wanted at that time for protection
against corrupt world markets.
The ABB has said that if the Victorian single desk is to
sunset it will source export barley exclusively from
South Australia. Given that Victorian export barley is
predominantly malting barley and that South Australian
export barley is mainly feed grain, I would like to see
how the ABB would carry out that nasty threat, made in
a debate which in my experience has been constructive
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and positive but which obviously has in other quarters
been conducted in less savoury ways.
I was shocked to hear the honourable member for
Mildura say he was exposed to thuggery and bullying
during the debate. That is totally inappropriate
behaviour, and it lowers the character of the participants
in the debate.
In summing up my contribution I will touch briefly on
the contribution made by the honourable member for
Monbulk. He said the New South Wales government
had changed its mind about not maintaining its single
desk. I suggest that that extension had more to do with
the banks wanting to get their money back out of the
bankrupted market and industry than with maintaining
the single desk. Knowing that other honourable
members want to speak, I will finish my contribution at
this point.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — It is
my pleasure to join the debate on this bill. I commend
the government for having the debate — I do not
commend it for anything else, but I commend it for
that — and I congratulate the grains industry and the
grains group of the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF)
on persisting with this issue, even in the face of the
flogging they respectively copped today from the
Treasurer. It is to their great credit that they have
persisted with this issue. I also congratulate the
honourable member for Swan Hill and a member for
North Western Province in another place, the
Honourable Barry Bishop, on persisting with this
important issue.
This debate should be on the merits of the single desk,
but it is not. It has become a debate based around a
Treasurer’s ego, because that is essentially what we are
talking about — this great deregulator!
It is interesting to reflect on what happened back in the
age of proposals to deregulate the dairy industry,
because at that time the Treasurer campaigned actively
against dairy deregulation. He was out in the
marketplace saying, ‘Do not do this. Don’t do it — it is
not for the good of the industry’, and he was running
the line that the suppliers in the dairy industry did not
want it to happen. As time passed and he saw he was
trapped down a back alley, he fell upon the notion of a
poll, which was his mechanism for wriggling out of the
fact that the industry wanted to deregulate. So it was
that the current Treasurer, in concert with his colleague
the Minister for Agriculture, decided upon the poll on
deregulation of the dairy industry, and we all know the
history of that.
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The poll was held, there was substantial participation,
and very importantly there was a strong vote in that
industry in favour of deregulation. What did we get as a
result of that poll? We got yet another conversion on
the road to Damascus, because the Treasurer said,
‘That’s good, because if the industry says, “This is what
we want to do”, that is what we should comply with
and that is what we should do’. The fact was that
deregulation was good for that industry.
What has happened here? The VFF and the grains
industry have said to the government, ‘If it is good for
the goose, it is good for the gander. If you can use that
criterion for deregulating the dairy industry, why
wouldn’t you apply precisely the same criterion to the
grains industry?’, so the poll was conducted. Even
though the government wants to knock spots off it, the
fact is that in a voluntary poll, in the lead-up to which
the government actively campaigned for people to
either not vote at all or to vote no, 64 per cent of people
in the industry voted and 84 per cent of those people
said yes.
I ask rhetorically: how can the Treasurer ever justify
any distinction between the two circumstances I have
just illustrated? He cannot. The problem is the
Treasurer’s ego. He has been backed into a corner over
this issue, and he knows that if he were to do what he
did prior to the deregulation of the dairying industry he
would support the bill.
On their merits the arguments for retention of a single
desk are overwhelming. The government — minus the
Minister for Agriculture, whose heart is not in this, and
I will come back to that in a minute — and the
honourable member for Mildura are running the
argument for deregulation of the barley industry. It will
be interesting to see where the other two so-called
Independents go when the vote is called.
This issue is being driven by the government of the day,
aided and abetted by the honourable member for
Mildura. What are the merits? The growers want the
single desk retained; that is the overwhelming point of
view. The maltsters want the single desk retained.
Every other jurisdiction in Australia wants the single
desk retained. Not only do they want it, they have taken
appropriate action, where necessary, to ensure that it
happens. That has happened in South Australia, and
Western Australia, New South Wales and Queensland
all have single desks because they know that, on the
merits, single desks should be retained.
The federal government wants to see a single desk
retained, and it is important in the context of this debate
that the federal opposition wants to see it retained. That
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is why it has been down here over the past few days
belting up the Victorian Treasurer. It knows that a
single desk is in the interests of the industry and that on
the merits it should be retained. That is the position of
the federal Labor Party.
The Commonwealth Bank wants it retained. Indeed, in
the course of his excellent second-reading speech the
honourable member for Swan Hill tabled a letter dated
8 November last year written by the Commonwealth
Bank to the Minister for Agriculture. In conclusion the
letter says this about funding arrangements for the
single desk:
The absence of the single desk would have a severe impact on
both access to funds, terms of credit and the cost of
borrowings which would necessarily be passed to growers by
means of reduced returns.
Single desk provides least cost funding and retains the
benefits of centralised export marketing for the domestic
economy.
As bankers we regard the single desk as a serious issue.
Should it be of assistance we would be quite willing to
discuss this with you or any of your staff.

Did you talk to them about it, Minister?
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr RYAN — Did you talk to them?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of
the National Party will address his comments through
the Chair.
Mr RYAN — The fact is that the banking industry
wants it and international customers want it, which is
critically important because they rely on supply,
quality, forward contracts and the brand of product
which can be provided to them with the single desk
operation. All the garbage about the domestic market is
a complete furphy in the context of this debate. We are
talking here about the export market.
I will put another furphy to bed. There is no change of
view insofar as the National Party is concerned. In
fairness to the Minister for Agriculture, as was shown
by his commentary today, the second-reading speech to
the bill that was introduced in March or April 1999
reflected the fact that there would be further
consultation. That has not happened on the part of this
government — at least in a meaningful sense. The idea
at that time was that there would be further
consultation.
What has happened? A sequence of events has
unfolded which has rendered change necessary. The
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change has occurred, in as much as people interpret it
that way. That debate took place in March or April
1999. The election occurred in September 1999. The
Seattle trade talks collapsed in December 1999. Of
course this was not an issue at the last election because
at the last election everybody confidently thought that
this would get over the line at Seattle, that the problem
would be addressed and that therefore no change would
be needed because the consultation that was spoken of
would take place. As it turned out, a sequence of events
transpired that no-one had anticipated — not the least
of which was Labor winning government!
Everybody else has changed and taken a different view
about the situation. The industry has changed. The
industry had been supportive of deregulation, and it
altered its point of view because of the problems with
Seattle. South Australia has changed. Just as it said it
would in its legislation, the South Australian
government reviewed it and made a change, just as this
government should have meaningfully done. This
government should have reviewed the matter properly
and made the change, but it has not. Why not? Because
it has a Treasurer who has an ego problem. You only
had to see and hear him in the way he conducted
himself in this important debate to see that he has an
ego problem. He does not want to be seen to be making
the change.
I come back to the Minister for Agriculture. Is his heart
in this or is it not? We have heard more today about
cabinet discussions than we have heard during the
20 months of this government. What they tell you is,
‘Again, he got rolled’.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member knows better than to refer to the
Minister for Agriculture in that manner. I ask him to
address him correctly.
An Honourable Member — Should he call him
‘her’?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! He should
call him the honourable member for Morwell, the
honourable member, but not ‘he’.
Mr RYAN — I cannot use the expression ‘he’,
Madam Deputy Speaker, in terms of him being the
Minister for Agriculture?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of
the National Party is referring to and pointing at the
Minister for Agriculture. The honourable member is
required to address him as the Minister for Agriculture.
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Mr RYAN — The Minister for Agriculture
absolutely got rolled. You only had to listen to the
contribution here today to know that. The net result of
all that is that the de facto agriculture minister is
running the debate today. This is not the first time it has
happened. The Minister for Agriculture has on previous
occasions been rolled over various issues to do with
agriculture — and we will see it happen again and
again. It is a tragedy for the industry at large and for this
industry in particular.
What should happen is that Labor and the honourable
member for Mildura should support this bill. Instead,
they will sacrifice this institution of the industry on the
alter of national competition policy. There is no need to
do that, and there is strong argument for why they
should not. For this Minister for Agriculture to be
embracing the notions of national competition policy
and running the argument about not supporting this bill
is absolutely ridiculous. He laughs even as I say it; but
he spent the proverbial seven-odd years berating
anybody who talked about embracing national
competition policy and he still moans and groans
because the power stations have not been brought back
in Victoria, for God’s sake!
National competition policy should be taken on a
case-by-case basis. It has done great things for Victoria
and for Australia. But it must be viewed on a
case-by-case basis. In this instance the government will
destroy the single desk on the basis of national
competition policy, and it should not do it.
Apart from anything else, the fact is that we are selling
into a corrupt market worldwide. We know that to be
the case. The retention of the single desk gives us best
industry outcomes in Victoria.
I will finish with these two points: the National Party
has driven this issue and has taken it from the start and
said, ‘We can get this bill into the house and can try to
do something to address this’. In the face of all of those
who said, ‘You will not; it cannot happen’, we had it
introduced in the Legislative Council. We were able to
win the support of the Liberal Party, in the face of all
those who said, ‘The National Party will never do it’.
Then it was said, ‘The National Party will never have
this debate in the Legislative Assembly of Victoria’.
Now we are.
I simply say to all of those out there who are about to
witness the vote that will destroy the single desk in
Victoria that if it had its way the National Party would
see that single desk retained. The reason it will be lost is
that this caring, sharing, governing-for-all-Victorians
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Labor Party, supported by at least one of the
Independents, will sell out country Victoria.
My final point is this: I remember the story of the
battalion going down to the wharf and heading off to
war. There was mum to see off her favourite son. As he
marched past she said, ‘Isn’t he a wonder, my Johnny?
He is the only one in step’.
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East) — I am pleased to join
the debate on this bill. In speaking in opposition to it I
remind the house why we are having this debate today.
It is all to do with the National Party’s own
road-to-Damascus experience. The Leader of the
National Party used the analogy of the road to
Damascus. We are having this debate because the
National Party, when it was in government, was happy
to sit back and be a part of a government that privatised
the former State Electricity Commission; that privatised
hospitals, even in the area of the Leader of the National
Party; that attempted to privatise our public schools;
that privatised our roads with the City Link contract;
and that privatised part of our rail system, including the
Bendigo railway workshops which ultimately led to
their demise and closure early this year. The
Liberal-National government constantly supported
privatisation policies.
With this bill the National Party has decided to perform
a very ill-formed and clumsy political U-turn in an
attempt, as feeble as it is, to tell its supposed
constituency in country Victoria that it is different from
the Liberal Party and to forget about the seven years in
which it was in coalition with that Party. It is making
this distinction only after being confined to the
opposition benches. This debate is not about policy; it
about the National Party thrashing around and trying to
find some relevance on an issue. It is not about good or
bad policy.
Let us look back to the debate that has taken place on
barley deregulation. The industry has known since
March 1999 that the barley board would be deregulated
on 30 June this year, because a bill was passed through
this Parliament, with the support of the Liberal Party,
the National Party, the Labor Party and the
Independents. I believe this debate has served only to
increase uncertainty for growers in the industry,
particularly with the clumsy amendment that has been
forced upon the National Party by the Liberal Party.
Look back at what the National Party said during the
debate on this issue. In 1998 during debate on the
Agriculture Acts (Amendment) Bill the then Leader of
the National Party and Minister for Agriculture said:
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The first objective of reform is to achieve a fully commercial
approach to marketing through the establishment of a
grower-owned entity to take over the marketing
responsibilities of the ABB.

He went on to say:
The growers have accepted the need for change and have
taken up this challenge.

I move on to what the honourable member for Swan
Hill — now the spokesperson for the National Party on
barley — said during the debate in 1998:
The most important, and to me the — —

Mr Steggall interjected.
Ms ALLAN — The honourable member for Swan
Hill is interjecting. I will start again so he can hear what
he said in 1998:
The most important, and to me the best, thing is that the grain
industry has now agreed to a privatised structure of
deregulation.

Back in 1998 the National Party was singing a very
different tune to the one it sings today. On 25 March
1999 during debate on the Barley Marketing
(Amendment) Bill the honourable member for
Shepparton — he was the only member of the National
Party who spoke on the bill — was fulsome in his
praise of the deregulation of the barley industry when
he said:
I support the bill. The government has worked extremely
closely with the Victorian Farmers Federation to ensure that it
has come about in an orderly way, and I look forward to
barley growers in my electorate and throughout Victoria
enjoying a successful time in the barley industry in the next
century.

That was the position of the National Party in
government.
I turn now to the 1999 comments of the honourable
member for Benambra — your comments, Mr Acting
Speaker — in support of the bill passed by the former
government. He said:
The end result will clearly be that all sections of the industry
will benefit from deregulation. Undoubtedly deregulation
gives those in the marketing field the opportunity of selling in
the market of their choice, which is essential for the rural
industry and one of the real benefits of deregulation.

That was what members of the coalition said in
government. How those leopards have changed their
spots! They were crazy in their support for the
privatisation agenda of the former government, yet they
are willing to change their spots when it suits them.
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The bill was brought before this chamber after the
Liberal and National parties put it through the upper
house. All honourable members know what an
unrepresentative place that is. Many members of those
parties are sitting on a stale mandate: they were elected
in 1996 and are still there only because of their
unrepresentative eight-year terms. They did not go to
the electorate at the last election yet they continue to
block and frustrate the government’s agenda.
They proved to be anti-country when they blocked the
Regional Infrastructure Development Fund bill, which
was a key plank of the government’s election
commitment. When it suits them they are happy to
debate a bill such as the Barley Marketing
(Amendment) Bill. However, the bill was put through
the upper house only after the Liberal Party forced its
supremacy on the National Party. I am sure the
National Party felt as if it were back in government
with the Liberal Party exerting its will. National Party
members were forced to accept an amendment that will
result in greater uncertainty in the industry by delaying
its deregulation for three years.
If you look at the contributions by members of the
Liberal and National parties in the upper house you find
they are all about self-justification. Confusion also
reigned in the debate. A member for Gippsland
Province in the other place, the Honourable Philip
Davis, said that the house was dealing with a decision
by the Bracks government to deregulate barley
marketing arrangements in Victoria. That is not correct:
the former government made the decision to move
towards deregulation along the time line outlined in the
debates during March 1999.
Honourable members have heard a lot about the
Honourable Barry Bishop in another place, but if you
look at the comments of the other member for North
Western Province, the Honourable Ron Best, you see
that he is also confused about the issue. Perhaps he is
more worried about the polls in Bendigo that show that
the National Party is attracting only 1.8 per cent of the
vote.
During the debate he said that the current market had
worked quite well and had led to lower barley prices
domestically, which demonstrated the way competition
works. I thought the National Party’s opposition was
based on the fact that a deregulated market would lead
to lower prices! Is that now what the opposition is all
about? National Party members in this place may wish
to speak with the Honourable Ron Best in another place
to clear up the confusion. Clearly there is confusion
between the two parties, and there is also confusion in
the industry, given that the amendment forced on the
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National Party by the Liberal Party will lead to greater
uncertainty for the industry.
As I said, the Liberal Party has reluctantly come to the
table on this issue. I was listening when on 16 February
the honourable member for Monbulk popped up on
ABC Country Radio. It is interesting that members
opposite think they can get away with whatever they
like when they speak on country radio because they
think no-one is listening. However, on country radio the
honourable member for Monbulk said that he supported
in principle the deregulation of the barley board. He is
now supporting the National Party, albeit forcing on it
his party’s way.
This legislation was not an issue raised during the
election campaign. I attended the Bendigo forum
organised by the Victorian Farmers Federation — one
of the many held around the country. They were great
forums but the barley industry was not one of the issues
raised.
Why is this bill being debated today? In an article about
this debate in the Age of 29 January, the journalist
Phillip Hopkins wrote:
… leading the charge against abolishing the single desk is the
VFF and the National Party, which freed from the shackles of
coalition, has done a policy U-turn.

In the same article the honourable member for Swan
Hill is quoted as saying that when the National Party
was in coalition, ‘We did not win all we wanted’. The
bill is about an acknowledgment by National Party
members that they could have been stronger.
Ultimately, they were part of the coalition that
introduced the legislation.
The National Party will attempt to portray the
government as not caring about country Victoria. It is a
convenient argument, but is misleading and ultimately
will not be believed. The Bracks government is sticking
to a timetable put through this Parliament by the former
Liberal–National Party government. The government is
providing certainty to the industry by sticking to this
timetable. To turn that timetable around and to extend
the so-called single desk for three years would simply
throw the plans of hundreds of farmers into confusion
and jeopardise potential future sales.
The Liberal and National parties have exposed
themselves during this debate as having no fundamental
policy basis. That has been borne out by their
subsequent actions in this place and the comments of
the honourable member for Monbulk.
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Mr DELAHUNTY (Wimmera) — The honourable
member for Bendigo East has just shown why the
stance taken by the Labor Party on barley deregulation
is hypocritical.
A strong community is one that looks after its weak. I
thought the honourable member’s tongue was getting
whiter by the minute. The Labor Party strongly
supports the deregulation of the barley industry,
although it was against the deregulation of the dairy
industry — I will go back to that later.
The second-reading speech contains strong reasons for
supporting the continuation of the single desk for barley
exports. I compliment the honourable member for
Swan Hill and the Honourable Barry Bishop, member
for North Western Province in the other place, on the
excellent bill they have brought into this Parliament for
debate. It is a pity that more Labor members have not
read the second-reading speech given that they did not
listen to it and therefore do not understand the reasons
why we are debating this bill. Barley deregulation is
having a profound effect on country Victorians, and I
will talk about it in my capacity as a strong
representative of the Wimmera electorate.
Victoria produces between 550 000 tonnes and
700 000 tonnes of barley per annum. The Wimmera
produces 315 000 tonnes, or 45 per cent, of Victoria’s
malting barley, so it is a major player in the area.
I will use a football analogy to explain my argument.
Often when you are viewing a football match you think
a side is playing well, but when you look at the
scoreboard you see that the score shows a totally
different situation. The first score I want to talk about is
the complete collapse of the 1999 world trade talks in
Seattle, which confirmed that protection for agricultural
industries will not be dismantled as was proposed. In
fact, it is expected that protection levels for agriculture
throughout the world will soon be back to where they
were 15 years ago. That is the reason why the National
Party and the industry support the continuation of the
single desk to market bulk grain in a distorted world
market.
As we know from the second-reading speech, the
United States can legitimately subsidise its course grain
industry to the tune of A$88 million per year. The
European Union can pour in the equivalent of
A$1.6 billion, and Canada can also prop it up to the
tune of A$93 million. These subsidies show the extent
to which governments can corrupt the world market. I
am not sure that the Labor Party is listening to this.
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The second score is the Minister for Agriculture, who is
at the table. At the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF)
grains conference in Yarrawonga last year he gave the
people who attended the impression that he supported
the continuation of the single desk. As a member of the
Crown, he led them to believe that he would support the
industry. Did he do that?
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr DELAHUNTY — As my leader says, the
minister has been rolled by the acting minister for
agriculture — that is, the Minister for State and
Regional Development, John Brumby.
I highlight again the government’s promise to carry out
a poll on the deregulation of the dairy industry. The poll
showed 89 per cent of dairy farmers supported
deregulation — but why is the government not listening
on this issue?
The third score is about consultation, which we hear a
lot about. All honourable members have received
plenty of letters, and I will highlight a few. As the
Labor government has talked about the Rupanyup
North cooperative, I refer to a letter from Russell
Dunlop, of Rupanyup:
As a committed member of the Rupnorth Co-op I am
disturbed to see directors of Rupnorth taking part in this
debate. At no time has this issue been formally handled by the
Co-op. Nobody knows what the Co-op stance is on the single
desk because members have not been asked to debate the
issue and there certainly has been no vote.
I am in favour of cooperative marketing because as individual
farmers we lack the expertise and size to market our grain to
its full potential.

He explains why the cooperative wants the single desk
in the industry to continue.
Another letter from Lloyd McLachlan of Minyip states
in part:
The single desk counters a corrupt and distorted world market
and strengthens the position of our farmers. All our major
competitors have some form of government assistance.

A letter from Bill Lehmann of Beulah, which was
published in the Buloke Times of 25 May, further
highlights the hypocritical stance of some honourable
members. He says:
I have been growing barley over 65 years and can remember
what went on when there was no control in the period before
the board was formed. I am not against changes, but let the
real people involved in growing barley decide what is best for
the industry.

He goes on to say:
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Being an Independent —

he is talking about Russell Savage —
he is not in line for a minister’s job, so what is in it for him to
turn down the people who helped to get him in Parliament …

As I said, the letter highlights the hypocritical stance
not only of the government but also of the honourable
member for Mildura. I have often heard him say that he
does surveys and polls of his constituents so he can
understand how they want him to vote on issues.
The McGregor Tan poll showed there is 84 per cent
support for the single desk. There was a great deal of
talk about this issue being debated at the VFF grains
conference in Horsham at the start of the year. Ample
time was given for people to attend and get hold of the
information, and 90-odd per cent of those who took part
supported the single desk.
I turn to the results of the third and major poll — the
Victorian Electoral Commission poll, the results of
which were released yesterday. It showed that 84 per
cent of people who voted supported the single desk. I
quote from a front page article that appeared in the
Weekly Times:
Victoria’s barley growers have voted overwhelmingly to
retain the single desk for export barley.
…
Almost … 64 per cent of eligible voters — voted on the issue,
a turnout unprecedented in the grains industry.
The huge vote will increase pressure on Treasurer John
Brumby —

the acting minister for agriculture! —
and Independent Russell Savage, who are both key supporters
of deregulation.
…
The Victorian Electoral Commission … told the federation
anything above 10–15 per cent of voters taking part in a
voluntary ballot was regarded as a high amount.
…
Mr Hards said he was pleased with the result of the barley
ballot.
‘… it would be a brave Independent that would ignore that
message’, he said.

The article goes on to say that Mr Hards was hopeful
the government would change its mind on deregulation
as it did on dairy and support the Premier.
This issue affects the Wimmera and many barley
growers in other parts of the state. As I said at the
beginning of my contribution, the scoreboard is there:
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84 per cent support the single desk. We must look after
those more disadvantaged than ourselves. That is why I
strongly support it and why it has the support of the
National Party.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill) — Firstly, I thank the
government for bringing on the debate today. The issue
commenced in March of last year when the National
Party tried to get the government to change its position
on the matter. I thank all those who have contributed to
the debate: the Treasurer, the Minister for Agriculture,
the Leader of the National Party, and the honourable
members for Monbulk, Mildura, Benambra,
Warrnambool, Ripon, Bendigo East and Wimmera. The
house does not often get the chance of a 21⁄2-hour debate
on a country issue. The interest expressed today in the
legislation shows that the government should consider
allowing country issues to be debated more often.
The issue of the single desk is important in country
Victoria. While a few flippant and misguided remarks
have been made today, for the people in the country it is
an important issue. It concerns how best to move our
commodity products on a world market. It is the most
difficult thing we have to do, and the single desk gives
us that opportunity. The deregulation that has occurred
in domestic areas provides competition and choice. I do
not agree with the Treasurer’s often-made remark about
more competition and more choice. Many of those in
country areas will rue the decision to be made today
because they will not be able to handle some of the
challenges it will bring.
The Minister for Agriculture has done absolutely
nothing since he became the minister to help farmers
make the transition. If we were to continue with a
single desk, a lot of things, mostly to do with contract
production line and the introduction of quality
assurance, would have to be done. We have only just
started on those areas and our people will not be ready
in a number of ways for the deregulated barley export
market.
The single desk is the only real power we have in the
marketplace, the only thing we have been able to utilise
in a very difficult international market. Australia is a
very small world trader, and we have to tread carefully
when we deal in commodities among the giants of the
world or we will get knocked around vigorously. The
Labor Party in Victoria is out of step with every other
Labor Party in Australia, whether state or federal. They
have until now all decided to maintain and support the
single-desk operation.
The debate is about marketing of a bulk commodity in a
difficult export market. The Treasurer, who is sitting in
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the house, needs to do just one thing in the next few
minutes: not call a division! I am a bit surprised we
have got as far as we have. As the Leader of the
National Party said, when it started to question the
minister in the autumn sitting of last year to discover
what was on and where he was going, the National
Party got a negative response or, at best, a mixed
response from him. The National Party then moved
towards the idea of drafting a private member’s bill. I
am delighted the party has reached the step of initiating
debate on the issue, and I congratulate the government
for allowing it.
It is an important country issue and contains a lot of
principles. It has generated a lot of debate. I was
involved recently in a similar discussion to this one in
the tomato industry. In that industry there are problems
in bringing a large number of producers towards
agreement on one operation. It does not matter which
industry we are talking about, commodity grains or not,
a single desk has served us well and is the best way I
know of to handle our commodities on the international
market. I commend the bill to the house and trust the
vote will be carried on the voices, not on a division.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 41
Asher, Ms
Ashley, Mr
Baillieu, Mr
Burke, Ms
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Dean, Dr
Delahunty, Mr
Dixon, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Fyffe, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McCall, Ms
McIntosh, Mr

Maclellan, Mr
Maughan, Mr (Teller)
Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Paterson, Mr
Perton, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr (Teller)
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Thompson, Mr
Vogels, Mr
Wells, Mr
Wilson, Mr

Noes, 46
Allan, Ms
Allen, Ms
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr

Kosky, Ms
Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Loney, Mr
Maddigan, Mrs
Maxfield, Mr
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Davies, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Duncan, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Helper, Mr
Holding, Mr (Teller)
Howard, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Ingram, Mr
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Mildenhall, Mr
Nardella, Mr
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Savage, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Viney, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Motion negatived.

Applause from public gallery.
The SPEAKER — Order! It is disorderly for
occupants of the public gallery to applaud!

NATIONAL PARKS (MARINE NATIONAL
PARKS AND MARINE SANCTUARIES)
BILL
Withdrawal
Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Environment and
Conservation) — I desire to move the motion standing
in my name in an amended form to accord with the
language of the relevant order of the day on today’s
notice paper. Accordingly, I move:
That the following order of the day, government business, be
read and discharged:
National Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine
Sanctuaries) Bill — Resumption of debate on the
question — That this bill be now read a second time —
and on the amendment — That all the words after ‘That’
be omitted with the view of inserting in place thereof the
words ‘this bill be withdrawn and redrafted so as to —
(a) provide for a state-funded scheme to compensate any
person who suffers loss or damage as a result of the
provisions of the bill in relation to — (i) any alteration to
the force of effect of, or to any rights conferred or
arising, under the Fisheries Act 1995 or regulations
made under it, or any authority or instrument under such
act or regulations; or (ii) the creation or existence of a
marine national park or a marine sanctuary under the
National Parks Act 1975; and (b) ensure that the
Supreme Court’s powers are retained in relation to such
scheme’
and that the bill be withdrawn.

This is a very sad day for the environment and a black
day for the Liberal Party. This bill is being withdrawn
and the Liberal Party wants it to fail, despite its farcical
claims to the contrary.
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! Will the house come to
order.
Ms GARBUTT — Liberal Party hypocrisy,
intransigence, division and lack of vision have led us to
this position. This could have been a world first for
Victoria. We could have had a world-class system of
marine national parks which took into account the
concerns of recreational fishermen and presented a
package which assisted the fishing industry and
delivered jobs and growth to coastal communities.
Instead, because of Liberal Party hypocrisy — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the honourable
member for Doncaster to cease interjecting forthwith.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Batchelor interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the House
shall refrain.
Ms GARBUTT — From the beginning of this
process members of the Liberal Party have been
spoilers and blockers. They have been captured by a
small vocal minority in the industry. The industry has
been telling the government that it wants the package,
particularly the $14 million of enforcement to crack
down on poaching. The majority of members of the
industry say they are not opposed to marine national
parks or to the government’s package. The opposition
has been badly led by its leader, who has run his own
marginal-seat campaign with no idea of the bigger
picture. None of his colleagues has an understanding of
the support of this package. Instead of the opposition
having a broader vision and an understanding of what is
really on offer, it has had a narrow-minded, short-term
view. That view is bringing the bill undone.
The Bracks government is committed to the protection
of the environment and to the establishment of marine
national parks. The government has put a great package
on the table and come up with a proposal for a
world-class system of marine national parks.
Unfortunately, the opposition has had no commitment
to the environment, to the idea of marine national parks,
to having a look at what was on offer in the
government’s package, or to talking to people about the
whole package. Instead it has been a leaderless, divided
party that has not been able to have a look at what was
on offer.
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Opposition members interjecting.
Ms GARBUTT — The arguments from the
opposition have been a sham and a farce from the
beginning and simply cannot be believed. Some of the
arguments are absolutely farcical. What they tell us is
that this is simply an excuse to oppose the whole
package. None of the arguments stand up.
Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Doncaster will get the call shortly.
Ms GARBUTT — I want to examine some of the
arguments that have been put by the opposition over the
last month or so and which simply do not stand up to
scrutiny. They are a sham and a farce.
An Honourable Member — Sit down!
The SPEAKER — Order!
Mr McArthur — On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
I seek your clarification in relation to the scope of this
debate. The minister has brought into the house today a
procedural motion which seeks to withdraw her bill and
the reasoned amendment put by the Leader of the
National Party. I seek your advice on whether, in
arguing for her procedural motion, she is entitled to
canvas all of the views and issues surrounding the
legislation and the reasoned amendment and all of the
history that has led up to them, or whether she should
confine herself to the reasons for the procedural motion.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the honourable
member for Bellarine to cease interjecting.
Mr Viney interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Frankston East will not be warned again if he
interjects while the Speaker is on his feet.
Mr Mulder interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! That applies equally to
the honourable member for Polwarth.
In response to the point of order raised by the
honourable member for Monbulk, I indicate that the
debate is indeed narrow, in that it is a procedural
motion withdrawing the National Parks (Marine
National Parks and Marine Sanctuaries) Bill. However,
within the scope of the debate I will allow the minister
to express her views on why she has taken that action.
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Further, I will allow the honourable member for
Doncaster and the Leader of the National Party to
express their views on why the motion withdrawing the
bill should not proceed. However, I expect honourable
members to refrain from discussing the detail of the bill
that is the subject of this motion.
Ms GARBUTT — None of the arguments used by
the opposition stands up as the real reason for opposing
the bill. What honourable members have seen is a
charade — a whole series of arguments that are just an
excuse to oppose the bill.
Let’s have a look at the argument that the opposition
does not like the section 85 clause. Members of the
government can hardly stop laughing whenever we hear
that one!
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms GARBUTT — The opposition says it does not
like the use of section 85, but in government the
opposition loved it. It used it 250 times!
Mr Ryan — On a point of clarification, Mr Speaker,
is the minister referring to the section 85 that she
intended to have or the one that was inserted by
accident?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.
Ms GARBUTT — It is breathtaking hypocrisy that
the opposition should be talking about its problems
with the use of section 85 of the Constitution Act.
Honourable members know that when the opposition
was in government there were 250 occasions when it
used section 85. I have here only a partial list that is still
enormous, so I will spare the house from reading every
one of them. But starting from the beginning, in 1992
there was the Accident Compensation (Workcover)
Act — with a section 85 statement — and the Victoria
Park Land Act — with a section 85 statement. In
1993 — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms GARBUTT — You don’t like it!
Mr Perton — On a point of order,
Mr Speaker — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
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Mr Perton — Mr Speaker, you have indicated that
this is a narrow debate and that you will allow the
minister only to canvass her reasons as to why she is
moving that the bill be withdrawn when the Liberal
Party has said it supports marine parks and is prepared
to hold talks with the government. For her to now — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Will the house come to
order!
Mr Perton — It is obvious that the government is
embarrassed by its breathtaking hypocrisy.
The SPEAKER — Order! I will not continue to
hear the honourable member for Doncaster. I do not
uphold his point of order. If he wants to canvass issues
that he has raised, he will get the call immediately after
the minister concludes her remarks.
Ms GARBUTT — As I was saying, it is
breathtaking hypocrisy for the opposition to be now
claiming it has a problem with the use of section 85.
Look again at the list for 1993: on top of it is the
Marine (Amendment) Bill — with a section 85 clause
in it!
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms GARBUTT — The opposition had no problem
with that when it was in government. What about
1996? What about the Fisheries (Amendment) Bill,
which had a section 85 in it as well!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members on the
government benches to desist.
Ms GARBUTT — What about the Shop Trading
Reform Bill? And the Victims of Crime Assistance
(Amendment) Bill? They all had section 85 statements
in them!
There were instances when, for good public policy
reasons, the government when in opposition supported
the use of section 85. One was the Fisheries
(Amendment) Bill — the scallop dredging
legislation — when the then Labor opposition accepted
the previous government’s use of section 85.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms GARBUTT — Yesterday this house passed
bills that — guess what? — had section 85 clauses in
them. I saw the shadow minister sitting in exactly the
same seat he is in now. He did not raise an eyebrow, let
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alone oppose those bills. The inclusion of a section 85
clause is not a convincing reason for the opposition’s
opposing the bill.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms GARBUTT — In this case the government
considers the use of section 85 to be necessary. That is
simply because one vexatious litigant could take us to
court for years. It would end up as a lawyers’ picnic and
be a drain on taxpayers’ dollars, and that is not an
option that the government will contemplate.
The second reason the opposition has put forward is the
inclusion in the bill of a no-compensation clause. The
opposition is saying that we need a fair and reasonable
process to provide financial assistance to those
affected — but that is in the packages on the table.
There is a $1.2 million financial assistance package on
the table!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mornington shall desist.
Ms GARBUTT — That is backed up by a fair and
reasonable process. It is at arm’s length from the
government and will be run by the Rural Finance
Corporation. The assessment panel will have
representatives of industry on it, and in addition it will
have an appeals process. So there is a fair and
reasonable package on the table.
As well as that, the government has taken into account
the needs of industry by including a major enforcement
package of $14 million to crack down on poaching. The
scientific studies undertaken by the marine and — —
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the
minister is now canvassing reasons why the bill should
be debated and not be withdrawn. I ask you to bring her
back to order. What are her reasons for withdrawing the
bill, when both the Labor Party and the Liberal Party
have declared their support for marine national parks?
We are prepared to — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the minister not to
canvass the issues in the bill in the detail she was
beginning to and to come back to what is essentially a
procedural motion.
Ms GARBUTT — With regard to the claims by the
opposition that there is no compensation, the bill rules
out compensation only at the Supreme Court level.
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People still have their common-law right to go to the
County Court for claims of up to $200 000.
Mr Perton interjected.
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matters that go to whether or not the bill should
proceed. She has been asked to bat this through to
1 o’clock, but she has nothing left to say. I ask you to
bring her back to order.

The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the honourable
member for Doncaster to desist and to make his
remarks when he gets the call, not by way of
interjection.

The SPEAKER — Order! That is a similar point to
that previously raised by the honourable member. I
have asked the minister to ensure that the remarks she is
making relate to the motion before the house.

Ms GARBUTT — Above all, the government is
confident that its package will minimise the impact on
the fishing industry and that fishermen will be able to
get their total allowable catches as they do now. That is
because of the assistance the government has put in,
because of the extra enforcement, because of the
phasing out of fishing in four of the areas and because
the bill applies to only about 5 per cent of the coastline.

Ms GARBUTT — That argument is another piece
of hypocrisy by the opposition. It is absolutely
unbelievable. In the past, either in government or in
opposition, the Liberal Party has amended LCC
recommendations, so that argument is obviously not the
real reason that it is opposing the bill.

The two arguments put by the opposition are absolutely
ridiculous. They are a sham and a farce and only
provide an excuse for the real reason that it is opposing
the bill. Both those reasons, the section 85 and
no-compensation clauses, are the subject of
amendments proposed by the opposition, which the
government can defeat in this house but which the
opposition will impose in the upper house. That is not a
situation the government will tolerate.
I turn to another argument that is constantly put by the
shadow minister, the honourable member for
Doncaster. He has constantly claimed that the
government must accept the Land Conservation
Council (LCC) or the Environment Conservation
Council (ECC) recommendations as a whole. What
nonsense! That is another piece of opposition
hypocrisy. The facts are that the Liberal Party has often
refused to accept the recommendations of the LCC and,
now, the ECC.
Let’s look at some previous examples. In 1992, when
the opposition controlled the upper house while the
Labor Party was in government, it knocked back
amendments and refused to accept LCC
recommendations even though the lower house had
passed them. If honourable members cast their minds
back a little way to when the previous government was
in opposition, it removed 200 — —
Mr Perton — Mr Speaker — —
Ms GARBUTT — The truth hurts!
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, you
have asked the minister to speak to the procedural
motion. She is yet again canvassing the history of
environment legislation in the state. Those are not

I suppose the real evidence is, as well, that while the
shadow minister has been saying that the government
has amended the ECC recommendations and taken out
Cape Howe and Ricketts Point, his amendments do not
put them back in. You are not committed to that. Which
of your amendments would put those back in and says
you will support everything in the ECC report? They
are not there.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Monbulk!
Ms GARBUTT — Let’s have a look at the
so-called negotiations the honourable member for
Doncaster says we have not been engaging in. The facts
are that we have been seeking to negotiate. I have
sought to negotiate with the honourable member for
Doncaster. I would have to say it is one of life’s most
unpleasant experiences. We met confidentially twice
last week — private conversations, not to be repeated
anywhere. The next day I heard him repeating them on
radio. Why would you go back and negotiate under
those conditions!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
Ms GARBUTT — The honourable member for
Doncaster has absolutely no intention of seeking a
resolution of any of the issues he has raised, because
they are not the real reasons he is opposing the bill.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
these are all matters that could be canvassed in the
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debate on the bill. This has nothing to do with the
minister’s reasons for withdrawing the bill. I ask the
Chair to bring her back to order.
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well as with other political parties to develop a fair
package’.
Mr Perton — On a point of order — —

The SPEAKER — Order! I am not prepared to
uphold the point of order raised by the honourable
member for Doncaster. However, I once again remind
the minister that it is a narrow debate. It is a procedural
motion withdrawing the bill. She can canvass why she
believes that should be done.
Ms GARBUTT — Thank you, Honourable
Speaker. I have been canvassing a number of the
reasons, but really they are excuses for the opposition to
oppose the bill. The amendments the opposition parties
have actually foreshadowed propose to delete the
section 85 provisions — that is absolutely unbelievable
coming from an opposition with its history — and the
no-compensation provisions, and that is also
unbelievable because financial assistance packages are
on the table.
The government is not prepared to go forward and
allow the opposition in the upper house to take those
provisions out of the bill. The latest claim by the
honourable member for Doncaster is that he has had a
gun put to his head by the government threatening to
withdraw this bill. What nonsense! The government
response has been on the table for a month. It has been
out there. We have been talking about it and arguing
about it for a month, and still he says we need to
negotiate. He has not focused his mind at all until now.
The ECC report has been out there since last October,
so that has been publicly canvassed. There have been
consultations over 10 years leading up to the ECC
report. That is another excuse, another example of a
sham reason put by the opposition for opposing the bill.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
members for Springvale and Geelong North!
Mr Perton — I invite the minister to incorporate the
whole of that email in Hansard.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.
Ms GARBUTT — We have got a fair package on
the table now, and the opposition is arguing about it.
Members of the opposition parties are not
acknowledging it and are opposing the bill. They are
using compensation as an excuse because they really do
not want this bill to pass. The reality is that the
opposition has no real commitment to marine national
parks or to the environment. It has never had any
intention of allowing the bill to pass. There have been
no serious efforts at negotiation by the honourable
member for Doncaster. He has never been serious about
resolving the issues. The opposition has always
opposed it. It is a disgrace to the Liberal Party that it
should come to this. The Leader of the Opposition went
to water in front of a small but rowdy crowd out there
in front of Parliament House, and he decided then to put
his own seat first.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms GARBUTT — He was looking after his own
skin.
Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

An honourable member interjected.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.04 p.m.

Ms GARBUTT — I wore black yesterday and you
criticised that, too!
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Honourable members interjecting.

Member for Ivanhoe: comments
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mornington will cease interjecting.
Ms GARBUTT — We have had a look at several of
the arguments put forward by the opposition. They are
absolute nonsense. We cannot believe what they have
said. I have to say about the negotiations that at
5 minutes to midnight, just a few minutes ago, the
honourable member for Doncaster emailed a letter to
me. This is how serious he is: ‘You need to sit down
and talk with the industry and environmental groups as

Dr NAPTHINE (Leader of the Opposition) — I
refer the Premier to comments made by the
Government Whip, the honourable member for
Ivanhoe, to the Warringal Conservation Society on
7 June this year, when he said that the Labor
government is opposed to the Scoresby freeway. Does
the Premier support the comment of the Government
Whip that the Labor government — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! Will the house come to
order!
Dr NAPTHINE — He is very red and embarrassed.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Narracan!
Dr NAPTHINE — He is fairly glowing red.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition, asking his question.
Dr NAPTHINE — Does the Premier support the
comment of the Government Whip that the Labor
government is opposed to the Scoresby freeway?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — The first point I make is
that I do not accept the assertion of the Leader of the
Opposition on the matter. If there is a choice between
the Government Whip and the Leader of the Opposition
who do you pick? You pick the honourable member for
Ivanhoe!
Government members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The government benches
will come to order!
Mr BRACKS — The Leader of the Opposition is
about as straightforward on this matter as he is on
marine national parks. Today he has been running
around telling conservationists that if the section 85
amendment goes down, he will vote for the bill with the
section 85 provisions. That is what he has been saying!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Will the house come to
order!
Mr BRACKS — How can you trust him?
Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr BRACKS — You have been saying it. You
have. He knows!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to come
to order, particularly the honourable member for
Mordialloc. I ask the Premier to come back to
answering the question.
Mr BRACKS — I indicate again that the
honourable member for Ivanhoe is an excellent member
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of Parliament and a great Government Whip, and all
government members remain committed to the funding
of the Scoresby freeway. There is only one problem
with the funding of the Scoresby freeway, and that is
that on a road of national importance the federal
government has not given a full funding commitment.
It has capped its commitment at $220 million for a
$1 billion project. We want the federal government to
provide half. We do not want part of a highway; we
want the whole highway.
Questions interrupted.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The SPEAKER — Order! Before calling the next
speaker, it gives me great pleasure to welcome to our
gallery Mr Carlos Quintanilla Schmidt, Vice-President
of the Republic of El Salvador. Welcome, Sir. He is
accompanied by the Honorary Consul of El Salvador to
Australia, Roberto Calderon Fratti. Welcome, Sir.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Questions resumed.

Rail: country lines
Mr MAXFIELD (Narracan) — Will the Premier
inform the house of the progress of the government’s
plan to reopen country rail lines?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — As you and most
members of the house know, Mr Speaker, the recent
budget allocated funding for the reopening of four
country passenger rail lines closed by the previous
Kennett government — the Liberal and National parties
together. They closed the Ararat line, the Bairnsdale
line, the South Gippsland line and the passenger line to
Mildura. Today I am pleased to announce that the
tender process has begun for reopening these four
passenger rail lines.
The first part of the tender will be for a package that
includes private sector interests in Mildura and South
Gippsland along with the existing tender, which is up
for renegotiation, for Shepparton and Warrnambool.
Those four will be packaged together for the private
sector to bid for the two lines to be reopened and the
tender for the other two. That allows private bidders to
take advantage of the synergies of these areas and
means the government is on track to reopen the four
passenger rail lines in country Victoria. Mildura and
South Gippsland will reopen in 2004 following
extensive track work.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Wednesday, 13 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr BRACKS — The honourable member for
Mordialloc has interjected, the shadow Minister for
Transport who hates public transport. He is opposed to
the fast rail links between the provincial centres and
Melbourne. He is critical of the reopening of the four
country rail lines. He is opposed to a fast rail link from
the airport to the city. He is opposed to the
standardisation of country rail lines. This is the biggest
ever capital works investment in rail in Victoria’s
history, and the shadow Minister for Transport simply
opposes every project. It is great for Victorians that
these four rail lines will reopen, and I am proud to say
that the tender process for their reopening has begun
today.

Marine parks: establishment
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I refer
the Minister for Environment and Conservation to the
government’s decision today to withdraw its marine
parks bill and its so-called mistake in including
provisions to eliminate compensation for fishers arising
from future changes to fishing licences. Given these
moves, will the minister explain how the government
now plans to decimate fishing communities across
Victoria?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Chair had difficulty
in hearing the latter part of the question. I ask the
honourable member to repeat it.
Mr RYAN — Given these moves, will the Minister
for Environment and Conservation explain how the
government now plans to decimate fishing
communities across Victoria?
Opposition members interjecting.
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been doing consistently — we have seen it before —
around coastal Victoria. He is scaremongering about
the impact of the government’s marine national parks
package.
The whole package that is on the table — it is a
$40 million package — will deliver jobs and
opportunities throughout regional Victoria. It will
deliver a whole range of jobs, starting with around
40 jobs in park management and enforcement. There
will be extra opportunities in tourism, education and
research, not to mention the anticipated 500 jobs in
aquaculture. It is all part of the government’s proposed
package.
This nonsense the National Party is spreading around
Victoria is absolute rubbish. It is scaremongering of the
worst sort. I suggest the Leader of the National Party
should simply accept the responsibility and carefully
analyse the government’s package. The government has
put in place a $14 million enforcement package, which
will crack down on poaching. The analysis by the
Marine and Freshwater Research Institute shows that
the package will cut out poaching and more than make
up for any impact on marine national parks.
The government is absolutely confident that at the end
of the day following the introduction of marine national
parks all fishermen will be able to achieve their total
allowable catch. There will not be a significant impact
on the fishing industry. The sooner the Leader of the
National Party has a look at the package, analyses it
responsibly and tells the truth, the better off we will all
be.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition!

Road safety: alcohol ignition interlock system

Mr Batchelor — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I
put to you that the question anticipates debate on a bill
that is currently before Parliament. There is a bill on the
notice paper, the debate has commenced and the
question should not be allowed.

Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) — Will the Minister for
Transport inform the house of the latest action the
government has taken to crack down on repeat
drink-drivers?

The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. The question sought an answer from the
minister on general government policy.

Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
have just returned from the Royal Australasian College
of Surgeons where I launched the government’s
discussion paper on alcohol interlock devices for
drink-drivers.

Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Environment and
Conservation) — The question is typical of the
nonsense coming from the National Party. There is no
plan and nothing on the table to do anything like he has
claimed. He is absolutely scaremongering, as he has

Together with the community the government is
horrified by the carnage on our roads, particularly over
the recent long weekend which recorded the worst
Queen’s Birthday holiday road toll in 10 years — twice

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
1966

ASSEMBLY

as many fatalities as on the same weekend last year.
The government is concerned that many of the deaths
that occurred at that time were alcohol related. Over
recent years we have a seen a reduction in the incidence
of drink-driving, but the recent history and the long
weekend fatalities highlight that alcohol still remains a
major road safety problem.
The issue particularly concerns repeat offenders. The
reality is that repeat offenders and the problems and
crashes they cause are becoming too frequent. Repeat
drink-drivers are now responsible for 5 per cent of the
annual road toll — an average of 22 fatalities a year. It
is clear that new approaches need to be undertaken on
behalf of the community to respond to the growing
problem created by recidivists, repeat drink-drivers.
The government proposes introducing alcohol interlock
devices, a measure that the government believes will
have widespread community support. The government
released its discussion paper today, and it will be
sending copies of it to all members of Parliament so
they can look at the issues contained in it, raise them
with their communities and respond within the time
lines set out in the document. Responses to the
government should be made by 6 July.
For honourable members who are unfamiliar with an
interlock device, I indicate that it physically prevents a
drunk driver from getting into their car and driving. In
effect, it functions as a hand-held breath tester with a
preset pass or fail threshold to prevent the car from
starting if the driver has been drinking.
In releasing its discussion paper for community
comment the government recognises that this initiative
will not be a panacea for all drink-driving problems on
our roads. It is one of a suite of initiatives that the
government would like to introduce over time to make
our roads safer for everyone. As I said, the government
will provide copies of the discussion paper to all
members of Parliament, and from tomorrow it will be
available on the Vicroads web site. The government
encourages and welcomes comment from the wider
community.

Williamstown High School
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — I refer the
Premier to two recent special bulletins to parents from
the principal of Williamstown High School. These
bulletins express clear concern about the Williamstown
High School not being able to fill vital maths and
science teaching positions since the start of the current
school year. Is it a fact that the principal of
Williamstown High School has sheeted home the
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blame for this absurd situation to the Bracks
government’s new centralised method of filling teacher
vacancies?
Opposition members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask opposition benches
to come to order. The honourable member for South
Barwon!
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I know Williamstown
High School fairly well. As the honourable member
would appreciate, I know it particularly well.
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr BRACKS — Yes; big shock! My electorate
office has had communication with the principal,
Graeme Smith. There has been a shortage of qualified
maths and science teachers. However, the problem is
not funding; the problem is seeking the qualified person
for the job.
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr BRACKS — The honourable member asked the
question. My understanding is that a qualified teacher
has been appointed and is awaiting transfer to
Williamstown High School, but the backfilling of that
position is still to occur, and that will happen in the next
term. I appreciate that.
Our office has had discussions with Graeme Smith,
who has the matter in hand. I reject the assertions of the
shadow Minister for Education. It is a very good school
and it has had more funding under this government than
the previous government. This government has put
more teachers into schools than the previous
government did. In fact, this government has put
several hundred more teachers into the secondary
system. The previous government closed schools and
got rid of teachers. In addition, this government has also
developed a much more progressive and constructive
career package for teachers to the extent that the
number of people choosing teaching as a career has
increased some 25 per cent since it came to office.
This is not a funding matter; it is a matter of filling the
position and getting the qualified personnel in place,
and the government will get those personnel in place. It
is an absolutely pathetic question by the shadow
Minister for Education. If this is the best he can do, he
is not doing very well!
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Tobacco: under-age sales
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — Is the Minister for
Health aware of deliberate attempts to intimidate
officers from the Department of Human Services by
industry groups opposing the government’s campaign
to crack down on retailers selling cigarettes to young
people, and will the minister advise the house of the
government’s response to such activity?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — Smoking
kills 13 Victorians every day, and one of the most
important things the government can do to stop that is
to reduce point-of-sale advertising. This Parliament has
passed legislation to prevent point-of-sale advertising
and the government has undertaken extensive
consultation with responsible retailers, small business
and industry bodies. The Australian Retailers
Association, Coles Myer, 7-Eleven and the Master
Grocers Association have all been involved in that
extensive consultation.
As a result of that consultation, the government has
agreed to extend the time for introduction of the
legislation until 1 January next year. It has also agreed
to expand the display area for tobacco products from
2 metres to 4 metres. I also advise the house that as a
result of this consultation a question-and-answer
booklet in eight languages has been produced and will
be distributed next week to 12 000 tobacco retailers.
That booklet clearly explains what they need to do.
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presentation and to answer questions from the retailers,
business managers and IGA staff.

The email later states:
I’d like to think she leaves our meeting a little upset and
intimidated at our aggressive and united approach.

It is quite clear that the member for Templestowe
Province in another place and the person writing this
email are doing everything they can to undermine the
tobacco reforms.
I inform the house that the public servant concerned
will not be attending a meeting where she will be put in
a position of being intimidated or abused by those who
seek to undermine this very important tobacco reform.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Bentleigh shall desist.

Williamstown High School
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — I refer the
Premier to another letter of despair, this time from a
parent at Williamstown High School, which, in
referring to the Premier, states that it is obvious that if
he cannot get it right in his own electorate’s high
school, he is never going to get it right in public
education.
Ms Delahunty interjected.

Given all that, I am gravely concerned about the
despicable tactics of a board member of one industry
group opposing the tobacco legislation, whose cause I
might say is being championed by a member for
Templestowe Province in another place, Mr Forwood. I
have in my possession an email from Mr Forwood’s
mate, a Mr Daly, who is chairman of the IGA Everyday
committee. This email was distributed to a number of
tobacco retailers. It refers to the sensational speech of
Mr Forwood, which Mr Forwood had kindly sent to
Mr Daly. The email goes on to say that the Liberals and
Nationals believe the fight is not yet over. So they are
telling the retailers that the fight is not yet over while
they are telling Parliament something different. It is
reminiscent of the marine parks legislation!
Of most concern is the fact that it is quite clear from
this email that Mr Daly intends to ambush a public
servant from my department who had offered to attend
an IGA meeting to help explain the reforms. The email
states:
At our next state board meeting in June we have Nicola Quin
attending from the tobacco policy unit to do a powerpoint

Mr HONEYWOOD — You can laugh, Mary. You
stuffed the system up!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Warrandyte shall refrain from referring to members
by their Christian names and continue to ask his
question.
Mr HONEYWOOD — I ask: how can the Premier
expect Victorian children to meet his target of Victoria
becoming the clever state if students in his own
backyard cannot even have full-time science and maths
teachers halfway into the current school year?
Mr Robinson interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mitcham!
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — The honourable
member raises the same issue but this time in the form
of a written communication from a parent. I have just
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signed off a letter to that parent. Williamstown High
School is a very good school. My son goes to that
school and he receives very good quality teaching.
There have been casual teachers brought in for maths
and science. It is one of the best schools in the state and
it will continue to be one of the best. It is an absolutely
grubby question from a grubby shadow minister!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for South Barwon! The honourable member for
Footscray!

Community legal centres: funding
Ms GILLETT (Werribee) — It is my pleasure and
privilege to ask the Attorney-General to inform the
house about the government’s response to the
commonwealth–state review of community legal
centres and about the details of the additional funding
from this year’s budget to community legal centres and
to legal aid.
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — It is a privilege
to answer this question. Community legal centres
(CLCs) in Victoria had a helluva time under the
previous government. In 1997 the federal government
and the previous state Liberal government embarked
upon a joint review of CLCs with an ultimate goal of
closing or amalgamating community legal centres.
When the Bracks Labor government came to office it
continued with the review on advice and after
consultation with CLCs, but only after an amendment
was made to the terms of reference of that review and a
change was made in the review panel. Our commitment
to community legal centres was made crystal clear in
the review process.
The final report of the implementation advisory group
was recently submitted to both governments. No doubt
much to the annoyance of the Howard government, the
report makes no recommendations about closing or
amalgamating CLCs but provides a number of options
for their future funding. It now appears that the federal
Attorney-General has backed away from his attempts to
close or amalgamate CLCs and sees the sense in the
preservation of CLCs in their current locations in
Victoria.
However, as we are all aware, CLCs have for many
years operated on a shoestring budget. They rely
heavily on volunteers, interpreters and administrative
staff. I am pleased to inform the house that the Bracks
government will provide a package of $1.05 million to
Victorian community legal centres. I am advised that
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this is the biggest overall funding boost to CLCs in this
state in 15 years. The package is a combination of
$546 000, made available in last month’s state budget,
and an additional one-off injection of $500 000.
The funds will provide a $500 000 upgrade of capital
equipment and infrastructure, including computers,
telephone systems, and other IT furniture and fittings; a
12.5 per cent increase in funds to all state-funded
CLCs; targeted funding increases to nine CLCs,
including Brimbank, Central Highlands,
Coburg–Brunswick, Warrnambool, Essendon,
Flemington–Kensington, St Kilda, West Heidelberg
and Werribee; an additional $37 000 for the Mental
Health Legal Service for the provision of advice and
representation for mentally ill members of the
community; and an additional $25 000 to assist with
organisational change within the Federation of
Community Legal Centres.
Consistent with this government’s strong commitment
to access to justice, Victoria Legal Aid will also receive
additional funding, taking the funding from
$28.047 million in 2000–01 to $29.147 million this
financial year — an increase of $1.1 million this year. It
will receive an increase of $454 000 from budget
funding, together with an increase of $400 000 from the
Legal Practice Board and $246 000 under the road
safety package. The allocation of this funding will be a
matter for the board of Victoria Legal Aid, whose
priorities include: establishing a Shepparton regional
office, expanding duty lawyer services to rural areas
and to the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal,
and providing additional grants of aid.
It is a pleasure to be able to repair the damage done to
CLCs and Victoria Legal Aid by the neglect of the
former government. These organisations provide the
best advice and assistance to the most disadvantaged
members of our community. The former government
set about to destroy them. The Bracks government
supports and encourages them, and today’s
announcement secures their future.
Ms Gillett interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Werribee!

Attorney-General: former Chief Magistrate
Dr DEAN (Berwick) — I refer to comments made
by the Attorney-General when he said that at the
request of Michael Adams any terms and conditions of
the amount Mr Adams was paid out — which I believe
was twice the amount the Attorney-General has just
given to legal aid — would be kept confidential, and I
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ask: will the Attorney-General confirm that he will
release the details of the payout should Michael Adams
agree to their public release?
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — It is my
understanding that the normal confidentiality
arrangements that are entered into for these types of
settlements were entered into in relation to this matter.
As a result the terms and conditions of the settlement
are confidential.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mordialloc, once again!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition and the honourable member for
Mornington!

Housing: funding
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — Will the Minister for
Housing inform the house of the latest action taken by
the government to boost funding for services assisting
homeless Victorians?
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Werribee, once again!
Ms PIKE (Minister for Housing) — Since coming
to office the Bracks government has increased funding
for the supported accommodation assistance program
(SAAP) and other homelessness services by
$32 million over four years. That represents an increase
of 30 per cent in these very important services.
In providing new funds for housing and support
services to homeless Victorians and in developing its
Victorian homelessness strategy, the Bracks
government has underlined its commitment to this very
disadvantaged group of Victorians — and it has a very
solid and strong commitment to addressing the needs of
homeless people in Victoria. In addition to expanding
services in all regions of the state, the government has
also sought to address the issues of service quality and
morale among those who work in the service, through a
$4.68 million funding boost.
Why has this government had to put in this additional
money? The previous government, in a very
mean-spirited way, left unfunded a 6 per cent minimum
award increase to SAAP workers. This was very mean
spirited partly because SAAP workers are some of the
lowest-paid workers in the human services system. It
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also left the service providers unable to meet their legal
obligations, and of course left yet another financial
black hole for the Bracks government to address. In
addition, the Howard government has consistently
ignored repeated requests by this government to meet
its share of the funding shortfall.
The Bracks government’s $4.68 million funding boost
has ensured that SAAP-funded agencies, which employ
over 830 staff, can now pay their workers award wages
and meet their superannuation and long service leave
entitlements. Importantly, this addresses an inequity
that those opposite were allowing to continue. One of
the problems was the emerging disadvantage that was
felt by rural and regional SAAP services. The
additional dollars will put rural SAAP workers on an
equal footing with their metropolitan counterparts.
These directions are strongly supported by the
Victorian Homelessness Strategy Ministerial Advisory
Committee, which has been chaired by Netty Horton
from the Council to Homeless Persons. Ms Horton will
depart for overseas to undertake a Churchill
Fellowship. I thank her for her contribution to this very
important piece of work and am pleased to announce to
the house that the Reverend Canon Ray Cleary, the
chief executive officer of Anglicare, will assume the
role of the chair of the ministerial advisory committee
on homelessness. I certainly look forward to working
with the Reverend Cleary and the council as they move
to develop the action plan to improve the Victorian
homelessness service system.

NATIONAL PARKS (MARINE NATIONAL
PARKS AND MARINE SANCTUARIES)
BILL
Withdrawal
Debate resumed.

Ms GARBUTT (Minister for Environment and
Conservation) — It is with a great deal of regret that the
government is withdrawing the bill today because of
Liberal Party amendments to key provisions that are not
accepted by the government.
I have been analysing the Liberal Party’s nonsensical
and unconvincing arguments, which are so
unbelievable they are laughable. First, it objects to the
use of section 85 provisions. What a laugh that is,
coming from honourable members who were part of the
former government, which used those provisions some
250 times.
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Second, it objects to the no-compensation provisions. I
have explained in some detail that financial assistance
is available. A fair and reasonable assessment process
has been set in place, which is at arm’s length from
government and which includes representatives of
industry and a review and appeal process. The
government is confident that marine national parks will
have an insignificant impact on the fishing industry. I
refer to research carried out by the Marine and
Freshwater Research Institute, which shows that cutting
the illegal take of abalone will ensure marine national
parks have no impact on the industry’s total available
catch. The research indicates — —

opposed marine national parks. He decided to put his
own seat and interests first. He is looking after his own
skin.

The SPEAKER — Order! The Minister for
Environment and Conservation may make passing
reference to such matters. However, I again remind her
that the matter before the Chair is procedural and she
should confine her remarks to that matter.

The SPEAKER — Order! The Minister for
Housing will find herself on the receiving end of
sessional order 10!

Ms GARBUTT — Thank you, Honourable
Speaker. I indicate to the house that that research is
there. I will now move on. A further argument the
government has heard much about over the past month
is that it has failed to fully implement the
recommendations of the Environment Conservation
Council. Once again, that is nonsense. The report
contained 106 recommendations, of which the
government has tried to implement around 100.
The house has heard the ridiculous argument that the
government has not negotiated. It has negotiated and is
still negotiating. However, it is not convinced that the
opposition is intent on resolving the issues. It has
argued that there is not enough science backing up the
ECC report. Yesterday in this house I outlined some of
the scientific and other evidence used by the ECC to
back up its report.
I turn now to the opposition’s real reasons for opposing
the bill. The public excuses trotted out by the Liberal
Party have been disposed of and the hypocrisy and
intransigence are exposed. The real reason is that it has
no commitment to national parks or to the environment,
which is consistent with the position it took when it was
in government. It is continuing along absolutely as it
was.
The Liberal Party has no intention of allowing the bill
as presented by the government to pass. The
amendments it proposes would take out its key
provisions. No serious negotiations seeking resolution
of the issues have taken place. The Liberal Party has
always opposed the bill. The government should have
known that would happen when the Leader of the
Opposition stood in front of a small rowdy rally and

Mr Perton — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, you
have now directed the Minister for Environment and
Conservation six times as to the way she should
approach her contribution. Her speech should be
confined to the reasons why she is withdrawing the bill
when the Liberal Party has declared its support. I ask
that you bring her back to order, Sir.
Honourable members interjecting.

On the point of order raised by the honourable member
for Doncaster, on a number of occasions the Chair has
indicated that the scope of the debate is narrow. Once
again I ask the minister to return to the matter before
the Chair.
Ms GARBUTT — I started by outlining why the
government was withdrawing the bill. The reasons
relate to the key amendments put forward by the
opposition, which are not accepted by the government.
I am examining those amendments, the reasons given
for them and the real reasons underlying them — not
the excuses but the real reasons. It comes back to
division within the Liberal Party: a leader who has
decided to put his own seat first and look after his own
skin and a shadow minister for conservation and
environment who is irrelevant and searching for
excuses.
Mr Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Glen Waverley!
Ms GARBUTT — While the government has been
talking to the central zone abalone cooperative the
shadow minister has been out there white-anting it and
trying to bring the bill down. His contribution is
outrageous. The shadow minister is desperate to ensure
that this bill does not pass.
Equally, the Liberal Party is not serious about
supporting Victoria’s rural and regional communities. It
has not bargained seriously or put proposals on the
table. The delays are not in the interests of the industry,
which is constantly telling the government that it wants
the package and wants the matter finalised. I have today
outlined to Victorian coastal communities the jobs and
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opportunities that are part of the marine national parks
package being undermined by the opposition.
I outlined the jobs that will come with aquaculture,
tourism, research and education. The opposition has put
all of that at risk. It is talking down country Victoria,
once again, as it usually does.
The government has proposed a fair and balanced
package, which it has put on the table along with the
bill. The bill meets the demands of the opposition: it
offers financial assistance and a fair and open process to
assess the claims, using the Rural Finance Corporation.
The government has negotiated with the opposition,
which clearly does not want it to proceed. So now the
bill is sinking.
We will revisit the issue when the opposition has a clear
commitment to the environment and to the creation of a
world-class system of marine national parks, but until
then we will all have to wait.
To remind honourable members that this bill is a world
first that we should all have endorsed, I will quote from
an email from Professor David Bellamy that is
addressed to the Premier:
I have just heard the fantastic views re your government’s
visionary plans for 12 fully protected marine national parks
and 10 fully protected smaller marine sanctuaries covering
5 per cent of Victoria’s coastal waters.
Full protection is marvellous, as is the fact that the proposal
covers a representative sample of nearly all marine areas in
Victoria’s coastal waters. This is a really fantastic initiative —
a world first.
My email is red hot spreading this great news around the
world for you and the Victorian government deserve
international recognition of your vision.
If I can be of any help getting the importance of your
decisions over to the wider public please do not hesitate to
ask. Thank you for caring.
David Bellamy

It is now up to the opposition to show that same
commitment.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — Opposition members
oppose the minister’s motion because they support
marine national parks for Victoria as well as a fair
system of compensation for those who are
detrimentally affected by their establishment.
I am pleased to tell the house that just minutes ago a
letter arrived from Professor David Bellamy, which
reads:
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Dear Dr Napthine,
The marine national parks bill is far too important for the
world of conservation to allow it to fail at this moment. Issues
like this have been resolved in the past by an independent
process to assess eligibility for assistance.

The eminent conservationist, whom the minister was
just quoting, is urging us to get on with passing this
piece of legislation. The conservation movement is
asking why the government is not proceeding with it, as
is the Liberal Party. I am sure the public is also asking,
‘Why won’t the government proceed with this piece of
legislation?’.
It is incomprehensible that a government with a
majority on the floor of the lower house would not
proceed with its own piece of legislation, with an
amendment moved by the opposition — unless it
believed it might not have the numbers! Is it possible
that the real reason the government is not proceeding
with the bill is that it knows its Independent charter
allies cannot commit themselves to this outrageous pair
of no-compensation clauses — that is, clauses 19 and
26?
What is the government doing instead? Faced with its
charter obligations and with a community that wants
marine national parks while believing in fair
compensation for the affected fishermen and their
fishing communities, this government is pulling the
bill!
I will read a couple of the emails that have come in just
today. Ian Edwards of the Jan Juc Coast Action Group
says:
To those who will determine the fate of the MNP proposal.
We are on the verge of becoming the world leaders in marine
conservation. Most Victorians want marine national parks.
Everyone wants a fair outcome for disadvantaged fishermen.
If there are good reasons to retain section 85, then truly
independent avenues of appeal must be available to agreed
fishermen. Grace and favour arrangements at the discretion of
a minister do not inspire confidence.

Obviously Mr Edwards does not know the minister as
well as we do, or he would have no confidence in her at
all. He continues:
It may ease concerns if the sum of $1.2 million for assistance
were given an element of flexibility, even if only to be subject
to review at subsequent budgets. Intransigence will win no
political points.

Intransigence will not win the minister any political
points. She should withdraw this motion and let the bill
proceed! The community is asking, ‘Why won’t the
minister give fishing communities and fishers adequate
or any compensation?’.
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This morning I received a letter from one of the leading
conservationists in the Geelong area, whom the
honourable member for Geelong would know well. He
says:
As the main focus of my spare time has been on the Otways
issues I have not been able to keep up with the details.
However, the aspect that seems strange to me is the massive
differences between how the loggers and the fishers are being
treated by Bracks and Garbutt. The loggers are given massive
concessions to cause massive destruction, while the fishers
are dismissed.
My wife and I were at the United Nations World
Environment Day dinner last Tuesday, at which Sherryl
spoke quite dismissively of the fisher folks’ feelings.
You certainly have my support and that of all my contacts for
pushing strongly for this state of the art environmental
legislation to go through intact and with appropriate
compensation. It is just the sort of thing that Kofi Annan
asked us to do last Tuesday.

We now have the answer — that this minister and her
government views fishers and coastal communities
with utter contempt!
When I first sat down with the minister, as I have now
done on three occasions, I thought something might
have been wrong with my negotiating technique.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Narracan!
Mr PERTON — I thought an intelligent, reasonable
person would be able to have a discussion and a debate.
What happened in all three negotiating sessions was
that the minister demanded from me absolute
acquiescence to the bill — a bill that has been
condemned by the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee (SARC). The Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee is chaired by the honourable
member for Werribee. She is a courageous chairman —
but where is she now? The honourable members for
Tullamarine and Coburg seem to be absent, too. The
Honourable Jenny Mikakos is an upper house member
of the committee; but the honourable member for
Mitcham also seems to be missing from the chamber.
That brave bunch of Labor parliamentarians found that
the government’s compensation provisions were
unacceptable. The committee says:
The committee accepts that a fishing licence, permit or other
authority constitutes a proprietary interest —

and cites the case of Penington and McGovern (1987),
45 SASR 27 —
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and is a right within the meaning of section 4D(a)(i) of the
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968.

The committee goes on to cite Victorian Supreme
Court decisions that also indicate that in respect of a
commercial fishing licence an enactment should not be
construed in a manner that will lead to a loss of a
person’s valuable rights without payment of
compensation unless such a construction is
unavoidable. SARC goes on to say that the
compensation systems suggested by the minister may
represent an undue trespass to rights and freedoms
within the meaning of section 4D(a)(i) of the
Parliamentary Committees Act, and goes on to
conclude that it makes rights dependent on
insufficiently defined administrative powers within the
meaning of section 4D(a)(ii) of the Parliamentary
Committees Act 1968.
It believes that the ex gratia payments may constitute a
non-reviewable administrative decision within the
meaning of section 4D(a)(iii) of the Parliamentary
Committees Act. In other words, a committee in which
the government has a majority has unanimously found
that the no-compensation clauses are completely
unacceptable.
Today the president of the Australian Conservation
Foundation (ACF), Peter Garrett, representatives of the
Victorian National Parks Association (VNPA) and a
whole lot of other people have tried to broker a deal
between the parties. What they are all saying to the
government and the opposition is, ‘Why not treat these
issues the same way as the scallop dredgers were
treated?’. What were the elements of the scallop
dredgers’ package? An adequate sum of money was
made available to compensate all those whose
livelihoods would be affected and an independent and
agreed system of allocation was put in place.
What is the contrast between those arrangements and
this case?
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The honourable member for Doncaster will resume his
comments.
Mr PERTON — It is interesting that the Minister
for Environment and Conservation is not in the
chamber — she has snuck out. I was going to indicate
to the house that it was not only the ACF or the VNPA,
but it was people like Dr Mick Lumb, a former director
of the Land Conservation Council — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
I ask the honourable member for Doncaster to address
his remarks through the Chair and be mindful of the
need for Hansard to hear what he is saying. Using the
microphone would help.
Mr PERTON — Dr Mick Lumb, former head of
the Land Conservation Council, has also asked why the
government cannot come up with a package similar to
the one provided for the scallop dredgers. The
government is not trying. Obviously it has decided to
pull a stunt and pull the bill. Is it doing it for the
purpose of the Aston federal by-election, for the next
federal election or for the next state election? What it
clearly demonstrates is that there is some other purpose
that is more important than the environment or marine
national parks. It is clear the government has no
commitment whatsoever to the process.
Perhaps this stunt is being pulled because the
Environment Conservation Council was set up by the
Kennett government. One recalls the words of the
minister when she was in opposition as she launched
attack after attack on the ECC. Is it because the Liberal
Party appointed the council members, who are people
of international renown? Is it because the government
has no commitment to good science or to an objective
process?
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
On a number of occasions I have asked the Minister for
Post Compulsory Education, Training and Employment
to cease interjecting across the table. I ask the
honourable member for Doncaster to continue his
remarks through the chair and without interjection
across the table.
Mr PERTON — Just before the lunchbreak the
Minister for Environment and Conservation referred to
a letter I sent her this morning at 11.23 a.m. which it
states:
Dear Minister
Further to our discussion of yesterday evening, I urge you not
to give in to the Premier’s demands for political expediency.
Again I ask you not to withdraw the National (Marine
National Parks and Marine Sanctuaries) Bill from the
Parliament. This call is echoed by the conservation groups
which have spoken to the opposition, including VNPA, ACF
and many coastal environment groups.
The Liberal Party has expressed its unanimous support for
marine national parks and will pass the bill when negotiations
are concluded on a fair system of compensation.
You need to sit down and talk with the industry and
environmental groups as well as the other political groups to
develop that fair package. Such discussions cannot take place
in a mere two hours this morning while you threaten to scuttle
the whole process at 12.30 p.m.

Mr Leigh — It is just deal making!
Mr PERTON — One only has to understand, as the
honourable member for Mordialloc says, deal
making — ‘Let’s take a package, remove Cape — —
Ms Kosky interjected.
Mr PERTON — The Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment might stop trying
to — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The honourable member for Doncaster will ignore the
interjections.
Mr PERTON — Obviously the government has no
commitment to good process.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The honourable member for Doncaster will address his
remarks to the Chair and will ignore interjections. The
Minister for Post Compulsory Education, Training and
Employment should cease interjecting across the table.
Honourable members interjecting.

Many people have written to me saying that this process
brings all politicians into disrepute. I understand that. While
you continue to publicly posture it’s impossible for people to
get to the truth of the matter.
Minister, there is only one way out of this dilemma.
Withdraw your motion and sit down and talk to other people
in an open and transparent negotiation process.

The letter was signed by me. That was the letter the
minister ridiculed. Following that, at around 12.30 p.m.
the Premier’s office rang the Leader of the Opposition’s
office and said, ‘We’ve got Garret on the phone and we
want to settle this matter. Can we offer you a
proposition?’. Do honourable members know what the
proposition was? It was that the Liberal Party should
pass the bill with the no compensation clauses as
currently drafted and the government would then talk to
the opposition!
An Honourable Member — This is a John Brumby
deal!
Mr PERTON — The Minister for Environment and
Conservation is not in the chamber. She is always a bit
late with her mail. Anyone who is sent a letter from her
department always finds her a bit slow with the mail!
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The honourable member for Doncaster, on the motion!
Mr PERTON — It is quite on the motion, Madam
Acting Speaker, because at 2.30 p.m. the Liberal Party
was hand delivered a letter from the minister, which
states:
Dear Dr Napthine
I am writing to you with respect to the National Parks
(Marine National Parks and Marine Sanctuaries) Bill.
I understand that in recent discussions you have undertaken
with the Australian Conservation Foundation that if
government;
a)

b)

continue discussions with the opposition regarding the
further development of a transitional assistance
mechanism outside of the legislation, along the lines of
the working group model set out in the ‘scallops’ case,
and;
provide the opposition with legal advice pertaining to
the inclusion of the section 85 and the ‘no
compensation’ provision in the bill

you will withdraw your house amendments concerning
section 85 and the no-compensation provisions.
As you would be aware, I have been engaged with ongoing
discussions on these matters with the member for Doncaster,
Victor Perton, and the Honourable Phillip Davis although
little progress has been made thus far.

She goes on to describe a meeting with Malcolm Smith
from the Rural Finance Corporation and states:
However, I require a written undertaking that the opposition
is seeking a genuine outcome to this impasse including a
commitment on the removal of the section 85 and
no-compensation amendments prior to resumption of the
debate following question time today.
If such an agreement is possible, I would be prepared to
adjourn the withdrawal motion until tomorrow to allow these
discussions to take place.

The Minister for Environment and Conservation is not
even in the chamber to get the answer, but it is quite
clear why the negotiations have made no progress
whatsoever. The minister does not listen! All she does
is say, ‘You acquiesce. You pass the bill as it is and I
will talk to you subsequently’. She obviously does not
read her own correspondence. Let me repeat that the
Liberal Party has expressed its unanimous support for
marine national parks and will pass the bill when
negotiations are concluded on a fair system of
compensation. What could be more reasonable than
that? All the minister needs to do is withdraw this
foolish, petulant and childish motion and sit down and
negotiate with the industry, the environment groups and
the opposition. Does the minister need a mediator? As I
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said earlier, I thought I was having some trouble with
the negotiating process and I think we need a mediator;
someone who can explain to the minister that a
negotiated settlement does not require the acquiescence
of one party to everything proposed by the other party.
What is particularly bizarre about the minister’s letter is
the fact that the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee, chaired by a government member with a
government majority, has already concluded that the
section 85 provisions are unfair. Indeed, if one wants
greater proof from your own party, Madam Acting
Speaker, the Minister for Energy and Resources in the
upper house, the Honourable Candy Broad, said on
5 June:
In response to public comment on this matter the government
has also said that its intentions have not been translated in
accordance with its drafting instructions …

Where is the poor drafting officer? He always cops the
blame! He is not in the box today, poor fellow. It is
probably his fault that he drafted — —
An Honourable Member — Shoot the draftsman!
Mr PERTON — The Minister for Energy and
Resources went on to state:
… and that it is the government’s intention to ensure that the
matter is corrected as soon as is practicable to ensure the bill
clearly reflects the government’s intentions.

The contribution before lunch of the Minister for
Environment and Conservation contained a litany of
lies, and that litany of lies has been out in the
community as well. On radio this morning Jon Faine
expressed concern to the minister and said, ‘What about
the amendments you promised me last week?’ The
minister stuttered and mumbled and said, ‘We can do
that at another time’. An article of 6 June in the Herald
Sun was headed ‘Tangled line in bill — marine laws
back to drawing board’. Mr Jason Frenkel, who wrote
the article, stated:
A major bungle in the planned new marine parks laws has
forced the Bracks government into an embarrassing
backdown.
Energy and resources minister Candy Broad admitted to
Parliament yesterday the government had got it wrong on the
crucial issue of compensation.
After a week telling hundreds of thousands of fishermen
compensation restrictions would only apply in marine parks,
the government admitted the restrictions mistakenly apply
throughout Victoria.
Lawyers spent several hours last night examining two clauses
in the draft bill.
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The article continues:
… Ms Broad told the Legislative Council the mistake would
need correcting.
‘The government’s intentions have not been translated in
accordance with the government’s draft legislation …

An Honourable Member — Shoot the messenger!
Mr PERTON — Firstly there is the question of
shooting the messenger and the draftsman, but
secondly, where are the amendments? The government
wants the Liberal Party to pass the bill as is, but where
are the rectifications? The editorial writer in today’s
Age wrote an article on this issue highly critical of the
government. He has been lied to by the minister — —
Mr Howard interjected.
Mr PERTON — Does the honourable member for
Ballarat East want to take credit for the lies?
Mr Howard — On a point of order, Madam Acting
Speaker, the honourable member for Doncaster has
been allowed a great deal of latitude, but as he himself
has said in raising numerous points of order, this debate
is about the withdrawal of the bill. I ask you to call him
back to debating the motion before us.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
I do not uphold the point of order at this stage.
However, the honourable member for Ballarat East is
correct in saying that this is a procedural motion, and
the Speaker has allowed some latitude in the way in
which it has been debated. I ask the honourable
member for Doncaster to remember that this is a
procedural motion, and he should continue his remarks
in that vein.
Mr PERTON — As I indicated earlier, the
opposition is determined to have marine national parks
established in Victoria. The reason for that is set out in
the speech I made yesterday, where I referred to the
science as expressed not only by the American
Association for the Advancement of Science but by
Australian marine scientists, by the people who work
for the Environment Conservation Council and by the
many groups that worked hard on this piece of
legislation.
The Liberal Party’s proposition is simple. Opposition
members are not happy about the way the bill has come
into existence. We would have preferred a decent, open
and transparent process by which the Environment
Conservation Council’s recommendations were
translated into legislation through proper and respectful
negotiation. This consultation, of which there was none,

1975

should have occurred not only with other political
parties but also with the many groups in the community
that sought to have input. It is clear that the honourable
member for Gippsland East and his abalone friends
were given special access to the minister. I presume the
honourable member for Gippsland West was also given
some access, but no other members of Parliament were
given access — and neither were their communities.
One only has to look at that fact to see why it is a
disappointing bill.
The opposition is prepared to let the bill proceed —
because marine national parks are so important to the
marine environment and the sustainability of fisheries
and benefit the community as a whole — but only if the
government accepts one important principle, which is
that people who suffer as the result of this bill being
passed will need open access to an objective process for
the payment of compensation. As I have already
indicated, it is not only the opposition that thinks this
way. The Victorian National Parks Association
(VNPA) asks, ‘Why not adopt the scallop dredgers
solution?’, and the Australian Conservation Foundation
asks the same question. Dr Mick Lumb and at least
another 200 correspondents have written to me asking
that question. As my dear friend the honourable
member for Warrnambool has said, Associate Professor
John Sherwood, the Victorian president of the
Australian Marine Scientists Association, has also
asked, ‘Why won’t they?’
Opposition members are ready to proceed with this bill
straightaway. We are ready to engage in talks with the
government to make sure that a fair system of
compensation is put in place. But I am not prepared to
acquiesce to the minister’s and the Premier’s demand to
pass a bill that is one of the most wicked and socialistic
pieces of legislation since 1949. What the provision
says — —
Ms Kosky interjected.
Mr PERTON — Wicked and evil, if you like,
Madam Minister. It’s about time the minister went for a
coffee! Clause 26 provides that the government can
take away a fishing licence or part of a fishing
licence — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
If the honourable member is referring to clause 26, he is
debating the bill. I ask him to come back to the
procedural motion.
Mr PERTON — That provision is one of the worst
that has ever been seen in this state, if not the worst.
This has been pointed out by the Minister for Energy
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and Resources, by the honourable member for
Werribee and her Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee and by a range of commentators in the
wider community. It is unacceptable. Everyone would
accept that if your house or business were taken from
you in order to build a freeway, a road or another
government purpose, you could expect to be paid full
market value plus a solatium of 10 or 20 per cent.
Perhaps this could apply to taxidrivers. It is well known
in the community that a taxi licence is a property right
for which people will pay good money. If there were a
similar provision applying to taxi licences, whereby a
licence could be taken from someone without their
having committed a serious criminal offence, the roads
of Melbourne would be blockaded with protesting
taxidrivers, and they would be backed by the whole
community. In this case the people affected are
fishermen. The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee — —
Ms Garbutt interjected.
Mr PERTON — Madam Minister, let us have
some — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The honourable member for Doncaster should ignore
interjections from across the table and continue
debating the procedural motion.
Mr PERTON — Madam Acting Speaker, perhaps
you would like to use the sessional orders to deal with
the constant bombardment by the minister. I am
trying — —
Ms Garbutt interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The minister should cease interjecting across the table
forthwith!
Mr PERTON — All we are talking about is a bit of
feeling. The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee has found that a licence is a property right
under the authority of the South Australian and
Victorian Supreme Courts. The law does not really
matter. If you asked anyone in the suburbs or the
country, they would say, ‘Fair cop! We want marine
parks. We want to preserve our marine environment.
Those areas have been fished by the same families for
five and six generations. The affected fishermen are
part of our culture and part of the economy of those
coastal towns, and they deserve fair compensation’.
When in opposition this government railed against any
prospect of compensation being paid purely at the fiat
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of a minister. I cannot imagine what they would have
said if the former government had brought up such an
extraordinary proposal with not one zack of
compensation and no element of an objective process.
On behalf of the Victorian community I ask the
Premier, the Minister for State and Regional
Development and the Minister for Environment and
Conservation to pull back and do what they are being
called on to do — that is, withdraw this motion. If they
like they can leave the bill on the table for the rest of the
week — or until August, if necessary. The marine parks
are not due to be proclaimed until November. I ask
them to let the bill lie on the table and then sit down and
have a dignified discussion with all the parties affected
by the bill — fishing communities, the fishers and the
environmental movement.
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
Mr PERTON — The Minister for Major Projects
and Tourism says how easy it would be.
I am glad he says that, because it is not hard. If there is
one thing that has characterised this area of policy, it
has been the disappearance of the Minister for
Environment and Conservation. Everywhere I have
travelled along the coast people say, ‘She won’t even
return our phone calls’. The Torquay angling club made
12 calls to Mr James O’Brien, the adviser to the
minister. They could not even get a call back from the
adviser to the minister. We know that time and again
the minister was not out there.
There are mistakes in her bill because she was not
listening to the community. She was listening to some
very favoured interests — the honourable member for
Gippsland East, the honourable member for Gippsland
West and certain elements of the recreational fishing
industry who have expressed some different views over
previous days. That is not a good process. But we offer
this invitation: that the minister withdraw her motion
and engage in real and genuine talks with the people of
Victoria and their representatives to set up a fair system
of compensation. That is one thing that is sadly lacking
in this bill. This childish prank by the government —
whether it is for the Aston by-election, the federal
election or the state election — is not something that
ought to be countenanced by any right-thinking
Victorian.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — Just by
way of initial clarification — no-one is writing any
letters to me. I want everybody to know that in the
letters stakes, I haven’t had a single one, so I am feeling
a bit left out in that context. I have not had any phone
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calls either — not a phone call, not a letter, except for a
lot of people who are grateful for the position the
National Party has adopted on this bill.
I am opposed to the proposition that has been advanced
by the government, and I want to speak to the motion
and put the reasons behind the National Party’s
opposition to that motion. The first thing I want to
make clear is that the motion refers to item 3 of
government business, orders of the day, on the notice
paper, which reflects the reasoned amendment I moved
on behalf of the National Party. If you look at the logic
of the government’s position, you realise that it should
have no opposition at all to what is proposed by the
reasoned amendment because what that reasoned
amendment essentially says is what the government
says in its arguments.
As I understand it the government argues that there is
enough in the package it has provided — the
$40 million — to deal with the compensation issues
and that the $1.2 million that is said to be part of the
package reflects an amount that is just and appropriate
by way of compensation payments to those who might
suffer.
If that is the case, why will the government not adopt
the reasoned amendment, which precisely reflects that
position? What it essentially says is that a fund will be
established to accommodate the needs of those who are
impacted upon by the legislation and that the rights of
any person who may want to make a claim in the
Supreme Court are preserved. If the government’s
argument is, ‘Well, those things do not matter because
we have allocated $1.2 million in satisfaction of those
rights and obligations’, why should it worry? Why
would it not accept the reasoned amendment moved by
the National Party?
Of course the answer to that rhetorical question is that
the government has got itself into a dreadful bind. I
might say that the position in which it now finds itself
was precisely identified by me two weeks ago in my
response to the budget, when I said that the government
does not have the numbers in the Legislative Assembly
to be able to get the 45 votes necessary to pass the
section 85 provisions. The government cannot get an
absolute majority. I said so to the media that same day
and did media interviews to that effect.
From that day on it has been perfectly clear to the
government, even if had not been so before, that it was
never going to be able to get the section 85 provisions
through the house. And what did that in turn lead to? If
it could not get the section 85 provisions through the
house the government did not want to pass the
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legislation because if it were to do that it would expose
the state to an uncountable number of claims for
compensation, which brings us back to complete the
circle.
If there is no problem with compensation, if it is as the
government says and it has made fair provision for
compensation, why should it worry? We are having this
discussion now because the government has been hoist
on its on petard. It certainly knew exactly what was
going to happen after it was pointed out to it a couple of
weeks ago and after all the debate in the various forums
where it has been discussed. If it needed reminding, it
was told aplenty about the difficulties with its position
when a couple of thousand people assembled out the
front a week or two ago to demonstrate public concern
about what the government was proposing to do. That
demonstration highlighted on behalf of those who fish
either commercially or for recreation that what the
government wanted to do was patently unfair and
should not happen and that the no-compensation
provisions in the legislation are completely
inappropriate.
I make it very clear that the National Party does oppose
the bill, because in the first instance members of the
National Party represent people who want to work; that
is what they want to do first and foremost. They are
also in many instances people whose families have
fished for many generations. As was clear from the
examples I gave last night — I won’t go back to that
debate — they are people who have looked after the
waters of Victoria in the areas where they fish. They
have done so admirably over literally decades and are
in fact the great environmentalists of this whole
discussion, not the environmental vandals they tend to
be cast as in the course of this debate. As I said, in the
first instance on behalf of the National Party I represent
people who want to work, who want to continue with
their chosen professions, which many of them have
pursued for decades.
The second matter is the inadequacy of the section 85
provisions. A further reason the government wants to
move this motion and we resist it is that the government
should not be allowed to skate out of its problems the
way it is trying to do. It should have to face the music
on the floor of the house. It was sprung because of the
two section 85 provisions in the legislation. We have
had a sorry sequence of events over the past week or
two, with the government stumbling about trying to
accommodate this issue. The bill has been treated like a
kind of movable feast. The government has travelled
along various lines, and it has reached the point where I
would have thought the minister would have
honourably — perhaps the expression is ‘graciously’ —
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at least accepted that there is a provision in the bill that
should not be there.
The Minister for Energy and Resources in another
place, the Honourable Candy Broad, recognised it as
such on the record. There was an indication from that
minister and from the Minister for Environment and
Conservation that this problem would be addressed.
Public undertakings were given about how it would be
dealt with. The Minister for Environment and
Conservation gave notice of the government’s intention
to address the issue when the debate was called on, yet
when the debate was called on nothing happened. There
were no government amendments. Both the section 85
provisions, one of which the Minister for Environment
and Conservation readily admits should not be there,
are still in the bill listed for debate in the house at
present — an appalling state of affairs in all respects.
So it is that this morning I moved a motion condemning
the minister.
I come back to the way the government is trying to
weasel out of this. It is trying to avoid further public
scrutiny by withdrawing the bill. That is seen by the
government as a mechanism that will enable it to skulk
away in the night from this debate, when really it
should be held up to the ridicule that is properly its
because of the way it has approached the whole matter.
A further relevant aspect is that the National Party has
proposed a solution on behalf of the people affected. It
has put a proposition to the government that
encompasses management plans for fisheries and
marine parks, appropriate allocations of funding to
examine the issues that would cause problems for
marine parks and the payment of fair compensation.
We have put that basket of propositions to the
government and it has chosen to ignore it. In so doing it
has again turned its back on the various elements of
country communities and in particular coastal
communities that will be effected by the legislation.
The government has ignored an opportunity to get a
sensible solution to the problem and has instead opted
for the solution of trying to withdraw the bill and
therefore kill off public debate.
The tragedy is that everybody wants the same outcome.
Everybody wants to achieve the protection of our
waters in an appropriate way. That is the tragedy. The
National Party was prepared to put those propositions
which are reflective of sensible solutions.
Ms Davies interjected.
Mr RYAN — I hear the interjections from the
honourable member for Gippsland West, whom I was
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not going to mention but now will, as she has chosen to
intervene. One of the other complicating factors for the
government is that the honourable member for
Gippsland West has, in basketball terms, been used as
the point guard for the government to talk people into
accepting the government’s propositions. She has been
used as the fifth column by the government to try to
persuade people, particularly in the Corner Inlet area, to
come to the government’s view and she has failed. I
will be interested to see how the honourable member
votes on the motion before the house. If you will
forgive the pun, Madam Acting Speaker, she is off the
hook because she is not going to have to sit here and
finally declare her hand as to whether she truly supports
country communities, particularly those in her own
electorate.
The government, on behalf of the honourable member
for Gippsland West as well no doubt, is trying to
withdraw the bill to avoid the further discussion to
which it ought properly be subjected. The tragedy is
that a great opportunity is being missed. Unfortunately
those people whose greatest sin in life is that they go
down to the sea to fish for either commercial or
recreational reasons will now be left in a state of limbo
because there is no finality to this.
Above all else the Labor government, in its own
inimitable, open, honest and transparent fashion, has
absolutely botched this. Ten years of work is now lying
in a pile of ashes because an inept minister and a
government that could not run a pie shop have
destroyed a process that has gone on for a decade with
the involvement of many people who in the end want
the same objectives and outcomes.
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I have listened
carefully in my room to the debate and in particular to
the contribution of the honourable member for
Doncaster. Having spent a substantial amount of time in
opposition under the Kennett regime I find the
hypocrisy of the opposition absolutely breathtaking!
This mob were the kings of section 85 provisions. They
come into this place pretending to support marine parks
after spending seven years in government when they
did not once prove their credentials on the environment.
Now they say, ‘Yeah, we support marine parks but we
are opposing the legislation because of the section 85’.
It is absolutely extraordinary!
The last time it could be said that the Liberals did
anything for the environment was when the honourable
member for Doncaster had a full head of hair and that
was many, many years ago. They do not care about the
environment — —
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Mr Leigh — On a point of order, Acting Speaker, I
know the debate can often be a little stretched, but my
understanding is that there are limitations. I suggest that
commenting on people’s hair is a bit far-fetched, so
perhaps the Attorney-General should come back to the
issue.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The Attorney-General has been on his feet for only
1 minute. I do not uphold the point of order. I remind
the Attorney-General, as I have other honourable
members, that the house is debating a procedural
motion.
Mr HULLS — We are debating the motion that the
bill be withdrawn and the government is arguing why
the bill ought to be withdrawn. It appears that one of the
main reasons the opposition is not supporting the bill is
that it wants to move an unacceptable amendment to
the section 85 provision, which is quite extraordinary.
The opposition says it is opposing the bill because of
the section 85 provision, but I say it is a smokescreen
and it has no real commitment to marine parks at all. At
the outset I said that the sheer hypocrisy of the
opposition on this issue is breathtaking and I called
opposition members the kings of section 85 provisions.
If honourable members look at the section 85 provision
moved in relation to Crown Casino, for instance — —
Mr Perton — On a point of order in relation to
relevance, Madam Acting Speaker, the
Attorney-General has clearly come into the house with
his standard section 85 speech. The Acting Speaker
before you ruled that this is a narrow debate, that the
minister introducing the debate had a wider ambit, as
did I as the lead speaker for the opposition, but the
Attorney-General as second speaker for the government
is restricted to identifying the reasons the government
will withdraw the bill.
It has nothing to do with the history of the use of
section 85, whether the Labor government has used it
300 times, whether the Liberal government has used it
300 times — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
That is enough on the point of order. I do not uphold
the point of order at this stage. The Attorney-General
has been on his feet for only a couple of minutes at best.
It is a procedural motion. The honourable member for
Doncaster is holding up his fingers to suggest the
Attorney-General has been on his feet for 4 minutes,
but I remind him that both the honourable member for
Mordialloc and he took up a considerable amount of
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that time in raising points of order which I have not
upheld.
Mr HULLS — I do not intend to go into the
specifics of the bill, because to do so would be outside
the terms of this debate. We are debating the reason for
the government withdrawing the bill. The government
is withdrawing the bill because the opposition wants to
move some hypocritical, outrageous amendments
relating to section 85 provisions.
Honourable members heard the honourable member for
Doncaster making a fool of himself on Jon Faine’s
program this morning, but he smiles when section 85 is
mentioned because he knows how grossly hypocritical
his party is being on this matter. Time and again the
previous government was more than happy to move
section 85 amendments. It was able to do so because it
had huge majorities in both houses of Parliament. It
could do so without any scrutiny at all, and it did, for
example, on the Crown Casino issue. In other words,
the Liberal Party is saying that it is okay to move a
section 85 amendment to remove the rights of people to
make compensation claims against Crown Casino, run
by Liberal mates, but it is not okay for the Bracks
government to protect the environment. How
hypocritical is that? It was okay for the Liberal Party
when it was in government to remove any access to
compensation for victims of crime! It was okay for it to
take away the rights of victims of crime to sue in the
courts, but it is not okay for the Bracks government to
protect the environment!
A whole range of other issues were dealt with by the
former government under section 85 provisions, such as
matters involving retail tenancies, City Link, fire
authorities, accident compensation, planning, industrial
relations, gaming and betting, livestock disease control,
nurses, police and electricity supply. We have now
found out that it also moved a section 85 amendment
relating to fisheries legislation. It is grossly hypocritical
for the opposition to come into this place now and say,
‘We support marine parks, but we are not supporting
this bill’.
The government is removing the bill from the notice
paper because the Liberal Party cannot be trusted on
this issue. It is grossly hypocritical for the Liberal Party
to want to move a section 85 amendment. It is not only
hypocritical; the Liberal Party intends to put fishers in
Victoria through a lot of trauma. In any event, any
compensation claim would not ultimately be dealt with
for about six or seven years. That creates further
uncertainty for the fishing industry and the excellent
marine park proposal.
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The Leader of the Opposition has previously described
the section 85 provision as cruel, but the real cruelty
comes from his pretending that there is any certainty
that the fishing industry will emerge with even 1 cent of
compensation from the courts in any event. That is the
cruelty. He is running around saying the section 85
provision needs to be removed because it is cruel,
thereby raising the expectation of the fishing industry in
Victoria that it will be entitled to receive huge amounts
of compensation. That is not the case. It is unfair and
single-minded for the Leader of the Opposition to be
running this issue as a single issue in his own marginal
seat rather than looking at the big picture. The big
picture is that Victoria will lead the world in
environment issues if this legislation is passed. Victoria
can be at the forefront of the world on this issue.
However, the legislation will not be passed, because the
government is not prepared to proceed with it on the
basis of the inappropriate amendments proposed by the
opposition.
Previous speakers have raised the section 85
amendment that was moved relating to the Port Phillip
scallop licence matter. It was also raised by the shadow
minister on the Jon Faine radio program this morning.
The government supported that section 85 amendment,
but the difference is that the government is not
proposing to cancel licences, as was the case with the
Port Phillip scallop licence matter. The government
supported the section 85 amendment in that case
because people’s licences could be cancelled. This
legislation will not cancel anyone’s licence. In fact, the
government is putting millions of dollars into
enforcement to ensure that legal fishery operators can
continue to earn a living. Even if they do suffer
economic harm, the government is committed to
providing appropriate assistance and compensation
without pouring millions of dollars into the pockets of
lawyers. I suggest the Leader of the Opposition should
take a look at the bigger picture on a whole range of
issues, particularly this one.
By supporting this legislation in its current form he has
the opportunity to be side by side with the government
at the forefront of the world on environmental issues.
Instead he is taking a very narrow-minded view, and it
appears he is looking after his own precarious seat and
his own precarious position rather than looking at the
big picture.
I conclude by saying that the position taken by the
opposition — and the rest of the community will not
forgive it for this — is grossly hypocritical and narrow
minded and fails to look at the big picture. It is the
opposition that is scuttling legislation that has the
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potential to put Victoria at the forefront of the world
when it comes to environment protection.
I find it astounding that the only reason the opposition
gives for not supporting this bill is the section 85
provisions. The reality is that the coalition parties were
the robbers of people’s rights when they were in
government through hundreds and hundreds of
section 85 statements. They were the destroyers of
democracy in this state!
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr HULLS — The feeble interjections are, ‘How
many have you done?’. The government does not resile
from the fact that from time to time, obviously, a
section 85 provision is needed. But the fact is that the
government cannot move section 85 provisions without
the support of the opposition. The government needs
the opposition’s support, whereas when the Kennett
government was in office it could railroad section 85
provisions through because it had a huge majority in
both houses of Parliament. There was no scrutiny!
The opposition interjections that this government has
now moved section 85 provisions are silly, futile and
childish, because the government has moved them only
with the opposition’s support. The opposition parties
stand condemned for being wreckers of the
environment. They have gone from being destroyers of
democracy when in government to being wreckers of
the environment when in opposition. They stand
condemned for all time as a result of the pathetic,
childish and single-minded approach they are taking to
this very important piece of legislation.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
I would like to call the Leader of the Opposition. I will
do so when the benches are quiet.
Dr NAPTHINE (Leader of the Opposition) — It is
always interesting to follow the Attorney-General’s
bombastic but ill-considered views. The
Attorney-General talked about this legislation being
scuttled and people being wreckers of the environment.
I draw the Attorney-General’s attention to the motion
before the house, which is to withdraw the bill from
consideration by Parliament.
That is the motion that has been moved by the Minister
for Environment and Conservation. It is the government
and the minister who are scuttling the legislation. It is
the Bracks Labor government and the Minister for
Environment and Conservation who are wrecking the
environment and wrecking the opportunity to develop a
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system of marine parks. It is the Labor Party that is
being petulant and childish on this issue. The Labor
government and the minister are the ones who have
moved a motion to withdraw this very important
legislation. The opposition parties are opposing the
motion.
I would remind the Attorney-General that the Liberal
Party is opposing the motion withdrawing the bill
because it wants the marine national parks legislation to
be debated, considered, dealt with and passed by this
Parliament. The Liberal Party supports the development
and implementation of a representative system of
marine national parks along Victoria’s coast.
Mr Hulls interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — The Attorney-General does not
seem to understand that the Liberal Party supports the
development of a system of marine national parks and
wants the legislation to pass.
If the Minister for Environment and Conservation, the
minister responsible for wrecking the marine national
parks and the minister who is a disgrace to the name of
environment and conservation, were worth her salt she
would be pursuing the legislation and allowing
Parliament to debate it — and it would be passed by
Parliament! The bill could be passed by the Parliament
today or tomorrow if the minister did not withdraw it. It
is the minister and the Labor government who are
withdrawing the bill.
Let us make it very clear: firstly, the Liberal Party
supports the development of a representative system of
marine national parks along the coastline of Victoria;
and secondly, the Liberal Party is opposed to this
childish and petulant action by the Minister for
Environment and Conservation and the Labor
government in withdrawing the legislation. The Liberal
Party wants the bill to be debated by the Legislative
Assembly, and it would be passed by the Legislative
Assembly.
The Liberal Party also supports the provision of fair and
just compensation for fishers and others whose
livelihood will be adversely affected by the
implementation of marine parks. The question to be
asked is why the government is withdrawing the
legislation. The government is saying, ‘Support the
legislation as is or we will withdraw it’. That is a
childish and petulant approach.
Ms Lindell interjected.
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Dr NAPTHINE — I ask the honourable member
for Carrum rhetorically through the Chair: do you
support the legislation as is?
Mr Hulls — Absolutely!
Dr NAPTHINE — Absolutely, says the
Attorney-General. So the Attorney-General supports
the legislation as is, and the Minister for Environment
and Conservation wants to amend it!
Mr Hulls — You are pathetic!
Dr NAPTHINE — He says he supports it as is! He
says, ‘Pass it as is’, and the Minister for Environment
and Conservation has told all ABC listeners — she has
told the ABC world — that the government has made a
mistake in the legislation and wants to withdraw a
whole clause of the bill. But no, the Attorney-General
says, ‘Support it as is’. The Attorney-General does not
even know what he is talking about. He has
demonstrated that in the house in the past few minutes,
and he certainly demonstrated it when he spoke on the
motion.
The reality is that not even the government wants to
support the legislation as is. It wants to amend, modify
and improve the legislation and have it passed by
Parliament. That is what we on this side of the house
want to do, because we are committed to having a
system of marine parks along Victoria’s coastline.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
I remind all honourable members that interjections are
disorderly.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The Attorney-General and the honourable member for
Doncaster should cease interjecting across the table!
The Leader of the Opposition, without assistance.
Dr NAPTHINE — I urge the government to
withdraw this motion here and now.
Ms Garbutt interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — I am urging you to.
Ms Garbutt interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — I support marine national parks
absolutely!
Honourable members interjecting.
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Dr NAPTHINE — I am happy to vote for the
legislation this week if the government brings it on for
debate. I am happy to vote for it, but the government is
running way from the legislation. Why is it running
way from the legislation? Because it will not deal with
the issue of fair and just compensation for the people
who will be affected.
I urge the government to take on board a number of
pieces of advice it has received. Firstly, let it take on
board the advice it should have received from the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee, a
government-controlled committee, which states in its
Alert Digest No. 7 of 2001:
The committee is concerned that the drafting of the
no-compensation-payable clauses inserted by clauses 19 and
26 (as above) appear very broad and on the face of them may
remove any claim for compensation whether or not such a
claim touches or concerns the creation of the marine parks
and sanctuaries established by the bill. If the provisions do
have such a wide ambit they may trespass on proprietary
rights within the meaning of section 4D(a)(i) of the
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968.

In its Alert Digest the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee makes the further comment that the
no-compensation clause is inappropriate and should be
further considered by the government. I urge the
minister to take on board its comments.
If the minister is not prepared to listen to her own
government-controlled Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee, I urge her to listen to the
words of Professor David Bellamy, OBE, from the
Conservation Foundation, who sent me a message for
urgent attention. It is dated 12 June at 1809 hours
England time, which was at about lunchtime today. He
states:
The marine national parks act is far too important for the
world of conservation to allow it to fail at this moment.

It is very, very important.
Government members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The honourable member for Narracan!
Dr NAPTHINE — If the honourable member for
Narracan agrees with those sentiments — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The Leader of the Opposition should ignore
interjections.
Dr NAPTHINE — If any government members
agree with those sentiments that this is too important to
let fail at this moment, they should support the Liberal
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and National parties in ensuring that this bill is not
withdrawn from Parliament. That is how they should
vote instead of proceeding down the track they are
following at the moment. Instead every last member of
the government will vote to withdraw this legislation.
That is not in the spirit of what Professor Bellamy
suggests is necessary to deal with this issue. Professor
Bellamy further states:
Issues like this have been resolved in the past by an
independent process to assess eligibility for assistance.

So Professor Bellamy from the Conservation
Foundation is not only urging the government not to
drop this legislation but he is also urging it to deal
properly with the issue of compensation. He is urging it
to not drop the legislation and pursue the issue of
national parks but to deal fairly with the issue of
compensation.
Indeed, they are the two things the opposition is urging
the government to do — to not drop this legislation, to
deal with the people affected by this legislation and to
give them proper access to compensation.
Some honourable members have argued that the
compensation bill could be very high, and that that is an
impediment to proceeding with this legislation.
However, let me refer to some of the comments made
by government ministers and the Premier. I refer
specifically to comments by the Minister for
Conservation and Environment, who said on ABC
radio on, I believe, 1 June:
… in the end the scientific evidence is absolutely conclusive
that marine parks means bigger, better fish in the end — more
fish for everybody.

Further she says with respect to the abalone industry:
… they can move to underutilised reefs as we’ve said.

On ABC radio this morning the minister said that the
money she has allocated to deal with poaching will
more than make up for any fish lost through the marine
parks to the fishing industry, and she repeated the same
comment in question time today.
A couple of weeks ago when asked about the issue by
Neil Mitchell the Premier said that the marine parks
will have an insignificant impact on the commercial
fishing industry.
If those statements are true and accurate, the
government has nothing to fear in dealing with
adequate compensation for the fishing industry. The
ministers have said that those in the fishing industry
will get more and bigger fish, that they can go and fish
somewhere else and catch their fish, and that it will not
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have any impact on the commercial fishing industry. If
that is true and accurate, why is the government
introducing the section 85 provisions? What does it
have to fear?
In the interests of dealing with this legislation properly
and getting it through I believe the government should,
first and foremost and as a sign of good faith, make
available in the parliamentary library or to the
community at large all the documents and advice it has
received on this issue — whether it be legal advice,
scientific advice or departmental advice. It should make
available the advice on the impact of marine parks on
this community. If it makes the advice available — —
Mr Hulls interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — You have the casino
documents!
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The Attorney-General! I remind all honourable
members that both conversation and interjections are
disorderly.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
The Leader of the Opposition, continuing his remarks
on the procedural motion.
Dr NAPTHINE — Thank you, Madam Acting
Speaker. With the procedural motion the government is
walking away from this legislation. Fundamentally the
government does not have a genuine commitment to
conservation in this state or a genuine commitment to
marine parks, and it has shown that on a number of
occasions.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
I apologise to the Leader of the Opposition for
interrupting him, but I again remind honourable
members that conversation in the chamber is disorderly
and discourteous. I ask them to leave the chamber if
they wish to carry on a conversation — that applies to
both sides of the house, I might add.
Dr NAPTHINE — The government does not have
a genuine commitment to conservation and to the
implementation of marine national parks. That has been
seen on several occasions. Initially the government did
not adopt the full Environment Conservation Council
recommendations. It has already on a political basis —
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purely driven by crass politics — walked away from
the recommendations for the Cape Howe national park
and the Ricketts Point marine sanctuary.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Barker) — Order!
On the procedural motion.
Dr NAPTHINE — Madam Acting Speaker, that
shows that the government does not have a genuine
commitment to the marine parks legislation. Using the
earliest excuse possible it is seeking to withdraw this
legislation because it is not genuinely committed to
implementing marine parks.
In contrast, the Liberal Party is committed to the marine
parks process. The Liberal Party set up the
Environment Conservation Council; the Liberal Party
established the reference to look at marine parks; and
the Liberal Party is prepared to support the marine
parks legislation. The Liberal Party does not want this
legislation withdrawn. What it does want is a proper
system of marine parks and a situation in which fishers
are not disadvantaged as a result of the process. It wants
fishers to get fair and reasonable compensation.
Today’s editorial in the Age states:
The government … refuses to move on the compensation
issue — an unusual stance for a political party that made
much play, during its times in opposition, on the Kennett
government’s removal of legal rights for various groups in the
community —

as various fishers have pointed out.
In a letter of 25 May Brampton Le Page, a cray fisher
from Cape Bridgewater and a member of the Fisheries
Co-management Council, states:
If the park goes through unamended then the government
must address compensation in two ways:
Firstly, effort equivalent to the fishing grounds no longer
available must be bought out of the industry. This would
have to be at least 45 tonnes. This will ensure
compensation for the industry as a whole by removing
the equivalent flow-on effort and thereby maintaining
the status quo. Licence values would now be unaffected.
Secondly, for those fishers who are displaced from their
traditional fishing grounds and who now will incur
higher operating costs, there must be an avenue for
personal compensation.

A letter in the ‘My say’ column in the Herald Sun of
12 June from Kelly Gannon headed ‘Fishing ban hurts’
states:
If the government is so sure this marine park won’t affect the
fishing industry, why are they trying to block our right to
compensation?
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If the fishing industry is unsuccessful in stopping the
government taking its right to compensation, who will be
next?

It is very clear where the two parties lie on this issue.
The Liberal Party stands absolutely committed to the
implementation of a representative system of marine
parks across the coastline of Victoria.
The opposition is committed to that and will vote for it.
The opposition is also committed to a representative
system of marine parks across Victoria. It would vote
for that system — and it would vote for the legislation
now before the house.
The second issue is where the Labor Party stands. It has
never been committed to this process. It amended the
ECC’s recommendations and introduced the bill in a
half-hearted way, and it has not been prepared to enter
into meaningful negotiations with the fishing industry
or the coastal communities. The Minister for
Environment and Conservation has not had the decency
to come to Portland and speak to the local people,
including members of the local fishing industry. The
minister has not had the decency to consult because she
is not committed to the process.
Mr Howard — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I remind you that the motion before the house
is procedural. The Leader of the Opposition is straying
from that, and I ask that you draw him back to it.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
I do not uphold the point of order, but I ask the Leader
of the Opposition to contain himself to the procedural
motion.
Dr NAPTHINE — I am explaining why the Liberal
Party believes the government is withdrawing the
bill — that is, that fundamentally it is not committed to
the establishment of marine parks across Victoria.
Because of that it is not committed to consulting with
local communities, not committed to consulting with
the fishing industry about fair and reasonable
compensation, and not committed to pursuing the
legislation in the Parliament.
In contrast, the Liberal Party supports marine parks, is
opposed to withdrawal of the legislation, and would
vote for it if the government brought it on.
Ms KOSKY (Minister for Finance) — As the
Leader of the Opposition scurries out of the house
because he is not interested in the debate, I have to say
that honourable members have just seen — to use a
marine analogy — the Leader of the Opposition cry
crocodile tears. What an appalling speech he gave. It
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was a prelude to his pre-selection speech, which is what
the real story is about.
Given that he will no longer have a seat and must fight
for a new one, the Leader of the Opposition thought
that he could go to Portland, speak with people in his
electorate and receive support from Liberal Party
members on this issue — but he cannot. He does not
even have the support of his shadow ministers on the
issue. There is major dissent in the shadow cabinet.
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, as you are aware the Speaker has already ruled
that this is a narrow debate. The minister, the Leader of
the National Party and I were allowed a wider ambit.
The Minister for Finance is restricted to the reasons
why the government is withdrawing the bill. An
excursus of her views on Liberal Party or National
Party politics may be of some interest in her bid for the
deputy leadership, but it is of no relevance to this
debate.
Mr Pandazopoulos — On the point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, the Minister for Finance is
absolutely right in making the contribution she is. The
motives of the Liberal Party are important to the
reasons why the government is withdrawing the bill.
The minister has been speaking for less than 1 minute
of the 20 minutes she is allowed. Obviously she will
cover why the government is withdrawing the bill, but
the motives of the opposition are an essential part of
that withdrawal.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
I do not uphold the point of order. The minister had
been speaking for a short time only. However, I remind
all speakers that the debate is narrow, this being a
procedural motion, and that straying from it will receive
the censure of the Chair.
Ms KOSKY — The Leader of the Opposition went
to water on this issue, and the honourable member for
Doncaster has been left standing alone. The Leader of
the Opposition spoke about the no-compensation and
no-appeal clauses. The government knows they are not
the real reasons why the opposition has not supported
the bill and is not supporting the motion.
The honourable member for Doncaster said his major
concern was that both Cape Howe and Ricketts Point
should be included in the bill. The government knew
that that was not correct. Surprise, surprise, when the
amendments came before the house where was the
mention of Cape Howe and Ricketts Point? The
honourable member for Doncaster was rolled!

NATIONAL PARKS (MARINE NATIONAL PARKS AND MARINE SANCTUARIES) BILL
Wednesday, 13 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

Mr Perton — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, as you are aware this is a bill that requires a
message. As the Minister for Finance would know, the
opposition is restricted to dealing only with clauses 19
and 26. In making her criticism the minister is
implicitly criticising the Speaker and the Clerk, and I
ask that you bring her to order.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
I urge the minister to confine herself to and not stray
from the procedural motion.
Ms KOSKY — Mr Acting Speaker, I am giving the
reasons why the government has before the house a
motion to withdraw the bill. The reason the motion is
before the house is that the opposition — —
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Opposition members are not interested in the issues
about Cape Howe and Ricketts Point. They bleat and
express concern about the section 85 provision. Let us
get their crocodile tears into context. How many times
did the opposition put forward section 85 provisions
when it was in government? Hundreds of times! So it
does not have a moral objection to a section 85.
Ms Asher interjected.
Ms KOSKY — The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition asks, ‘How many times do you do it?’. We
have inserted section 85 provisions, and we have done
so for very good reason. On previous occasions the
opposition has supported section 85 provisions in bills.
An honourable member interjected.

Mr Perton interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Doncaster will cease
interjecting across the table.
Ms KOSKY — The opposition is completely
untrustworthy on this bill. Its hypocrisy on this
issue — —
Mr McArthur interjected.
Ms KOSKY — I take offence at that comment and
ask for it to be withdrawn.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Monbulk has been asked
to withdraw his comment.
Mr McArthur — I am happy to withdraw if the
minister takes offence.
Mr Wilson interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Bennettswood should
return to his seat and cease interjecting!
Ms KOSKY — The motion is before the house
because the opposition parties, who continue to not
listen, were not prepared to commit themselves to the
bill. They had seven years to make a commitment to
marine parks — seven years of negotiation and
consultation — but they took no action when they were
in government.
It took us 18 months of discussion and a budget of
$40 million that connected our actions with the bill. We
were absolutely committed to the bill. It is a total
package that has been properly negotiated with lots of
consultation. The bill stands as a whole.

Ms KOSKY — I do. I want to refer to some of these
instances because I know it is embarrassing for the
opposition to have the truth brought into the house. Let
us talk about a few of the bills that included a
section 85 provision.
A section 85 clause was included in the Australian
Grand Prix Corporation Bill.
Mr McArthur interjected.
Ms KOSKY — The honourable member for
Monbulk refers to ‘a compensation process’. Of course,
the government had a process within this bill as well. It
was an independent process, as was mentioned by
David Bellamy. The Victims of Crime Assistance
Tribunal Bill included a section 85 clause. Of course,
the opposition has a moral objection to the section 85
clause only within this bill.
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, you directed the minister to the narrow
confines of this debate. The minister has not at any
stage referred to the government’s reasons for
withdrawing this bill. All she is referring to is the
Attorney-General’s prepared notes on section 85
provisions. Let the minister address herself to the
motion before the house — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
I have heard sufficiently on the point of order. The
minister is within the realm of the procedural motion. I
do not uphold the point of order.
Ms KOSKY — I refer to the firearms bill. We know
that the opposition is very embarrassed — —
Mrs Fyffe interjected.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Evelyn will not make
reflections on the Chair like that. If she does, I will call
the Speaker back.
Ms KOSKY — A section 85 clause was included in
the firearms bill, the Melbourne City Link Authority
Bill, the accident compensation bill, the Victorian
Plantations Corporation Bill, the marine bill, the casino
control bill, the nurses bill, and the list goes on.
The opposition has no concern about a section 85
clause within the bill. It does not have an objection to it.
Its request and requirement is to do this bill in. It wants
this bill to get knocked off. This bill is a total package
and we, as a government, are not prepared to put a bill
through the house that will get mutilated by the
opposition when it is not even committed to the bill. It
is playing games with a critical issue.
I am very proud of the bill that was introduced into the
house. When I spoke at a budget briefing I referred to
the issue of marine parks to highlight not only the
government’s commitment to issues of conservation
but also that it was an important world-first initiative.
At that time I was very proud. However, I am
enormously disappointed that the opposition is not
prepared to support the package with this bill — —
Mr Perton interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Doncaster will cease
interjecting. I cannot hear the minister. I ask honourable
members on both sides of the chamber to refrain from
interjecting across the table. The minister is entitled to
be heard.
Mr McArthur interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Monbulk will refrain from
those sorts of comments.
Ms KOSKY — The honourable member for
Doncaster earlier said that the section 85 clause in the
bill was wicked and evil. What was it when the
opposition in government so happily included
section 85 amendments all of the time in its bills? Was
it wicked and evil at that stage? Or is it just absolute
hypocrisy by the opposition because it cannot get
agreement within its own party between the Leader of
the Opposition, the honourable member for Doncaster
and other honourable members? They are in disarray
over this bill. They have had weeks to talk with the
government and address their concerns about the bill.
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But no, they waited until this week to tell the
government what they would do. They are not
interested in resolving the issues, only in using the
Parliament as a stage for their pathetic act. Worse still,
their actions mean that Victoria will not have a
world-first system of marine parks.
The opportunity for the opposition to show absolute
leadership has been lost. If opposition members had a
genuine commitment to establishing world-class marine
parks and resolving the outstanding issues, they would
have come to the government much earlier than
yesterday to indicate what they wanted to do about the
bill. They would have been prepared to work through
the issues of concern to them, such as the inclusion of
Cape Howe and Ricketts Point. However, they have not
done that — and no-one believes it is because they are
seriously concerned about the section 85 statement in
the bill.
The bill is a total package that the government is
absolutely committed to. It has attached $40 million to
the bill’s implementation, which can be contrasted with
the former government, which had seven years to do
something about marine parks but did nothing.
Honourable members know the opposition’s cries over
the section 85 statement are not serious, because the
opposition is not committed to the bill. The Leader of
the Opposition is merely concerned about votes in his
own backyard. That is why he put the honourable
member for Doncaster up to this pathetic and appalling
attempt to scuttle marine parks around Victoria. He was
set up!
The honourable member for Doncaster has no
commitment to the issues. If he had, he would have
been prepared to debate them properly within his party,
get agreement on them and then negotiate over any that
were outstanding. He has not been prepared to do that.
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I know you have shown a lot of leniency to
the minister, but her comments are yet again divorced
from the topic of why the government is withdrawing
the bill. She knows very well that what she is now
putting before the house is a litany of lies.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Doncaster is now debating
the point of order, which I do not uphold. However, I
ask the minister to confine herself to debating the
procedural motion.
Ms KOSKY — The bill is a total package with
$40 million attached that was designed to ensure that
the marine parks established around Victoria would be
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marine parks in fact, not just in name, and that
anti-poaching measures and the proper protection of the
parks would be properly funded. This is extremely
disappointing to the government — and to me, because
my electorate would have gained a marine park.
However, the opposition has not shown a genuine
commitment to the bill.
Mr Paterson interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
the honourable member for South Barwon is out of his
place and disorderly.
Ms KOSKY — Opposition members have not
shown the same preparedness to work through the
issues that they have shown on other bills. The debate
on the HIH Insurance legislation, which the house dealt
with last week, was a perfect example of the results of
such preparedness. In that instance the shadow
Treasurer asked me for information on the matter in
writing, and I was prepared to work through any
concerns the opposition had in order to secure a
commitment to the bill. If the Parliament can succeed in
dealing with builders warranty insurance to help people
cope with the collapse of HIH Insurance, it can do the
same for marine parks.
Marine parks are about the environment and about the
future. We could have worked through the issues, but
the opposition was not concerned to do so. Instead it
said to the government only yesterday, ‘We will not
support the bill as it stands, and we do not want to talk
about it’. The government was then faced with having
to withdraw the bill.
I hope that while we are in government I will see the
day when marine parks are established around Victoria.
I hope that the legislation will not disappear but that
over the coming months opposition members will have
sensible discussions with the government to resolve the
outstanding matters that are in the way of securing a
world-first system of marine parks.
I call on the shadow minister and the Leader of the
Opposition to show leadership and a preparedness to
work through the issues to ensure that the Parliament
can implement the package that is before it — including
the attached $40 million, which is more than the
coalition government was ever willing to provide for
marine parks — in the interests of Victoria.
The government has shown a genuine commitment to
establishing marine parks around Victoria.
Mr Paterson interjected.
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Ms KOSKY — The honourable member for South
Barwon shouts, ‘It is our report’. No, it is not the
former government’s report; it is the report of an
independent committee.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable members for South Barwon, Polwarth
and Doncaster are disorderly, and two of them are out
of their places.
Ms KOSKY — The government would have liked
to implement in full the package it has brought before
the house. Unfortunately, however, the opposition has
shown no commitment to the issues and instead has
feigned concern about the section 85 statement.
Members of the former government know from their
past activities that they have no moral objection to
using section 85. They used it continuously — —
Mr McArthur interjected.
Ms KOSKY — That is right. Isn’t it convenient that
the opposition does not want it in this bill! It is a joke,
and it is very disappointing. The opposition has not
been prepared to support this fantastic initiative, of
which the government is very proud.
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — It is a sad day
for the Parliament when the Minister for Finance would
rather save dollars than the environment. As Victor
Hugo noted, nothing will stop the force of an idea the
time for which has arrived.
Marine parks will be introduced in Victoria. They are
strongly supported by the Liberal Party, in spite of the
unprincipled posturing by the Labor Party.
All along Victoria’s coastline, from Portland to Port
Campbell, the Marengo reef near Apollo Bay, Torquay,
the areas around Port Phillip and Western Port bays and
along the eastern coast to Cape Howe, there are people
whose livelihoods depend on the sea. They include
fishermen whose families have been fishing in some
cases for several generations. Those honourable
members who have had the benefit of seeing the film
The Castle will realise that those fishermen and their
families in many ways reflect the qualities of the Daryl
Kerrigans of this world. They are people who
understand what is right and what is just. I have stood
in this place and heard honourable member after
honourable member articulate the aspirations — —
Mr Viney interjected.
Mr THOMPSON — I am coming to section 85.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THOMPSON — I will get to the honourable
members for Frankston East and Niddrie in a moment!
Those people understand what is right. In the words of
the lawyer who advised Daryl Kerrigan before his case
made it to the High Court, those people understand the
vibes.
However, the people of Victoria have something more
than the vibes. For a start they have the
government-dominated Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee. In relation to
compensation — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
Members on the opposition benches are not helping the
honourable member for Sandringham.
Mr THOMPSON — In relation to compensation,
the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
accepted that a fishing licence, permit or other authority
constitutes a proprietary interest. That is a lot more than
Daryl Kerrigan had to build his case on in the High
Court. One day in the parliamentary recess the
Attorney-General should whip down to the video shop,
hire a video of The Castle, sit his Labor Party
colleagues in the north library and show them a good
film about people’s rights, which the bureaucracy, the
Minister for Finance and the Minister for Environment
and Conservation are trampling on.
The Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee also
noted the Supreme Court decision in Springhall v.
Kirner, which states in part:
An enactment should not be construed in a manner that would
lead to a loss of a person’s valuable rights without payment of
compensation, unless such a construction is unavoidable.

The report of the government-dominated Scrutiny of
Acts and Regulations Committee noted that:
The committee does not have a unanimous view whether the
compensation package announced by the minister is fair and
reasonable for any loss consequent upon the establishment of
any parks and sanctuaries established by the bill.

One would only have to ask Rob Sitch, Michael Caton
or Daryl Kerrigan what they think about the justice of
this package. Fishermen have been told that the
livelihoods their families have had for several
generations may be taken away. The minister has put
the hypothetical notion that with improved enforcement
there will be less pilfering in the abalone trade and
fishermen will make up their catches that way. It may
also be that the government knows about the variability
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of the weather along the western Victoria coastline and
how some reefs are available to fish only on certain
days of the year because of the prevailing winds. It may
also know that because some reefs are at a greater
depth, the danger is greater. However, the question
must be asked: what happens if they are not able to fish
there? Will the government kick them out in the same
way that the heartless airport corporation attempted to
kick Daryl Kerrigan out, saying, ‘Bad luck.’? Or will
the government show some spine and some
commitment to the people of Victoria?
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THOMPSON — Honourable members are
talking about real communities who live between
Portland and Cape Howe — and I am pleased to be able
to mention Cape Howe, even though it is has lost its
place on the government’s radar screen.
Many people have a genuine interest in this debate.
They have worked with coast action groups or
foreshore groups or are part of communities in rural and
regional Victoria that depend on the fishing industry.
They care for their environment, but they know that
under this legislation they and others may be deprived
of their livelihoods on unjust terms and without
compensation.
Whether the legislation is passed today or in the next
parliamentary session, for the sake of the people who
have put their hearts and souls into developing an
effective national marine park system, I hope the
marine parks will be established — and established on
just terms. Livelihoods have legal rights attached to
them, so they cannot be overturned and removed
overnight without reasonable terms of compensation. It
is notable that section 85 of the Supreme Court — —
Mr Howard — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I draw your attention to the fact that this is a
procedural motion. The honourable member for
Sandringham has been drifting further and further from
that motion, so I ask you to direct him to come back to
it, which is about whether this bill should or should not
be withdrawn.
Mr McArthur — On the point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, you will recall that the Chair ruled that the
Minister for Finance was entirely in order in referring to
the issue of section 85 statements in debating this
procedural motion. She debated that at length, so I
suggest that it is equally in order for the honourable
member for Sandringham to canvas the issue.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
I do not uphold the point of order, but I ask the
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honourable member for Sandringham to restrict himself
where possible to the nature of the procedural motion
before the house.

Mr THOMPSON — The honourable member for
Doncaster suggests it is timely to give some advice on
this particular issue.

Mr THOMPSON — One of the critical issues
about the procedural matter before the house, which
relates to the bill being withdrawn, is the question of
why the bill is being withdrawn. The critical issue
relates to the proposed removal of the section 85
provision so that the people of Victoria might have
access to just terms of compensation. It may be that the
real reason for the withdrawal of the bill from debate
during this session is that the government does not have
the support of not only the Liberal Party — based on its
principled stand of ensuring that people have just
compensation — or the National Party but also that of
the three Independents, people representing their local
communities. Where do they stand on this particular
issue?

How is this for a remark about the insertion of a
section 85 clause in bills and acts? The following was
said at a Law Institute of Victoria lunch:

Members of the Liberal Party are seeking to represent
their communities, including fishing families,
sometimes with six in a town, who are dependent for
their livelihoods on their income from fishing. The
government is saying that if we improve the level of
enforcement they may be able to catch as many fish as
they did in the past. The question is: what if they are not
able to catch as many fish as they have in the past and
their livelihoods are diminished?
In 1999, in an address to the Law Institute of Victoria,
the then Leader of the Opposition, the current Premier,
commented on the 200 pieces of legislation which had
impacted on the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. That
particular speech did not include reference to the 300 or
so acts passed between 1982 and 1992 that had
arguably impacted on the jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court. If the Attorney-General wishes to update his
mantra on this topic, he could add the 27 bills
introduced into this Parliament which have impacted on
the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, which include
gaming legislation and victims of crime of legislation!
It is sheer cant and hypocrisy for the Minister for
Finance to quote gaming legislation and victims of
crime legislation as having section 85 clauses included
by the former government when in the past 18 months
the government has introduced into this chamber bills
with those very same clauses!
Mr Hulls — With your support!
Mr THOMPSON — If the Attorney-General
wishes to delve into more detailed debate about
section 85, I am very happy to do so.
Mr Perton interjected.

This is absolutely unprecedented in Australia and, no doubt,
in most of the Western world. It is a savage and cynical attack
on the democratic notion of judicial review.

Did Daryl Kerrigan say that? No, it was the Minister for
Education!
Mr Hulls — About which bill?
Mr THOMPSON — It was about 200 bills. How is
this? The then Leader of the Opposition, now the
Premier, said:
A future Labor government has big plans for democracy in
this state.

Daryl Kerrigan would support that. The Premier went
on:
Some of them are about returning rights that have been
unjustly taken away in the last six years.

Whatever interpretation is taken of the period between
1992 and 1999, honourable members are speaking
about the present and the rights of fishing families that
will be taken away under the bill. A principled
opposition cannot just let people lose their rights;
members of the opposition cannot see them taken
away — —
Mr Holding — Even your own side’s laughing at
that, Murray!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Springvale will not refer to
members other than by their correct titles.
Mr THOMPSON — I challenge members of the
government to meet with the fishing communities at
Portland, Port Campbell, Port Fairy, Torquay, Western
Port Bay and down at Mallacoota. We saw how
important the fishing industry was to Mallacoota — it
disappeared off the map with Cape Howe not being
included!
On other legislation, it was noted by a particular
member of the government that the previous
government had:
… systematically attacked and taken away rights formerly
enshrined in the Victorian constitution … taken away rights
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that all Victorians took for granted. Rights that would never
have been denied by any other government in Australia today.

Who said that? The current Treasurer!
The current action by the Labor Party in the Victorian
Parliament is inconsistent with its rhetoric over the past
seven years. The Minister for Environment and
Conservation and her parliamentary colleagues deserve
to be called to account by regional coastal communities,
supporters of marine parks and sanctuaries, recreational
anglers, seafood industry licence-holders, environment
organisations and the people of Victoria generally for
their failure to advance the marine parks legislation
today. The vibes in coastal communities are very
strong. Mr Kerrigan would take such a case to the High
Court — so will the Liberal Party.
In my own constituency, the local press is full of the
concerns of people about the fate of marine parks. It
includes correspondence by Ted and Diana Pearce, who
have been actively involved in the local Beaumaris
Conservation Society and state:
As long-term residents of Beaumaris, who have had the
privilege and the committed interest to contribute to the
Bayside council’s coastal action plan, we are very saddened
to find that the government has chosen to ignore the
recommendations of the Environment Conservation
Council … by not including the Ricketts Point area as a
marine sanctuary.

Those views are reflected in a letter from Susan
Raverty, the coordinator of Friends of Ricketts Point
Landside. There is another letter from Noji Nacamuli of
Sims Street, Sandringham, who over 10 years has had a
very strong interest in the marine environment.
If the bill does not proceed today, the tragedy is that the
aspirations of committed conservationists, people who
have given their recreational and leisure hours to
improving and building a better environment, will be
frustrated.
I have been speaking to local anglers. I understand that
over the past 20 or 30 years a range of species has
become less prevalent in Port Phillip Bay. They include
barracouta, silver bream, butterfish, the gurnard perch,
gummy shark, grey nurse shark and flathead.
Mr Howard — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I remind you that this is a procedural motion.
The honourable member for Sandringham is starting to
stray into the issues of the substantive debate rather
than matters regarding the withdrawal of the bill. I ask
you to call him back to the debate on the matter before
the house.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
I do not uphold the point of order, but the honourable
member for Sandringham is getting very close to the
edge of the seashore on the issue.
Mr THOMPSON — I was getting to some rare
species of flathead when there was an unfortunate
interjection. The tiger flathead, the sand flathead and
the flounder — —
Mr Hulls — That’s what you’re doing —
floundering!
Mr THOMPSON — The Attorney-General might
be able to take some guidance from his counterparts in
Western Australia who, when they introduced
legislation of this nature, included a compensation
scheme. It is notable that compensation was payable
under clause 5(1) of the Western Australian Fishing and
Related Industries Compensation (Marine Reserves)
Act 1997. The compensation set in where:
… an area will not be available for commercial fishing after
the renewal of the authorisation.

In the second-reading speech on behalf of the then
Liberal government, the Minister for Fisheries,
Mr House, noted about the bill:
Its introduction honours a commitment … that further
amendments would be brought before the Parliament to
provide compensation measures for a reduction in the value
of existing rights under fisheries and pearling legislation that
may be affected by the passage and operation of the Acts
Amendment (Marine Reserves) Bill.

Mr Grill, who spoke for the opposition in that particular
case, noted:
The opposition supports the bill, which is a companion bill to
the Acts Amendment (Marine Reserves) Bill.

He went on to provide some commentary on the trigger
for the compensation provisions. There are some
precedents where other Labor parties around the nation
have had some sense of justice about compensating
people who lost proprietary interests and rights.
The passage of the legislation is very important to a
range of environmental groups around the state. It is
also important to some fishing interests, who have been
in a state of uncertainty over the past nine years during
the course of the review.
It is the view of the opposition that its members are
prepared to support effective marine park legislation.
Opposition members are of the view that it is important
that the debate be brought on at the earliest opportunity
so that rare and endangered species in Port Phillip Bay
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and in Victorian coastal waters will have the benefit of
this legislative regime that is the product of some
outstanding work undertaken by Professor John
Lovering, the chairman of the Murray-Darling Basin
Commission, who has an international reputation and
who has made a number of remarks about the
importance of the environment.
Mr Hulls interjected.
Mr THOMPSON — In terms of the urgency of this
matter — I see that the Attorney-General wants to get
down to the video shop to get a copy of The Castle,
which might be of benefit to deliberations over the next
period of time — the words of Professor Lovering from
the ECC report should ring in the ears of members of
the Labor Party forever and a day if we do not have a
chance to advance this bill. He said:
… it is now obvious that harvesting of the ocean’s biological
resources has led in many areas to the degradation of marine
ecosystems and threats to the sea’s biodiversity. Unless a
comprehensive, adequate and representative system of marine
national parks with an adequate level of protection is
established, we will not be able to hand on to future
generations even some limited marine areas where our marine
biodiversity is fully protected from human modification and
degradation. This is the prime reason, and one which is
widely accepted internationally, for the establishment of fully
protected marine national parks and sanctuary areas.

If this bill is not processed in this session, the Labor
Party will have failed the people of Victoria.
Debate interrupted.
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that has positive consequences. The Parliament has
become more democratic and a wider range of views is
encompassed in legislation which makes it through that
complicated web of negotiations which has to happen
between all parties and members in this house. These
negotiations work well when they are undertaken in
good faith.
The first difficulty is always working through the
posturing, positioning and overly emotional
exaggerations — that is, the politics — in order to get
to practical matters. The second difficulty is working
through the total imbalance of numbers in the
Legislative Council. Unlike this house the Legislative
Council is a distorting influence which does not
represent the balance of community feeling in Victoria.
I spend a great deal of my time trying to work through
the excitement generated by many bills in this house
and looking for common ground and a path forward on
various pieces of legislation. On this one it has not been
possible. There is too much politicking and too much
posturing. That is why it is time to withdraw the bill
from the house so that honourable members can
continue discussions in a less heated environment.
I note and discard the position of the National Party. Its
position on the bill represents a tiny minority. At the
moment the National Party is involved — —
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, the debate on this motion is extremely narrow.
Ms Lindell interjected.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
I welcome to the gallery a delegation from the
government of the state of Andhra Pradesh in India.
The delegation is led by Mr K. Vijaya Rama Rao, the
Minister for Roads, Buildings and Ports.

NATIONAL PARKS (MARINE NATIONAL
PARKS AND MARINE SANCTUARIES)
BILL
Withdrawal
Debate resumed.

Ms DAVIES (Gippsland West) — I support the
motion to withdraw the National Parks (Marine
National Parks and Marine Sanctuaries) Bill from
debate and decision in the Parliament this week. The
numbers in this house are evenly balanced and usually

Mr Perton — What was that?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Doncaster, on a point of
order.
Mr Perton — Mr Acting Speaker, you know that
the Speaker has previously ruled that members have to
confine themselves to the reasons for withdrawal of the
motion. The Speaker indicated that the practice of this
house is to allow the lead speaker for each party to take
a broader view, but this member is not entitled to
canvas her views on the National, Labor or Liberal
parties. Now is the time for her to put on record where
she stands in relation to the withdrawal of this bill and
how she would have voted on — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
I have heard sufficient on the point of order!
Mr Perton interjected.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
I have heard sufficient on the point of order. The
honourable member for Doncaster will take his seat.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The honourable member for Doncaster shall not remain
on his feet when the Chair is on his feet. That is a form
of the house that is not acceptable. I do not uphold the
point of order. The honourable member for Gippsland
West has only just started her contribution, and the
honourable member for Doncaster will remain silent
while the Chair is according some decision on his point
of order. The honourable member for Gippsland West
has only just commenced her address and will remain
within the confines of the procedural motion. The
honourable member for Doncaster West — I mean
Gippsland West.
Ms DAVIES — Please do not insult me, Mr Acting
Speaker!
The National Party is involved at the moment in a
desperate search for relevance. Its members argue that
they want marine national parks, but they want both
commercial and recreational fishing allowed in them.
Basically, that is a meaningless and useless idea and
would result in a park in name only. The equivalent
would be to allow hunting in land-based national parks.
I do not approve of land-based hunting in any national
parks and I would not support the notion of allowing
fishing in marine national parks.
National Party members are absolute tigers in
opposition. I commend them for their theoretical
embrace of the people they purport to represent while in
opposition. The trouble is that National Party members
cannot wait to get back into a coalition in any future
government and they are completely gutless when in
government. They have a proven record on that one, so
we can discard the National Party position. But for the
rest of us, however, the difficulty remains. The marine
parks proposal has generated a great deal of fear and
concern in many coastal areas, and these concerns have
not been alleviated.
Mind you, in terms of numbers, I have had a
considerably greater number of letters both to my office
and to the local media supporting the marine national
parks proposal than against, but that has not been
particularly well reflected in the general balance of
coverage in the rural media, and that imbalance has not
helped the debate. I have seen some very loud public
exclamations of ‘We’ll be ruined’ reported in our local
media, when in private those same people have
acknowledged to me that their businesses would cope,
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particularly with some of the amended proposals that
have been put to the house.
However, I accept that people whose livelihoods are
changed or even potentially changed by such legislation
need to be reassured. Whether that reassurance is given
by amending proposals or by providing appropriate
support is irrelevant. You may need to do both.
Some amendments have been made to the original
Environment Conservation Council recommendations.
Some support has been offered, but that has not been
sufficient to reassure either the industry or several of
the rural communities in Victoria. We certainly have
not got to the very necessary stage of bipartisan support
for the bill. Both this government and any future
Liberal or coalition government would need to play a
strong role in supporting marine parks, which would be
forever, not just for the life of one government. It is
very important that not just the concept but also the
practice of instituting marine national parks be
supported by any potential government in Victoria. We
do not have that at the moment.
We have had confusing signals from the opposition. I
am unsure whether in fact members of the opposition
want more parks than this legislation proposes, which I
would suggest would result in an even greater impact
on the industry.
An honourable member interjected.
Ms DAVIES — I am unsure whether they want the
government to spend more money or whether their
primary concern, as is often expressed, is financial
conservatism and care. I am unclear about whether they
would vote yes or whether they would vote no for this
legislation and under what very specific circumstances
they would vote either way.
I do not think the debate in this current atmosphere of
spin and posturing is useful. I trust that out of the heat
of the Parliament useful discussions can continue.
Nothing can be achieved by bringing on a vote in the
divisive atmosphere we have in Parliament this week. I
do not believe good decisions are made in this sort of
climate.
I support the motion to withdraw the bill so discussions
can continue. Perhaps in the end we will find that an
acceptable solution will be to bring in these parks bit by
bit, with detailed discussions with each community
along the way. Perhaps in the end we will need a more
modest proposal with fewer parks. Perhaps we will
need to change some of the terms of the adjustment and
other support measures that are offered.
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There are now clear public assertions by the vast
majority of members of this Parliament that they
support the establishment of fully protected marine
parks, and I include myself among that number. Given
those very clear statements we should be able to find a
way forward eventually, but it is apparent that we have
not got there yet, that it is not possible for it to happen
just now, and that therefore the most practical and
useful solution is, as I suggest, to withdraw this bill and
to allow the discussions to take place outside of
Parliament with less heat and less politics.
Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) — I move:
That the question be now put.

House divided on Mr Langdon’s motion:

Ayes, 43
Allan, Ms
Allen, Ms
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Delahunty, Ms
Duncan, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Helper, Mr
Holding, Mr (Teller)
Howard, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Kosky, Ms

Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Loney, Mr
Maddigan, Mrs
Maxfield, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Nardella, Mr
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Savage, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Viney, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 40
Asher, Ms
Ashley, Mr
Baillieu, Mr
Burke, Ms
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Dean, Dr
Delahunty, Mr
Dixon, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Fyffe, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McCall, Ms
McIntosh, Mr

Motion agreed to.

Maclellan, Mr
Maughan, Mr (Teller)
Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Paterson, Mr
Perton, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr (Teller)
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Thompson, Mr
Vogels, Mr
Wells, Mr
Wilson, Mr
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House divided on motion:

Ayes, 45
Allan, Ms
Allen, Ms
Barker, Ms
Batchelor, Mr
Beattie, Ms
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Davies, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Duncan, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Hardman, Mr
Helper, Mr
Holding, Mr (Teller)
Howard, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Kosky, Ms

Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Loney, Mr
Maddigan, Mrs
Maxfield, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Nardella, Mr
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Savage, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Viney, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 41
Asher, Ms
Ashley, Mr
Baillieu, Mr
Burke, Ms
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Dean, Dr
Delahunty, Mr
Dixon, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Fyffe, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kilgour, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McCall, Ms
McIntosh, Mr

Maclellan, Mr
Maughan, Mr (Teller)
Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Paterson, Mr
Perton, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr (Teller)
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Thompson, Mr
Vogels, Mr
Wells, Mr
Wilson, Mr

Motion agreed to.
Withdrawn.

APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT
2001/2002) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 15 May; motion of Mr BRUMBY
(Treasurer).

Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Seymour!
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I wish to make a few
comments on the Appropriation (Parliament
2001/2002) Bill. I will confine my comments because I
am conscious of the fact that honourable members on
both sides of the house want to talk on the major
appropriation bill. It is a significant advance that the
appropriations for the state and those for the Parliament
are the subject of separate parliamentary scrutiny and
separate parliamentary protection.
Parliament has a range of output initiatives and asset
initiatives, both of which are quite modest. In particular,
funding of $500 000 is allocated to the Parliament
information technology strategy, and there is some
funding associated with additional accommodation for
the Parliament of Victoria, which I will comment on at
some juncture. Some $1.7 million has been allocated
for the tenancy at 157 Spring Street to provide better
accommodation for parliamentary staff. Allocations
have been made for the fit-out of that building. Funding
has also been allocated for ongoing tenancy and motor
vehicle lease costs. In terms of the asset investment
initiatives for the Parliament, a total of $1.6 million is
allocated for improved Legislative Council office
space, Legislative Assembly chamber renovations and
the Parliament information technology strategy.
I also want to refer briefly to what is not in the bill. I am
pleased the government appears to have backed away
from its initial idea of funding a very expensive tunnel
from the Parliament to 157 Spring Street. It is economic
folly to spend millions of dollars on a tunnel to rented
premises, and I am pleased to see it has been omitted
from the budget. I urge the government to ensure it
remains omitted. Although I have every sympathy for
women, in particular, crossing the road at night, the best
options for a solution to the Parliament’s space
problems do not include investing millions of dollars to
connect a tunnel to a rented building. I would have
thought at the very least the landlord would be
salivating at the prospect of increased rentals, and it is
certainly not worthy of that sort of investment. There
are probably much cheaper on-site options for the
accommodation of staff that could be investigated.
There are more economically viable options that would
prove to be better long-term investments for the state as
a whole.
Because, as I said, I am conscious that other honourable
members wish to speak on the Appropriation
(2001/2002) Bill, I wish to conserve time. However, I
take the opportunity to thank the staff of the
parliamentary library and Hansard. If we look at the
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performance indicators in budget paper 3 relating to the
output of both the parliamentary library and Hansard
we see the volume of work processed by those
parliamentary departments each year. In terms of the
parliamentary library’s information access, it has a
2001–02 target of processing 45 000 items for retrieval;
it is expecting 50 000 visits; and it is anticipating
10 100 searches on its databases and 60 000 electronic
Hansard records being accessed. That is a huge
workload for the parliamentary library.
One aspect of the work undertaken by the
parliamentary library is conducting a number of student
visits to the Parliament. Students from the Brighton
Secondary College visited Parliament today and
witnessed question time. Their local member was very
well behaved! It is anticipated that there will be
23 000 student visitors to Parliament next financial
year. The parliamentary library performs important
work in explaining democracy to students and showing
them democracy in action.
An honourable member interjected.
Ms ASHER — As the honourable member said, or
the gag! The students here today would have witnessed
the gag being applied.
I turn to Hansard. I have an enormous amount of
respect for Hansard. The staff work in very difficult
conditions — they often work late at night, and they
have to deal with honourable members who can be
trying and demand that every detail of their transcripts
is 100 per cent accurate. I have a vast amount of respect
for the work undertaken by Hansard.
Hansard has as a target for next financial year of 16 000
printed pages. However, it is not just the printing of
Hansard that is important but also its timeliness. I can
recall only a couple of occasions in my entire
parliamentary career, which commenced in 1992, on
which I have not been able to pick up a Daily Hansard
first thing the next morning, and those occasions have
occurred through no fault of Hansard — that is, when
this house and the other place have chosen to sit what
can only be described as ridiculous hours. It is only
then that Daily Hansard is not ready for pick-up first
thing the next morning. I again acknowledge the
phenomenal work done by the Hansard staff as part of
their daily duties.
With those few words, I wish the bill a speedy passage.
As I have said, I would rather allow time for opposition
members to speak on the government’s budget.
Mr KILGOUR (Shepparton) — I am pleased to
support the very important Appropriation (Parliament
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2001/2002) Bill. For the Parliament to operate, as with
any business, it needs money. Whether you are a dairy
farmer from Numurkah or the Collingwood Football
Club, you need money to operate, and thankfully there
are a few more bickies in the bin after last Monday’s
win over Melbourne!
I turn to the important issue at stake in this bill. The bill
provides for the appropriation of money for works that
should have been done in this Parliament years ago but
which still need to be done. As a member of the House
Committee, and as a former member of the
parliamentary committee established to rejuvenate and
rebuild Parliament House until it was withdrawn
because the Labor Party would not allow it to bring the
much-needed stone out of the Grampians, I have been
in a position to look at this building from the very top to
the very bottom. I can inform the house that the
building needs a lot of money spent on it, and I am
sorry to have to show friends some of the areas I take
them to and the conditions under which
parliamentarians have to operate.
An Opposition Member — The penthouse!
Mr KILGOUR — The penthouse is a very good
example. It is a room up on the third floor at the back of
the building. There have been some big nights in the
penthouse, and you can tell! However, the three
gentlemen currently occupying that room are treating it
extremely well.
I turn to the parliamentary dining rooms, because it is
there that we see the worst part of the Parliament. John
Isherwood, who is now in charge of that area, and his
staff have to work in inappropriate and outmoded
conditions using facilities to provide our meals in the
Parliament that are a long way from being up to world
best practice. There is virtually no storage area and
there is not even a coolroom in the place in which to
cool food and drinks. To his credit, John Isherwood
performs magnificently in providing the sorts of meals
he does in this Parliament. Planning for a kitchen
redevelopment is well advanced, and I hope we will see
appropriation for that redevelopment continue as time
goes on to ensure the provision of best-quality meals
cooked in best-quality conditions.
Another appropriation issue is airconditioning. Given
that this place was built 150 years ago, it is not
surprising that it does not have airconditioning. This
chamber needs a lot of airconditioning, given the
amount of hot air that floats around the place from time
to time — present speakers excepted, of course. It is
important that at least the first stage of the
airconditioning project reaches fruition by the end of
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the year. I hope honourable members will soon see
airconditioning experts providing airconditioning for
this chamber, which gets extremely cold in the winter
and extremely hot in the summer months. Although,
thankfully, the house does not sit through the hottest
part of the summer, airconditioning needs to be
installed, and I am very pleased to see that that is on the
go.
The conditions in this building are much lower than
most honourable members would expect in a normal
workplace. I trust we will start to see some of the
appropriation moneys expended on those projects in the
near future.
However, it appears the Parliament has a 10-year lease
on a building across the road in Spring Street next to
the Princess Theatre, and I understand there are certain
moves afoot for some parliamentary staff to work
across the road in that building, including Hansard staff.
It is ridiculous to expect the Hansard reporters to travel
between that building and the Parliament when they are
required to be in this house up to 10 times a day. From
my point of view that defies all logic. They cannot be
expected to cross the road in all sorts of weather with
their machines and go in and out of the house. The
occupational health and safety issues relating to that
proposal are incredible!
What has the government decided to do? It has said,
‘We are going to build a tunnel. We are going to spend
seven million bucks’ — seven million buckaroos! —
‘on a tunnel that goes from here, under Spring Street
and comes up in a building we do not own’. I have
never heard of anything so stupid!
My mates the dairy farmers would never spend money
like that on a farm they did not own, because it would
simply be stupidity. Here we are, expecting to spend
$7 million on a tunnel — —
Mr Mulder — It is like a cattle underpass to a
neighbour’s property!
Mr KILGOUR — It is like a cattle underpass to a
neighbour’s property, crossing under the Murray Valley
Highway or something like that. Such is the stupidity of
this government that it proposes to put a tunnel under
the road. The people who own the building will be
laughing all the way to the bank! They will say at the
end of the lease period, ‘We know you have spent
$7 million on a tunnel. Let’s put the lease up 100 per
cent. You haven’t got much choice — you are going to
have to take that!’.
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I understand Hansard staff will be moved simply to
allow for ministers and ministerial staff to use the
Hansard offices. Hansard staff should stay right where
they are. They do a fantastic job in this Parliament; they
should not be upset and they should not be expected to
go across the road. In any appropriations to Parliament
we should look after the needs of Hansard staff, and in
this case we should not expect them to take that
incredible trip across the road. In supporting the
Appropriation (Parliament 2001/2002) Bill, I note that
the $7 million for the tunnel will not come out of
appropriation but out of Treasury. Nevertheless, I abhor
any spending of $7 million on such a tunnel.
Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) — That was a most
interesting contribution by the honourable member for
Shepparton. He spent most of his time talking about
things that are not in the Appropriation (Parliament
2001/2002) Bill as opposed to things that are. Unlike
him, I will turn my attention to the bill we are debating.
Debate on the appropriation bill is one of the few times
that honourable members get to acknowledge the great
work done by staff at Parliament House and other
parliamentary officers at 35 Spring Street. Honourable
members would agree that having to work for
132 egocentric men and women is perhaps not the
easiest way to spend your working life. The patience,
tolerance and assistance given to members in all areas
of parliamentary administration is very much
appreciated. Honourable members would also
understand how strong our demands on the
parliamentary staff are and how difficult we make it for
them from time to time. I extend thanks from the
government and, I am sure, from all members of
Parliament for the great work done by our
parliamentary staff.
The budget addresses a number of issues that have been
of concern to the Parliament for some time, and I will
quickly turn to those. The honourable member for
Shepparton mentioned 157 Spring Street; no money has
been allocated in the budget for a tunnel underneath the
house — not 1 cent. Money is allocated for the rental of
the property under a lease for 10 years with a further
optional six years, so it is a long-term lease. Money is
available not only for the lease but also to fit out the
building to make it appropriate for the staff of the
Parliament. Costs include such things as rental, car
parking, cleaning, security and leased lines for the
building. The leasing of that building will ensure that
some of the overcrowding of our members and staff
will be eased significantly. It will also mean that some
staff members will have very modern equipment and
very modern offices to work in, which will put them
further ahead of a lot of other people in the Parliament.
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An amount of money is allocated to the Legislative
Council to extend the area on the first floor at the rear
of the Council chamber. That will allow for the area to
be extended from the desk of the President’s Orderly,
along the passage to the office of the Usher of the Black
Rod to the rear of the eastern side of the building,
which will create two offices and two meeting rooms.
Honourable members know that finding a room in
which to have a meeting in this Parliament is often
extremely difficult, especially when Parliament is
sitting, so the creation of two further meeting rooms,
which will be available to all members of this house
and the Legislative Council will be of great benefit to
the Parliament.
Much-needed renovations will also be carried out in our
parliamentary chamber, particularly on the seating
arrangements, which all members will be pleased
about. I am not sure who designed these seats. I think
the last renovations to this chamber were done some
time in the 1950s, but obviously those responsible were
not strong on ergonomics. The seats are so brilliantly
designed that whatever your height you are
uncomfortable sitting in them. A short member of
Parliament must sit with their feet sticking out, like a
child sitting on an adult’s chair, and a taller member
must sit perched on the edge or slouch in an ungainly
manner, leaning back against the seat. Because there
are fewer cushions than there are seats, those that some
kind soul has provided are quickly taken by members,
to be used for a bit of back support. We will all be
pleased to see a significant change in the ergonomics of
the seating arrangements.
The renovations will also improve the technology of the
house. They will allow for the wiring of members’
laptops and the provision of individual power main
facilities, and cater for electronic voting.
Honourable members often talk about streamlining
parliamentary procedures. Calling divisions and
counting votes are not quick processes, particularly
when members of both major parties vote together, as
occurred recently. Electronic voting is one way of
making the operation of the house more efficient
without reducing — —
Mr Steggall interjected.
Mrs MADDIGAN — I accept the correction of the
honourable member for Swan Hill: it will make it
faster. Whether electronic voting makes it more
efficient is a matter of opinion, which I will leave alone
for the moment. Certainly electronic voting will make it
faster, which will be of assistance to the house.
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An honourable member interjected.
Mrs MADDIGAN — One thing about electronic
voting is that your name and the way you vote are
shown, so there is no way of cheating. I do not think the
opposition will get any more votes than they get now!
The renovations will include soundproofing the
chamber through carpeting, providing access to the
chamber floor for disabled persons, and upgrading the
individual facilities I have mentioned. When this place
was built, and even with the more recent renovations,
providing access for disabled people was not taken into
account. Some of the other renovations will improve
and increase the size of the public viewing areas so that,
for example, people with hearing difficulties will be
able to be accommodated.
That will be worth while, because we have all been in
the situation of having visitors who would have liked to
attend question time but could not because no seats
were available. That is expenditure from which all
honourable members will gain benefit.
I now refer to the main parliamentary departments,
which the Deputy Leader of the Opposition mentioned
quickly. I have a fondness and high regard for the
parliamentary library. The library’s latest annual report
shows how much good work the library staff did last
year, as well as the good things planned for this year. I
will quote what the annual report says about ours being
an e-parliament, because I am not sure that honourable
members realise how advanced this Parliament is
compared with other parliaments not only in Australia
but also worldwide in the area of information
technology. The library staff, under the leadership of
Bruce Davidson, can take a great deal of credit for that.
The report refers to:
… Parlynet intranet services, the parliamentary network, the
equipment in the electorate offices, the Parliament House
wireless LAN, members’ web sites, the increasing acceptance
of members laptops and palm devices pave the way for the
Victorian ‘e-parliamentarian’. The members who fully use the
available technology and the electronic services of the
parliamentary library to correspond with colleagues and
constituents, to gather opinions from the electorate, to keep
abreast of current developments and to access information
and statistics electronically, can accurately be described in
today’s jargon as ‘e-parliamentarians’.

I am not sure if members are in the habit of referring to
themselves as e-parliamentarians. Having seen some of
them struggle with their laptops, I am not sure if it is
appropriate for any of them to be called that! However,
a lot of them could be, and those who are not are
moving towards it as fast as they can. The report
continues:
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With the continued innovative approach of the Parliament of
Victoria to the application of new technology in the work of
the houses e.g., encouraging the use of laptops, installation of
wireless LAN, enabling the use of laptops in the chambers, et
cetera, it could well be one of the first Australian legislatures
to be deservedly described as an e-parliament.

The library should take note of the fact that it is well
ahead in terms of information technology.
I draw the house’s attention to the clock. I am sure that
my speeches are fascinating, but whether honourable
members want me to speak for 2 or 3 hours is perhaps
open for debate!
Another aspect of the services the library provides,
which I know members are grateful for, is the work of
the education officer. The number of schoolchildren
who come through this Parliament — I think there were
24 000 last year and there are estimated to be 23 000
this following year — is a great tribute to the work of
the education officer and adds to Victorians knowledge
of their parliamentary system. I am always concerned
by the number of adult visitors who have never visited
their state Parliament before. Every schoolchild should
have the opportunity of visiting the Parliament — and
given the efforts of our hardworking education officer,
Karen Dowling, we can expect to see that in the future.
The quality reports that Hansard provides are of great
importance to us all. Many Hansard staff have been
here for a number of years, which is a great tribute to
their patience as well as their technical competence!
Hansard has a difficult job, especially at question time
or when matters of great interest are being debated —
such as the marine parks bill — or when honourable
members speak too quickly or mumble. I know we all
appreciate the service that the Hansard staff provide.
I refer to the catering and function section, which is
managed by John Isherwood. The parliamentary dining
room has undergone quite a few changes over the past
year or so. There have been many discussions about
issues involving the service in the dining room, some of
which have even made it into the media. I recall that the
number of scoops of icecream you could have on your
dessert was one issue that came up. There was also
concern about the removal of the Thursday
smorgasbord, which members had a fond regard for.
But John Isherwood and his staff, including the
long-serving staff in the strangers’ corridors such as
Jackie and Shirley, as well as Blanka upstairs, all
provide friendly and helpful service to members,
whether it is at 8.30 one morning or 2 o’clock the
following morning. It is very difficult to get staff as
dedicated as they are.
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Where would we all be without Parliamentary Services
to tell us how much of our budgets we have spent, how
much less we have for the rest of the year, and how we
should all be careful not to overspend what we have
been given? The services the staff provide are
extensive. They assist members of Parliament and their
electorate officers in many ways, enabling them to
better fulfil their roles as representatives of the people
of Victoria.

That in itself would not have been a particular problem
and would not have raised questions unless one had
done some investigations. In doing those investigations
it was found that the building was purchased for
$4.2 million. The Parliament immediately entered into
negotiations to lease the building, which was then
revalued by the National Australia Bank some two
weeks later at $6.5 million — a tidy profit in a short
time.

I would not like to forget some of the other excellent
staff who, while not located in this building, are of great
importance to us. I refer to the staff of the joint
parliamentary committees, who are located at 35 Spring
Street. Being a member of a joint parliamentary
committee gives honourable members a great
opportunity to work with members from other parties
and from the other house. That helps us to better
understand each other’s points of view. The assistance
the committee staff give us, the research work they do
and the many hours they put in, especially when reports
are getting close to the pre-publication stage, is greatly
appreciated. I know that Michele Cornwell from the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee, of which I
am a member, spends many hours of overtime during
the week and on weekends providing background
material for members.

Not only has the Parliament entered into a long-term
lease which has given a financial gain to the purchasers
of the building but it is also paying for its
refurbishment. It has an option to purchase the building
and is building a $7 million tunnel. I wonder what
connections the purchasers of the building have with
the Australian Labor Party. I wonder if it is a
coincidence that permission could not be given for an
increased purchase price, and if it is a coincidence that
one of the directors of the company that purchased the
building attended the $1000-a-head Labor Party dinner?

The budget contains a number of new initiatives for the
Parliament as well as further money for the information
technology strategy, and we will all benefit from that. I
look forward to working with my colleagues and staff
for another year. I thank all the parliamentary staff very
much for their assistance.
Mr ROWE (Cranbourne) — In speaking on the
Appropriation (Parliament 2001/2001) Bill I wish to
raise a couple of matters concerning 157 Spring Street,
about which all earlier speakers have also spoken.
Some questions that concern me about 157 Spring
Street definitely need to be investigated and answered.
I understand that it was the intention of the Parliament
to purchase the building at auction and that the
Treasurer had given approval for such purchase. The
value of the building in the real estate market was
believed to be in the vicinity of $4 million, which was
also the valuation of the Valuer-General. During the
auction process it appeared that the building would sell
for more than $4 million and a variation in the
allowable purchase price was needed. Unfortunately,
the Minister for Finance could not contact the Treasurer
and the minister refused permission to increase the bid,
meaning that the Parliament and the people of Victoria
missed purchasing the building.

Those questions need to be investigated further. The
purchasers of the building have no connection to the
Liberal Party. It is a little too coincidental that they paid
$250 000 more for a building than the Parliament was
prepared to pay and that the Parliament has now entered
into a long-term lease giving the new owners a windfall
gain of $2.2 million and a ready purchaser at the end of
the day after having spent $7 million on a tunnel.
I wanted to raise those questions in the house. I hope
the Treasurer will investigate and perhaps address them
when summing up the bill. Having raised them, I wish
the bill a speedy passage.
Mr LENDERS (Dandenong North) — I support the
Appropriation (Parliament 2001/2002) Bill. I wish to
touch on three areas of the bill: the first is the building
itself; the second is the people who work in the
Parliament; and the third is the separation of powers.
Before proceeding I cannot let pass the provocative
comments of the honourable member for Cranbourne
about 157 Spring Street. It is unhelpful to use this
forum to raise innuendo and throw issues around. I
should hope that in a debate such as this issues could be
raised on a bipartisan basis in an endeavour to make
this place a better workplace following on the strong
leadership shown by you, Honourable Speaker, in
bringing this institution into the 20th century going into
the 21st, for which there was a lot of scope.
If the building we work in was the subject of an
occupational health and safety issue it would probably
be black-banned. It is archaic. Earlier in the day I
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missed a division because I was in a meeting room in
the chook shed which has no bells. This chookshed
issue is an illustration of some of the areas where one
must meet to deal with constituents or fellow workers.
It is long overdue to look at this place as a workplace in
modern government where one must deal
professionally with visitors, constituents and various
other people with whom one works. The modest
proposals for refurbishment to make this place a better
working place rather than a Taj Mahal are important. I
again commend your leadership, Honourable Speaker,
in moving in those directions.
I do not seek the sympathy of honourable members
because I am delighted to be in this place under any
conditions and represent the people of Dandenong
North, so do not get me wrong on this, but having
worked in a previous life in the federal Parliament —
both the old and new buildings — the working
conditions here are interesting. I share an office with
the honourable member for Carrum who, in a previous
life was a missionary in Papua New Guinea. The room
we share in the basement of this place is where the
airconditioning returns go through, so that in winter one
experiences icy conditions.
Some of these things are not luxuries; they deal with
basic working conditions. It would be good to update
this place, but we need to keep it balanced with decent
working conditions. We represent constituencies and
people who do not expect us to work in luxury.
The public’s perception of the building and its working
conditions are worthy of comment. When people walk
into this place they find it amazing visually. One of the
first impressions that struck me was that the place is
like a medieval fortress, with doors with bars and
barricades and other objects, and was historically
designed not to be welcoming. In contrast the federal
Parliament building has huge galleries where the public
can walk and feel some sense of ownership of the place
where they are represented. We have a long way to go
in that regard, and any proposals that would make us
more accessible, accountable and visible to our
constituents and provide more transparency in a
physical sense are highly desirable.
The refurbishment of this chamber will I hope bring us
further into the 21st century. We have been equipped
with one of the best information technology systems in
the parliamentary world, and that is a tribute to a series
of people who have worked on its development. It has
been totally bipartisan good innovation. Perhaps further
enhancements will include features such as power
points so honourable members can continue their work
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without the tyranny of periodically needing to run in
and out of the chamber to stay linked in.
There are a number of possibilities. My personal
preference would be to have developments in these
critical areas ahead of electronic voting. Despite the
microeconomic reform we have imposed on the
community from both sides of politics over the past two
or three decades, we are debating issues about whips
counting people sitting on top of each other at
4.00 a.m.! More efficient methods of counting votes
would enhance our whole operating procedure.
However, I am probably digressing more to the
imminent report of the Standing Orders Committee
than is appropriate to the parliamentary appropriation
bill.
The issues raised by the Deputy Speaker, such as
access, are critical for us. I reiterate that we need to be
accessible and in working conditions that are not
luxurious. Far from it, they should be more modest, in
line with community standards, but they should
certainly be workable.
The second issue I will briefly touch on is the
separation of powers. We come from a rich tradition in
the Westminster system of the separation of the
executive, the legislature and the courts in a range of
areas. It is always important that we maintain that
separation. The entire parliamentary appropriation
plays a critical part in that in a place where the
Parliament is one step removed from the executive and
a separate Auditor-General is funded through
Parliament rather than through the executive
government. These are important things that we should
not just take for granted; we should publicly cherish
them.
The final point I will touch on is that honourable
members are accountable — as I am to electors in
Dandenong North — to constituents in 88 electorates
for the $71 million of public money that goes into
running this place and the office of the
Auditor-General. We need to be vigilant to ensure that
our constituents see that as a matter of trust. They
expect good governance from us for that money.
Over a number of years we, as a Parliament, have tried
to separate ourselves from the capacity to determine our
own entitlements. Whether it be independent
remuneration tribunals or the commonwealth
parliament, which we have followed since the 1970s so
far as salaries are concerned, that determine our
entitlements, we need to be careful that we are seen to
be right away from the process of looking after
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ourselves and that other, independent people are
determining remuneration.
As an institution we need to be eternally vigilant about
how members of the community judge some of the
things they see as perks — whether it be the daily
sitting allowances, Commonwealth Parliamentary
Association study tours or other entitlements generally.
Many procedures are necessary to run a Parliament
properly, but we have to be always vigilant to ensure
that we do not cross that line or we will be rightly held
accountable for it. I wish the legislation a speedy
passage.
Ms McCALL (Frankston) — I begin my short
contribution to the debate on the Appropriation
(Parliament 2001/2002) Bill by congratulating
Mr Speaker. It is a privilege to serve on the House
Committee with you, and it is a great pleasure to make
a contribution to this wonderful building.
It is possibly obvious that the honourable member for
Dandenong North has not seen the Taj Mahal. May I
open his mind by saying that this building is much
more classical and in many respects less majestic. It is
probably one of the most attractive Parliament
buildings in the world.
As a member of the House Committee and as a
member of this Parliament I am mindful that it is also
incumbent on us to preserve the building for posterity
and for generations who will visit and recognise it as a
fine example of our historical past. We all acknowledge
how difficult it is to preserve the building appropriately
and, with any luck, one day to finish it in a manner Kerr
would have liked, at the same time to making it flexible
enough to adapt to a modern world and a modern
political environment.
There is no question that these seats are horrendously
uncomfortable, and none of us would argue about the
need for us to move forward and look at something that
is not only historically acceptable but ergonomically
useful. For those of us who work in here even some of
the time when Parliament sits, the office
accommodation for members of Parliament in a
modern world does not meet occupational health and
safety standards. As someone who has a background in
personnel management, I have to say that it is probably
right to say that we would have been out the door by
now in any other office environment.
I am particularly mindful of the members of staff who
are here almost all of the time, who are obliged to be
here when members of Parliament are here but are also
here to maintain the running of the building and various
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departments and look after it when we are not here.
There is no question that the conditions in which they
work are substandard. I support the allocations in this
piece of legislation that are part of the move towards
making their lives just a bit more comfortable,
particularly the library staff, who are here all hours of
the day and night. I also place on record my
congratulations to the new catering manager, John
Isherwood. The food provided for all honourable
members and staff has been dramatically improved. I
encourage Mr Speaker and Mr President in another
place to improve the kitchen standards for the sake of
all our health, not just for members of Parliament but
also for the staff.
This building is a magnificent example of Victorian
architecture, and there is no question that it needs to be
looked after. It needs to be conserved and preserved as
best it might be. I only regret that in my lifetime I think
it highly unlikely that we will ever see the building
completed as was the original intention. I had hoped
under the previous government we might have moved
towards the completion of the building in a way that
would have addressed many of the issues we are talking
about today — that is, new technology, comfortable
seats, better access for members and better conditions
for the staff. However, the then shadow minister for
conservation was uncomfortable about the opening of
the granite quarry in the Grampians. As we have seen
today, the same honourable member, the current
Minister for Environment and Conservation, stymied
another piece of legislation — so there we are! That is
the way of politics; that is the way of democracy.
I wish the bill a speedy passage, and I wish all of us a
more comfortable life — and sooner rather than later. I
also wish to see Parliament House conserved in the best
possible way.
Ms GILLETT (Werribee) — It is with pleasure that
I make a brief contribution on the Appropriation
(Parliament 2001/2002) Bill.
I do not often seek to speak on behalf of my colleagues,
but the honourable member for Tullamarine, who sits
beside me in this chamber, and I are both certain we are
of average height and build, yet to both of us it seems
that the furniture was built for people who were
unusually large and otherwise differently built.
Therefore, on behalf of the honourable member for
Tullamarine I say thank you very much for the
provision in the bill that allows for the renovation of the
seating in this chamber. Our chiropractors will be most
unhappy with you, Mr Speaker — and with the
President in other place — because we will probably
not need to see them as often as we do now.
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In all seriousness, the bill is important because it
enables Parliament to move physically and procedurally
into the 20th century. It would be a little ambitious to
hope to see it move straight into the 21st century!
There is much to be said in congratulating you,
Mr Speaker, on the sure and steady yet progressive way
you have approached the management of not only this
chamber but also the overall Parliament. You are
prepared to listen to members of the House Committee,
who now have regular meetings and have a real say on
important aspects of the management of the Parliament,
and that is encouraging. Some substantial
improvements have been made in the past 12 to
18 months, and I look forward to the improvements
provided for in this appropriation bill.
I also place on the record my appreciation of the
outstanding work that you, Mr Speaker, and Marcus
Bromley, the Deputy Clerk, who is back with us again,
have done in reinvigorating the Department of
Parliamentary Services, on which we all rely on a daily
basis. At times there have been difficulties with the
operation of the department, but along with all
honourable members I express my gratitude for the pain
and suffering I am sure Marcus went through as he
carefully, diligently, gently and passionately took
Parliamentary Services from where it was to where it is
now. He has done an outstanding job under
circumstances that were not easy by any means.
One of the parliamentary departments that can claim to
have moved well into the 21st century is the
parliamentary library. I know it is the favourite
department of the honourable member for Essendon,
and she is entitled to have her favourite given her
professional background. Taking children to the
parliamentary library is a delight. It is such a grand
room in a place full of grand rooms, yet it is so
switched on and plugged in. Even 15-year-old boys are
impressed with the computer software and hardware
that Bruce Davidson, the librarian, and his wonderful
staff have brought into our lives.
As part of my contribution I record my thanks, as
chairman of the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee, to the staff of my parliamentary committee
and all the other committees. As the honourable
member for Essendon has said, they work incredibly
hard and incredibly long hours. I want them to know
that I am impressed and grateful for the work they put
in, as are all honourable members.
Although the bill is not sensational by any stretch of the
imagination, it is one that I always enjoy speaking on
because it pays the wages of some wonderful people
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who work in this place. They have been kind, generous
to and tolerant of me over the past five years. I place on
the record my thanks to all of them, and I wish the bill a
speedy passage so they can continue to be paid their
wages.
Mr WILSON (Bennettswood) — I am pleased to
join the debate on the Appropriation (Parliament
2001/2002) Bill. I will comment on only a few
provisions in the bill, and in doing so will keep my
comments brief.
I noted the remarks of the honourable members for
Shepparton and Cranbourne about the lease
arrangements for 157 Spring Street and the possible
allied expenditure of $7 million on a tunnel. The only
comment I wish to make is that the opposition would be
concerned about any major expenditure by the
Parliament on a building or associated with a building
that it does not own.
I take up the point made by the honourable member for
Dandenong North about the working conditions in this
Parliament. He said he nearly missed a division when
he was working out the back in a meeting room that did
not have division bells. About 12 members of the
Liberal Party had a similar experience only about an
hour ago. We were on the third floor, most of us in our
offices, others in meeting room 93, when the division
bells rang. It was a close call to make it to the chamber
for the division because of the archaic lift, which is the
main lift in the building. It does not serve members or
staff well at all. Serious consideration must be given to
improving the lift to the second and third floors.
Another issue for those honourable members who
occupy offices on the third floor are the stairs at the
southern end of the building. I do not count myself in
this number, but I am trying to make a positive
contribution about my fellow members. The stairs are
particularly unsafe and it is only a matter of time until a
member has a nasty fall and is seriously hurt.
Honourable members hear the division bells and have
to rush and it is only a matter of time before someone
falls down the stairs and does significant damage either
to themselves or somebody else.
Honourable members on the third floor have had what I
can describe as a workable toilet for only the past few
months. It was due to the good work of the honourable
member for Frankston, who spoke to the Speaker about
the circumstances on the third floor, that a workable
toilet has been provided, and we are grateful for that.
The honourable member for Essendon, who is now in
the chair, mentioned in her contribution the renovations
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which are to take place including better seating
arrangements in this chamber and better working
conditions generally throughout the building. I
welcome that. Many improvements could be
worthwhile. However, I offer one note of caution. In a
former life I worked in the old Parliament House in
Canberra and then had the pleasure of working in the
new Parliament House. I worked in the old Parliament
House as a staffer for Senator David Hamer, who was
Deputy President of the Senate. It struck me that many
of the renovations and so-called improvements that
took place there were ad hoc. They were not done
properly; they were just done to fix a problem at a
particular time and nobody gave much thought to doing
something permanent which suited the historical nature
of the building. I hope that as we try to improve
facilities for members of Parliament, staff and visitors
they are done cleverly and not just for the sake of doing
them. I hope a lot of thought and planning goes into the
process.

improvements to catering in this place since he became
catering manager. I am a trustee of the Sir Robert
Menzies Lecture Trust and for the past two years the
trust has held its annual lectures here. Last year’s
lecture was delivered by Claude Smadja of the World
Economic Forum. It was a great success with a full
house in Queen’s Hall and dinner in the members’
dining room.

Like other honourable members I want to pay tribute to
a number of the departments within Parliament. It goes
without saying what a remarkable job Hansard does.
Sometimes when you read your speech next day, you
are pleasantly surprised how it came out and how kind
Hansard was to you as you stood up and mumbled.
When you read Hansard at 10 o’clock next morning
you think, ‘That wasn’t so bad after all!’ I think all
honourable members have had that pleasant experience
and we thank Hansard for it. But thanking them is not
really enough because, of all the officers around this
place, they are absolutely essential to the running of an
efficient Parliament. The working conditions of the
people who work at Hansard are not good enough and
we must work hard as a Parliament to improve them.

It was on that night that Christopher Patten described
Melbourne as one of the world’s great cities, and
certainly the best and grandest Victorian city in the
world. He said this building is symbolic of such a city.

Like other members I wish to pay tribute to the
Education Office. Madam Deputy Speaker, you
mentioned in your contribution that 24 000 students a
year go through Parliament and learn about democracy
and our parliamentary system. I have had the pleasure
of being with a number of schools from my electorate
since I have been in this place. They enjoy their visits to
this Parliament and they learn much from them. The
work of the Education Office is to be applauded.
It goes without saying that the Parliamentary Library
serves all members of Parliament very well. On limited
resources and in a limited capacity compared to their
colleagues in the Parliamentary Library in Canberra,
the librarians and allied staff serve us well.
My final comments relate to the improvements in the
catering division at Parliament House. I pay special
tribute to John Isherwood, who has brought many

This year was an even bigger event, and the Right
Honourable Christopher Patten was the guest lecturer.
As honourable members would know he is a member
of the European Commission and a former governor of
Hong Kong. Five hundred guests heard the lecture in
Queen’s Hall, which was a great success. It was
followed by dinner for 250 guests in Queen’s Hall. In
the hour following the lecture, 250 people were seated,
well fed and well watered by the catering staff. It is a
tribute to John Isherwood and his staff that they are able
to deliver those services.

With those comments, I wish the bill a speedy passage.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — It is always
valuable to have an opportunity to speak on the
parliamentary appropriation bill because as members of
Parliament we are rarely able to express our thoughts
about how valuable that appropriation is to various
elements of parliamentary expenditure. As many other
members have done, I want to run through a few of
those elements.
Before I do so I want to express my views about the
completion of Parliament House. An opportunity was
missed, and I will not necessarily suggest why or how it
was missed. Suffice it to say that it was an opportunity
which, once gone, will be hard to regain. I mention this
not so much from the point of view of point scoring
politically, but rather to emphasise the fact that if we
are going to look to the future of the parliamentary
system in Victoria it is imperative that honourable
members forget about party politics and ask themselves
what can be done to ensure that this building not only
continues into the future — which I am sure it will —
but also continues to enable members of Parliament and
the people who work in the parliamentary system to
continue to give the sort of service we have given well
into the future. That should be done as well and as
economically as possible.
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On a personal note, I find it enormously disappointing
that one of the grandest and finest buildings in
Melbourne has never been completed. It is even sadder
to think that it might never be completed unless
honourable members ignore the battlelines between
parties and acknowledge that they have to look to the
future of the parliamentary system and the future of the
democratic process in Victoria. Are honourable
members prepared to put state funds into the
completion of Parliament House and end up with a
building that will run for the next 150 years as it has
over the past 150 years?
Honourable members only have to look at other
parliamentary buildings around Australia to see what
can be achieved. Of particular note is the building
program at the Parliament of New South Wales, where
an excellent addition to the existing building has been
constructed in a way that does not take away at all from
the values of the older building. I make particular
mention of the front of the new parliamentary building,
which is at the back of the old building. Having been
there, Madam Deputy Speaker, you might recall that
the building goes down five, six or seven floors in order
not to take away from the facade of the old building,
and it does so very cleverly. Walking into the old
building you cannot sense the line dividing the old from
the new, yet the new building provides services
members in this place would give their eyeteeth for.
The New South Wales parliamentary dining room is a
lovely area that could well be taken as an example of
how, in a rebuilding process, the Victorian Parliament
could create a room with views over one of the loveliest
gardens in Melbourne. Few Melburnians realise the
such an area exists. A dining room could be built with
views over the gardens, which would be even better if
the 25-year-old chookhouse were removed. If it were
removed as part of a rebuilding program Victorians
could have a parliamentary dining room similar to that
of New South Wales. Being able to offer such dining
facilities would be great for Melburnians, Victorians
and other visitors to the Victorian Parliament. We
would be doing them a great service.
A lot of money was spent on the Queensland
Parliament House to build that state’s Taj Mahal.
Frankly I do not think it comes within cooee of this
Parliament House, but it provides extraordinary
services for the members and for the staff who use it
and work from it.
The completion of Parliament House is a project that
must be considered as an imperative for Victorian
parliamentarians. The battlelines need to be rubbed out
and questions need to be asked about how it can be
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achieved. I hope I get some support from the other side
on this matter.
Without knowing anything about the detail, the
suggestion that money be spent on building a tunnel
under Spring Street to additional premises rather than
spending it on completing this building defies logic. I
cannot understand why we would accept an alternative
that comes a bad second to the completion of the
building.
In lending my praise to the work the Speaker has done
during this Parliament over the past two years, Madam
Deputy Speaker, I add my congratulations to you as
Deputy Speaker. It is not an easy role to come into. As
a previous Speaker explained to me, it can be very
lonely. Often you have no friends on either side
because of the difficult decisions you make in trying to
keep the peace. However, that is the role within the
chamber. As I see it the more important role is
managing the parliamentary process. Both you,
Madam, and the Speaker have done that job well and
credibly, and I commend both of you for it. I hope this
parliamentary appropriation meets the needs of the
Speaker and his office and your needs as Deputy
Speaker.
I will take the opportunity to give credit to the
attendants at Parliament House. Earlier I said that it is
one of the finest buildings in Australia, and its upkeep
is magnificent. I admire the work they do here, their
attention to detail and the fact that they look on this
place as their own. The way they treat guests, visitors
and parliamentarians is a credit to them all.
I thank the Hansard staff. I believe the Hansard services
provided in this place are absolutely second to none.
One of the blessings about being a member of an
all-party parliamentary committee is that when you
travel around the state on inquiries you have Hansard
staff members travelling with you. You get the chance
to know them better and see them in situations other
than their simply recording our boring speeches here. It
is a delight to learn more about the jobs they do and it is
a credit to them that they put up with us. I thank the
Clerks for their patience and tolerance. It is quite
beyond me how they achieve that. I thank the
parliamentary library staff for the service that they give
us. I believe we are very fortunate to have the devoted
service that we get from the library staff.
Finally, I believe probably the most important part of
the parliamentary appropriation is the appropriation to
committees. When I was first appointed to an all-party
committee I thought what an extraordinary amount of
money to put into the committee system. But since I
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have been a member of Parliament I have learnt the
value of those committees. I have learnt that
committees provide an extraordinary service to the
whole parliamentary process. With that vote of
confidence in the parliamentary system, I commend the
bill to the house.
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — I rise to support the
Appropriation (Parliament 2001/2002) Bill. As a
relatively new member to Parliament and uprooting
myself from a business and a home to come to
Melbourne, it took me some time to get a great
understanding of how the Victorian Parliament worked
and how the support services work within the
Parliament. I must say that particularly over the past six
months or so since I have started to understand the
processes of Parliament, I have grown to have a great
appreciation of the support that has been given to me as
a new member by parliamentary officers — by
everyone from Bill at the back gate to the library staff.
I think it is great that the Victorian Parliament takes an
active role in relation to the trainees that we have in our
dining room who display tremendous courtesy towards
not just the members but visitors who come to
Parliament House. The continual flow of people
through the Parliament, particularly school groups and
other people who visit here, are always amazed at not
only the magnificence of this building but also the
inadequate office space provided to members. It is a
great shame that over the years we have not seen fit or
been able to finish off the work on Parliament House.
I, like other honourable members who have spoken
today, have some concern about the lease of the
building across the road — a building that does not
belong to us — and the proposed tunnel to allow staff
to move backwards and forwards to 157 Spring Street.
It would appear to me to be a tremendous loss of an
opportunity to spend up to $7 million on Parliament
House itself rather than on a building we do not own, a
building that has a 10-year lease with a 6-year option.
As I said, the upgrade of Parliament House is an
absolute priority for us. I believe as parliamentarians we
should all support that.
Like the honourable member for Benambra, I
acknowledge the very difficult role played by the
Speaker, the Deputy Speaker and the Acting Speakers,
particularly with new members who at times display a
little bit of overenthusiasm. I think at one stage I may
have been accused by the Deputy Speaker of a
discourteous act. As the Deputy Speaker is now in the
chair I take the opportunity of apologising if that was
case because I did not see her out of the corner of my
eye during what was then a very heated debate.
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I support the Appropriation (Parliament 2001/2002)
Bill and the people who work in Parliament. I certainly
appreciate the great service and support I have received
as a member from parliamentary officers and their
departments.
Mr LANGDON (Ivanhoe) — Honourable Deputy
Speaker, I would like to add my comments to the
record. I know that when you were speaking on the bill
you wanted to mention the attendants in the Legislative
Assembly. Since that was omitted, I thought I should
include it in my speech!
Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) — I am pleased to make a
brief speech on the Appropriation (Parliament
2001/2002) Bill. I will use the opportunity to praise the
work of the catering division. Having run a restaurant
for 25 years, I know how hard it is to please a diverse
range of palates. The education office, with
24 000 students a year going through Parliament, does a
fantastic job. I have enjoyed being part of that,
particularly in listening to the information provided and
observing the way they handle children of different
ages and standards. The work of the parliamentary
library is absolutely fantastic. They just help so much
when you need research quickly and I think that is
something that we all need to remember.
I praise the House Committee and particularly the
honourable member for Frankston. When I came into
Parliament, like everyone, I was a little surprised at the
conditions provided for members, in particular, the
toilet on the penthouse floor that was used by
27 members, including 3 females. It was an appalling
toilet. When the honourable member for Frankston
went on to the House Committee the first thing she did
was to ask the Speaker and the Serjeant-at-Arms to
come upstairs, and very soon after we actually got a
remodelled toilet that smells pleasant and has a bright
light so you can actually see the floor. In fact the new
toilet is helping some of our male colleagues to temper
their habits in the evening. It is far more pleasant and
one of the better things that has happened this year in
Parliament!
Like many people I am concerned about the proposed
tunnel. I have never heard of anyone renting a house
and then building a sunroom on at their own expense.
An honourable member interjected.
Mrs FYFFE — The toilets were magnificent. The
toilets and tunnels — yes, the Ts. The tunnel
flabbergasts me. You don’t rent a house and build a
sunroom on, so why the heck are we spending
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$7 million putting a tunnel through to a building we do
not own?
I am pleased to make a contribution to the debate. I
support the bill.
Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — I thank the honourable
members for Brighton, Essendon, Cranbourne,
Dandenong North, Frankston, Werribee, Bennettswood,
Benambra, Ivanhoe, Evelyn and Polwarth for their
contributions to the debate. I appreciate the bipartisan
spirit in which the debate was conducted. The
Parliament is a place in which we all have an interest,
and it is an important institution in terms of processing
the democratic business of the state of Victoria, and
some valid points were made. Some of them I dare say
if you go back into the Hansard 50 years or so were
being made then and they will probably be made
50 years from now. I have to say that one thing that
came up in this evening’s debate which I have never
heard before is the congratulations to the parliamentary
dining room for the improvement of the food. I would
like to add my compliments there because for the first
time the other week I actually had cause to order
seconds.
Mrs Fyffe interjected.
Mr HAERMEYER — I would like to also
congratulate the dining room staff on the work they do
and, in particular, all the staff of the Parliament — the
Clerks, the Hansard staff, all of the other support staff
around the place, the attendants, and also those people
who come under my auspices, the protective security
officers as well who all do a wonderful job looking
after us, and sometimes I think we are not as
appreciative as we should be. On that note, I will wind
up the debate.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

CONSTITUTION (PARLIAMENTARY
PRIVILEGE) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 17 May; motion of
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister for Gaming).
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Government amendments circulated by
Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services) pursuant to sessional orders.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! I am of the
opinion that the second reading of the bill requires to be
passed by an absolute majority.
Dr NAPTHINE (Leader of the Opposition) —
Parliamentary privilege is an important issue and needs
to be treated seriously. It is not a matter that honourable
members or the community take lightly in their
considerations. A provision which seeks to extend
parliamentary privilege is one all members need to look
at seriously and examine the issues contained therein.
The original bill as proposed was quite a general bill
extending parliamentary privilege across a wide range
of areas — —
Mr Ryan — What’s left?
Dr NAPTHINE — I’ll tell you that in a minute!
The original bill proposed to extend parliamentary
privilege to reports of royal commissions, reports of
boards of inquiries, reports of joint investigative
committees — that is, all-party parliamentary
committees — ombudsman’s reports, reports under the
Audit Act, reports required before Parliament and
reports permitted to be laid before Parliament.
In discussion on the bill a number of concerns were
raised by members of the Liberal Party in respect to
how privilege is given to certain documents, what
documents would be given privilege and what reports
would be given privilege. Members came to the view
that a lot more work has to be done in the area before
the proposed bill could be considered as a general bill.
I recognise that the officers of the department and the
government have responded to the concerns raised by
the Liberal Party in these discussions and have accepted
a range of suggested amendments. The nub of the
amendments go to the fact that the bill has been slightly
rewritten. It no longer covers in a general sense royal
commissions, boards of inquiries, all-party
parliamentary committees, ombudsman’s reports,
Auditor-General reports, reports required before
Parliament or reports permitted to be laid before
Parliament.
The effect of the list of amendments is that the bill now
pertains only to the publication of the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service (MAS) Royal Commission report.
So instead of being a generalist bill covering a range of
issues it is now similar to the bill introduced by the
previous government with respect to the Longford royal
commission.
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Mr Mildenhall interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — I will come to the sunset clause
in a minute. I am nearly at the sunset of my speech!
It is now like the Longford royal commission
legislation and allows the government, or in this case
the people who produce the royal commission report, to
have the report circulated under parliamentary privilege
between sittings of the Parliament. If the report is
available in the appropriate time frame it will be done
in that way so that it will have the privilege of the
Parliament but be circulated as soon as it is available.
I note the interjection of the honourable member for
Footscray — who has been most helpful in the process
and I congratulate him for his cooperation and
helpfulness — that the bill sunsets.
Mr Mildenhall interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — I would have the honourable
member for Footscray in the cabinet. He and the
honourable member for Geelong North should both be
in cabinet.
Honourable members interjecting.
Dr NAPTHINE — And the honourable member for
Coburg!
The legislation sunsets so it dissolves itself on the first
day of sitting after the act receives royal assent. Given
that the act receives royal assent later in June after it has
passed both houses, when the Parliament resumes on
16 August the legislation will dissolve itself because it
will not be necessary to provide privilege to the royal
commission report.
In summation, the Liberal Party supports the legislation
because it wants the royal commission report to be
available as soon as possible. We appreciate the
cooperation of the government, which has recognised
the problems being created by a very general bill. We
appreciate the efforts made to substantially amend the
bill to get to the nub of the issue, which is protection of
the royal commission report and giving it parliamentary
privilege.
I finish by saying that the Liberal Party is happy to have
further discussions with the government on a more
general bill and some of the issues raised. There are
some complex issues about providing parliamentary
privilege and how it can be given to certain reports
without being abused in the process. Getting the
balance right is important.
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Finally I wonder if the Premier when summing up the
bill will give an assurance to the house that if the
Metropolitan Ambulance Service Royal Commission
report is made available under privilege through this
process that there be an opportunity, if required by
either the National Party or the Liberal Party, for a
motion to be moved in the Parliament that the report be
noted and hence create a debate on the royal
commission as a result. It is important that the
legislation gets through. The Liberal Party supports the
amended legislation as is and wishes it a speedy
passage.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.

Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — It is
my pleasure to join the debate on the Constitution
(Parliamentary Privilege) Bill. This bill has all the
hallmarks of having had a big night out with Jack the
Ripper or the Boston Strangler or both. For those
honourable members who have not had a look at the
bill, I point out that originally it had eight pages of
clauses, but it now has, with the amendments agreed to
by the government — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr RYAN — There are five lines of the original bill
left on page 1, about four lines of it left on page 2,
about four or five lines of it left on page 8 and some
new clauses have been inserted.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr RYAN — No, it is not too much. We have
plenty of time, and I am happy to keep talking about the
amendments. So long as people keep teasing me about
it, I am happy to keep talking about it.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the honourable
member for Benalla to cease interjecting, and I ask the
Leader of the National Party to address the Chair.
Mr RYAN — We now have a radically different bill
from the one with which we started. I note the terms of
the amendments proposed by the Liberal Party and
accepted by the government. The essence of the
amendments means that the original intent of the
legislation has been removed. The original intent was to
establish a mechanism whereby reports that had to be
tabled in Parliament and — going down a sliding
scale — those that might have been tabled in
Parliament were otherwise able to be tabled between
parliamentary sessions. We now have a situation where
the various reports described in the original bill have

CONSTITUTION (PARLIAMENTARY PRIVILEGE) BILL
Wednesday, 13 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

been deleted and the bill is constrained entirely to the
position that applies to the Metropolitan Ambulance
Service Royal Commission report.
On the general issue, at some stage and however it
might be achieved, the aim of establishing a process for
the tabling of reports between parliamentary sessions is
laudable. Ultimately I would like to think we can,
through discussions between the three parties, achieve
that outcome. In as much as it applies to the
Metropolitan Ambulance Service (MAS) Royal
Commission report, the position we now have is
innovative. There is a sunset provision in clause 5,
which states in effect that the bill will sunset — it will
die — on the first day of sitting of the Legislative
Assembly after the day the bill receives the royal
assent. Presumably on 16 August, when the Legislative
Assembly goes to Bendigo, this bill will cease to have
any effect. One would have to say it has a short life
expectancy. It will now apply specifically to the MAS
report.
Although it is written in slightly different verbiage, that
sunset provision replicates the solution that applied to
the delivery of the report on the Longford disaster on
25 September 1998. At the time of the Longford
inquiry complications arose because of the possibility
of the report being released between the two
parliamentary sittings, and a piece of legislation was
drafted to accommodate that circumstance. This bill is
similar to that legislation in that it will accommodate
the position with regard to the MAS inquiry.
I do not intend to speak on the bill for long. Much
comment has been made in other forums about the
MAS inquiry and whether in all the prevailing
circumstances it is justified and warranted and whether
the enormous expense it has involved is appropriate
when the money could be used in other ways. Be that as
it may, I will not dwell on that topic for the purposes of
this debate.
An issue I will raise is the construction of
subsection (2) of proposed section 74AB to be inserted
by amendment 2, which pertains to the involvement of
the Governor in a way that was not anticipated or
proposed in the original bill. Originally, the bill
contemplated that the report — whatever report it might
have been — would be made available to the
responsible minister and that a chapter of events would
then unfold. In the bill now before the house the
Governor is to receive from the commissioner a copy of
the report on the results of the MAS inquiry and a
sequence of events is to flow from the Governor’s
receiving that report.
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I seek clarification from the government of the process
whereby the report is to make its way out of the hands
of the commissioner to the Governor in the first
instance. How is that to happen? Is there to be a time
frame; what are the mechanics of the transition of the
completed report to the Governor; and what are the
mechanics of the transition of the report from the
Governor to the clerks of both houses?
Subsection (2)(a) recites that it is intended that the
minister:
… must give a copy of the report to the clerk of each House
of the Parliament;

Does a time frame attach to that process and what are
the mechanics of the transition of the report?
I seek clarification from the government of the process
under subsection (3) of proposed section 74AB by
which:
A copy of the report given to the clerk of a house of the
Parliament under subsection (2) is deemed to have been
ordered by the house to be printed …

What is the significance, if any, of the difference
between the minister providing a copy of the report to
the clerk of each house of the Parliament in
subsection (2)(a) as opposed to the reference in
subsection (3) to the report being given to the clerk of a
house of the Parliament? One of the clerks is apparently
then to undertake a certain course of action. How is it to
be determined which clerk is to take the action? For
example, it might be that whatever house the
responsible minister is in will be the determinant of
which house is relevant for the purposes of
subsection (3). I seek clarification from the government
on that issue.
I note that the amended form of the proposed bill makes
various changes to the long title, and that is
understandable in all the circumstances. Other issues
flow by way of consequential amendments because of
the major changes that have been effected to the
legislation. However, save for the queries I have raised,
I advise the house that the National Party does not
oppose the bill.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Pakenham.
Mr MACLELLAN (Pakenham) — I was prepared
to defer to the honourable member for Footscray,
whom I understood was to be the next speaker. If that is
not the case, I will take the call.

CONSTITUTION (PARLIAMENTARY PRIVILEGE) BILL
2008

ASSEMBLY

The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Footscray is not in his place. The honourable
member for Pakenham has the call.
Mr MACLELLAN — I regret that the honourable
member for Footscray was not in his place and was
somehow outmanoeuvred.
The words of the Leader of the National Party on the
bill have been very sensible and constructive. The
Leader of the Opposition put the position for the
Liberal Party, but I would like to express my personal
gratitude to the departmental officers who came to
several meetings with opposition members to brief us
on the bill.
I praise them for their honesty. Their honesty was quite
accidental, but it was patent and obvious. They knew
nothing about the political and parliamentary scene.
They had no idea that the Parliament does not have a
one-party system by which the executive achieves
exactly what it wants. Their attitude was that
parliamentary privilege was to be handed over to the
executive. That is why the house has before it such
extensive amendments, and that is why the bill has
been, in effect, completely gutted and rewritten by
amendments to be proposed by the government. It was
in response to the critique that the Liberal Party was
offering, and perhaps the National Party as well, to the
advisers who pretended to be on top of this bill. I do not
think they had a clue about what was needed.
For instance, the original bill would have allowed a
minister, at 11 o’clock at night when both houses had
adjourned, to release a report with parliamentary
privilege — in other words, to deliberately snub both
houses of Parliament, even though they might be
meeting the next day. That was what was in the original
bill. The departmental officers, of course, expressed
amazement and disbelief that such a thing could ever
happen. I suppose an innocent abroad may well have
that view. What did the opposition find? Did it find that
the intention was for there to be a debate on a report
released between sessions? Well, no. There was no
guarantee that when either house next met there would
ever be a debate about the subject. It might have been
released during the interval never to be heard of again
as far as the executive government was concerned.
The opposition also found that the executive
government could pick and choose which reports were
released. If it was one that it suited the government to
release, it would release it; if it was one that it did not
suit the government to release, it would not release it.
There was no obligation to do so just because it had
received a report. The decision was up to the executive.
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It was a bid made by someone from the government —
I am not sure who in the government takes
responsibility for it — to hand over parliamentary
privilege to the executive in a way that was plainly
uninformed about the parliamentary process.
As you know, Mr Speaker, under the parliamentary
process parliamentary privilege is given to those
documents that are ordered to be printed in a particular
parliamentary form. I think the government has now
got it right. When the amendments are passed and
bedded down, apart from the question being asked by
the Leader of the National Party, we can all relax and
say, ‘It is going to be about the ambulance royal
commission and not much else’. However, I agree with
the Leader of the National Party — and the Leader of
the Opposition has also said it — that there is the germ
of a good idea here. It needs work, but it does not need
work by uninformed persons on a political mission. It
needs work between the parties; it may even need work
between the houses. It may need a level of cooperation
that, for this government, is unusual. I am not sure who
will lead the charge for the government because no-one
appears to want to be the author of the idea.
The opposition was told that the Presiding Officers,
plural — I am not directly pointing at you personally,
Mr Speaker — had asked for something. However,
when inquiries were made we could not find any
evidence that the Presiding Officers had asked for what
was said to have been asked for. When we asked, ‘Why
is that there?’, the departmental officers said, ‘Because
the Presiding Officers raised that matter’. A very
healthy scepticism is appropriate on that matter.
The opposition found that the urgency to release the
ambulance royal commission report between this
session and the next was driving the bill, and that a few
good ideas were being grafted on but that they had been
drafted so badly they were a bad joke.
Now that it has been cut back to a Longford royal
commission-type measure, happily named the
Metropolitan Ambulance Service Royal Commission
bill, I think it is safe for the Parliament to pass it — but
it was not safe or appropriate for the Parliament to pass
the bill as introduced. The justification given by those
officers who were so wonderfully honest in their belief
that the executive deserved to have all the powers in the
world and that Parliament was merely an inconvenience
along the way to the greater glory and good of
government will not ensure that the appropriate bill gets
through this Parliament — or at least not until we reach
the nirvana that officers in the Victorian public service
seem to think is their God-given right to pursue, which
is one-party government.
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When they next relive the halcyon days of one-party
government, all I hope is that it turns on them —
because it seems to me that under this government the
public service is out of control.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — I rise to make a
few brief comments, given the brevity of the debate, on
the Constitution (Parliamentary Privilege) Bill.
As the Leader of the National Party aptly said, the
amendments we are debating have renovated the
original bill as a meat cleaver would renovate a lamb
chop. It has had radical surgery indeed. Nevertheless
discussions between the government and the opposition
have achieved an agreed solution, given the expected
completion of the Metropolitan Ambulance Service
Royal Commission sometime between the rising of the
house tomorrow and its sitting again during the spring
sessional period.
As other speakers have outlined, the amendments will
replicate the provisions of the Longford Royal
Commission bill, but via the different route of
amending the constitution rather than amending a
separate act.
During the debate a couple of questions have been
asked of the government, the first of which was from
the Leader of the Opposition. He sought an undertaking
that the royal commission report would be debated at
the first opportunity. Although the minister in whose
name the bill has been moved is not present in the
house, I can indicate that it is the government’s
intention that ample time be set aside for the debate at
an early stage in the spring sessional period. Obviously
that would depend on other priorities at the time and the
content of the royal commission report.
The Leader of the National Party asked about the
process and time lines by which the Royal Commission
report will be transmitted to the Governor and then to
the Clerk of each house. I point out that that process
necessarily involves the executive. Proposed
section 74AB(2) provides that the minister will be the
person responsible for the transmission of those reports.
While a time line is not specified, the convention is that
these actions are taken promptly, and there is no
suggestion that the royal commission report would be
dealt with in any way other than appropriately and
properly. These provisions — —
Mr Maclellan — You just wouldn’t do it. We
should trust you?
Mr MILDENHALL — While in the cool light of
day opposition members can see the sense of the
intention behind the original bill, for the purposes of the
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debate they are holding to the view that they cannot
trust this government. So we end up in one of those
situations where the government says that it is
trustworthy and committed to upholding the
conventions and traditions of this place and the
opposition — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MILDENHALL — It is their right, and I
suppose it is their responsibility to be sceptical. But
there is no suggestion — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
I ask the honourable member to talk about the bill.
Mr MILDENHALL — I am talking about whether
it is likely that the government will uphold the
time-honoured traditions and conventions of this house.
The answer is absolutely yes: it is not of a mind to
depart from these practices.
That answers the key questions that have been raised.
Government members accept the spirit in which the
suggestions have been made by the opposition, and we
will sit down over the winter and — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MILDENHALL — He is not here.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MILDENHALL — The government certainly
accepts the spirit in which the suggestions have been
made. During the winter recess the opportunity will be
taken to consult and to cobble together a compromise
that combines the guarantees the opposition is looking
for and the sensible notions that formed the basis of the
original bill.
Mr Maclellan interjected.
Mr MILDENHALL — Yes, we will have a cup of
tea.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MILDENHALL — The government is
committed to trying to put together a wider framework
that finds a balance between the guarantees the
opposition is looking for and the opportunities that any
government would be looking for. I am sure that with a
level of goodwill from both sides an appropriate
solution will be found.
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The government thanks the opposition for its support of
the bill in its current state. We realise that the
amendments have been — —
Mr Ryan — Since we raised it, could you give the
National Party a mention? You keep talking about the
opposition.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
Will the honourable member for Footscray get on with
the debate!
Mr MILDENHALL — I know it is not appropriate
to respond to interjections, but in responding to a
couple of the queries I believe I referred to the Leader
of the National Party. If I did not, I should have. Some
very perceptive observations about the amendments
came from that quarter. I am sure they will provide
food for thought for both officers of the department
who have assisted in the drafting of the bill and those
responsible for its carriage in this place. If the
opposition has further queries about the finer details of
the transmission of the royal commission report, I am
sure a briefing can be organised to enable those queries
to be answered.
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mind to do so, where it seeks to reach agreement with
the opposition parties over the tabling of reports.
With those few remarks I thank the opposition for its
support. I am sure that in summing up the debate prior
to the committee stage the minister will answer any
remaining queries.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Local
Government) — We have a situation here where the
end product will be a substantially altered bill. The
government put forward what people would regard as a
commonsense bill, something members of the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee, including the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition, agreed was
appropriate. However, I suspect that as a product of
tensions on the opposition side of the house there is not
a unanimous view on the issues. As a consequence, the
government has decided to proceed with the proposed
amendments in committee. I thank honourable
members for their contributions.
The SPEAKER — Order! I am of the opinion that
the second reading of this bill requires to be passed by
an absolute majority. As there are fewer than
45 members present, I ask the Clerk to ring the bells.
Bells rung.

The wider issue is that committee reports and royal
commissions are not completed according to a schedule
set down for Parliament. Staff of parliamentary
committees who are asked to complete reports by a
certain date often find that because of the weight of
evidence or new information coming forward they
cannot meet the deadlines. For the edification of the
community I am sure there are many occasions when
tabling reports of some urgency or of particular
relevance between sittings is the most appropriate
course.
Honourable members on this side of the chamber
understand that in other jurisdictions provisions of the
type originally intended by the government for this bill
exist, but the sky has not fallen in; there are sensible
checks and balances. The provisions work and make for
the more timely availability of information to
Parliament. I am at a loss to know what the drama was
about, but I understand that it is the role of oppositions
to be sceptical. Although it was sensitive and
suspicious, that is not an accusation that could be made
against the former opposition, which was sensible about
such issues. The real answer is that with an
overwhelming majority in both houses the former
government did what it liked and the former opposition
had to cop it. The Labor government is now in a
position, and not only is it encouraged to but it has a

Members having assembled in chamber:

The SPEAKER — Order! The question is:
That this bill be now read a second time.

As there are some voices for the noes, I ask that
honourable members supporting the bill stand in their
places.
Total of 42 stood in support of bill.

The SPEAKER — Order! I declare the second
reading of the bill passed, but without the concurrence
of an absolute majority of the whole number of the
members of the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
Clause 1

Mr CAMERON (Minister for Local
Government) — I move:
1.

Clause 1, omit this clause.
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Amendment agreed to.
Clause negatived.
Clause 2 agreed to.
Clause 3

Mr CAMERON (Minister for Local
Government) — I move:
2.

Clause 3, omit proposed sections 74AB, 74AC, 74AD,
74AE, 74AF, 74AG and 74AH and insert —
‘74AB. Publication of Metropolitan Ambulance
Service Royal Commission Report
(1)

“Letters Patent” means Letters Patent dated 21
December 1999, a copy of which was
published in the Government Gazette on 22
December 1999, as amended from time to time;
“Metropolitan Ambulance Service Inquiry”
means the inquiry conducted by the
Commissioner in accordance with the Letters
Patent.
On receipt by the Governor of a copy of a
report from the Commissioner of the results of
the Metropolitan Ambulance Service inquiry
and his recommendations, the Minister —
(a) must give a copy of the report to the Clerk
of each House of the Parliament; and
(b) must cause the report to be published by
the Government Printer.
(3)

(4)

Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! I ask honourable
members to lower their voices. I am having difficulty
hearing the minister.
Mr CAMERON — The effect of this amendment
will allow for the publication of the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service Royal Commission report.
Honourable members will appreciate that that is very
important because the report is due in the middle of
winter and many people want to see the report of the
royal commission at the earliest opportunity. As a
consequence this provision will allow that to occur
outside the parliamentary sittings.

In this section —
“Commissioner” means the Commissioner
appointed under section 88B of the
Constitution Act 1975 by the Letters Patent;

(2)
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A copy of the report given to the Clerk of a
House of the Parliament under sub-section (2)
is deemed to have been ordered by the House to
be printed and a copy of the report as published
shall be tabled in the House on the next sitting
day of the House.
The publication of the report of the
Commissioner in accordance with this section
is absolutely privileged and the provisions of
sections 73 and 74 of the Constitution Act
1975 and any other enactment or rule of law
relating to the publication of the proceedings of
the Parliament apply to and in relation to the
publication of the report as if it were a report to
which those sections applied and had been
published by the Government Printer under the
authority of the Parliament.’.

The effect of this is to omit proposed sections 74AB,
74AC, 74AD, 74AE, 74AF, 74AG and 74AH and
insert a new provision which will be new section 74AB.

Certainly, the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee sees this as being extremely prudent not
only for this provision but also for the entire bill that
was introduced into the chamber. It is very important
that the public is quickly made aware of the findings of
a royal commission. The Metropolitan Ambulance
Service Royal Commission has been going for some
time and a great deal of evidence has been heard. It is a
very important royal commission, and we all want to
see the outcome.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I raise
a few matters for the minister’s consideration. They
relate in part to the matters I raised during the
second-reading debate, particularly to proposed section
74AB(2), which reads in part:
(2) On receipt by the Governor of a copy of a report …

What are the mechanics for transmitting the report to
the Governor? Is there a time frame? We are told by the
honourable member for Footscray that there is a
protocol of sorts, but I seek clarification on what it is.
My second question refers to the term ‘his
recommendations’. Proposed section 74AB(2) implies
that the Governor has to make his recommendations.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! I ask the Leader of the
National Party to pause. I am having a great deal of
trouble hearing the Leader of the National Party. I ask
honourable members to cooperate with the Chair by not
talking so loudly so we can get through the committee
stage. If they want to talk loudly, they should do it
somewhere else.
Mr RYAN — The issue is the use of the term ‘his
recommendations’. Presumably it means the
recommendations of the Governor that the report be
transmitted in some way. I request clarification of what
is intended.
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My third question concerns the expression ‘the
Minister’ in the third line of proposed section 74AB(2).
I suppose it refers to the minister who has the
responsibility for the portfolio encompassed by the
report. I presume that in the case of the MAS royal
commission it would be the Minister for Health, who
was involved in calling for a report in the first place. I
ask for that point to be clarified.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! I ask the government
members in the back row to be quiet or leave the
chamber.
Mr RYAN — My fourth query is about what
happens to the report after it leaves the hands of the
minister. Under proposed section 74AB(2) the minister:
(a) must give a copy of the report to the clerk of each
House of the Parliament …

That is clear. However, the next paragraph reads:
(b) must cause the report to be published by the
Government Printer.

I seek clarification of what the term ‘must cause’
means. Is there a time frame for that, or is a direction
given in some way? If so, what is it?
Proposed clause 74AB(3) says:
(3) A copy of the report given to the clerk of a House of the
Parliament under sub-section (2) …

Subsection (2) provides that a copy of the report be
given to the clerk of ‘each House’ of the Parliament,
whereas subsection (3) provides that a copy of the
report be given to ‘a House’ — and then the term ‘the
House’ is used in the same paragraph. That might mean
that ‘the House’ is the house in which the minister is
located, and therefore the wording is a means of
distinguishing between the Legislative Council and
Legislative Assembly. I would be grateful for
clarification of that.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Local
Government) — I will address those matters before
anyone else registers another query. The first matter
relates to a requirement on the minister to do certain
things on receipt by the Governor of a copy of a report
from the commissioner of the results of the
Metropolitan Ambulance Service Royal Commission
and his recommendations. The question was about the
mechanics involved in the transmission of the report
from the commissioner to the Governor. That is a
matter for the commissioner.
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The next question related to the words ‘his
recommendations’. The word ‘his’ means the
commissioner’s, not the minister’s.
The third question was about the identity of the minister
concerned. In terms of this royal commission, the
minister concerned is the Premier.
The fourth question asked by the Leader of the National
Party was about clarification of the term ‘the Clerk of a
House of the Parliament under sub-section (2)’ and the
following expression ‘deemed to have been ordered by
the House’. The confusion came from the expressions
‘a House’ and the following expression ‘the House’.
The report would go to each house separately, so the
Clerk of the Legislative Assembly would act as if the
report were an order of the Legislative Assembly and,
equally, the Clerk of the Legislative Council would, on
receipt of the report, act as if it had been ordered by the
Legislative Council.
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — As has been indicated
by the honourable member for Footscray, the
government has made significant amendments to the
legislation to accommodate any concerns the opposition
may have about the tabling of the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service Royal Commission report.
As honourable members will be aware, the practice
with previous royal commissions has been that when
the Governor receives the commission’s report he is
advised by the responsible minister, in this case the
Premier, who may then table the report and order it to
be printed.
The order to print gives the report parliamentary
privilege pursuant to sections 73 and 74 of the
Constitution Act 1975. That will protect publication of
the report and protect the commissioner, the staff of the
commission and publishers of the report from liability.
Additionally, section 74 provides those who print
extracts of the report in good faith with such immunity
from civil suit.
In that context it is important that we acknowledge that
the government is seeking to ensure that there is
appropriate protection when the MAS royal
commission report is subsequently tabled. As I
understand it, it is unlikely that Parliament will be
sitting when the report is delivered by the royal
commissioner, which I gather will be close to 30 July.
As the report may well contain findings against
individuals or organisations that are potentially
defamatory, such people may seek an injunction to
prevent publication of the report and/or take the
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potential legal remedy of suing the publishers of the
report.

repeat them, as the Minister for Local Government has
already enumerated them.

The amendments provide for a process deeming that a
copy of the report delivered to the Clerk of each house
of Parliament has been ordered by that house to be
printed and requiring that the report be tabled at the
next sitting of that house. Obviously when the report is
tabled it will attract parliamentary privilege.

Proposed new section 74AB relates to the publication
of the Metropolitan Ambulance Service Royal
Commission report. In the circumstances a sensible
compromise is being proposed because a specific event
is happening in Victoria — that is, the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service Royal Commission. I will not
comment on the royal commission, which is in train
and has been spoken of quite often in this house in the
past. There has also been quite a lot of discussion in the
house about the Metropolitan Ambulance Service.

As has been indicated by my colleague the honourable
member for Footscray, the amendments are based
almost entirely on the Longford Royal Commission
(Report) Act 1999, save for the following key points.
The bill is an amendment to the Constitution Act 1975
rather than stand-alone legislation, as was the case with
the Longford act. That was done on the advice, as I
understand it, of parliamentary counsel, and the cabinet
approved the bill as an amendment to the Constitution
Act.
The other important aspect raised during both the
general debate and in the committee stage is that the bill
has a sunset clause, which provides that the act will
sunset on the first day of the next sitting of the
Legislative Assembly. That is provided by clause 5. It
is arguable that once the act has sunsetted, since the
Legislative Council will not sit until the week following
the return of the Legislative Assembly, the obligation to
table the report in the Legislative Council will no longer
exist. As I understand the debate, the sunset clause was
requested by the opposition, which has been
accommodated by the government. A reasonable
compromise has been reached on that. Clear time lines
pertain to the amendment so that there is absolute
certainty for both sides of the house.
Clause 4 provides that the amended bill operates as an
amendment to section 85 of the Constitution Act.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! The committee is on
clause 3.
Mr WYNNE — I will confine my contribution to
clause 3 and when I have the opportunity I will
comment on clause 4. The bill is an important measure.
The government has indicated that it is prepared to
reach a satisfactory compromise to ensure that adequate
protection is provided to both sides of the house and
that checks and balances are there in the sunset clause.
The clause now being debated should be supported by
both sides of the house.
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I support
amendment no. 2, which gives greater specificity to
clause 3. It makes the situation quite clear by omitting
proposed sections 74AB through to 74AH. I will not

The amendment is quite clear in defining the
commissioner and the letters patent. Proposed
section 74AB(1) specifies which inquiry we are
actually dealing with — that is, the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service Royal Commission. In case
honourable members have not read the amendment, it is
an inquiry conducted by the commissioner in
accordance with the letters patent. ‘Letters patent’ may
seem to be an old-fashioned term, but the amendment
clearly specifies that the letters patent are those of
21 December 1999, which were published in the
Government Gazette of 22 December of the same year
and have been amended from time to time since then.
Proposed subsections (2), (3) and (4) give further
details of what is being considered in publishing the
report and making it available. I commend the
amendment to clause 3, which omits proposed sections
and inserts a proposed section 74AB.
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — It gives me
great pleasure to make a few passing observations
about the amendments currently before the Chair.
Firstly, the goodwill that was offered in large volume
by the Leader of the Liberal Party and the Leader of the
National Party was somewhat dissipated when they had
their first opportunity to assist the passage of the bill.
They expressed effusive support for the bill, which
meets their precise requirements and wishes and was
presented in the form they wanted, but when they had
the opportunity to support it during the second-reading
debate they went missing.
Madam Chair, it is clear that one or two members of the
National and Liberal parties who are supporting the bill
would have had us onto another debate by now. But
they are very clever and I am sure they are rolling
around the corridors saying, ‘Gee, that was pretty
smart, wasn’t it? We are wasting hours of good
debating time which could have been devoted to
appropriations or other matters’. But because they are
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too smart by half, honourable members are still
debating the amendments.
The amendments allow for the tabling of the report of
the Metropolitan Ambulance Service Royal
Commission between sessions. This is a desirable
course of action for both the government and the
opposition. The matter of the Metropolitan Ambulance
Service has attracted a great deal of community interest,
public comment and media attention, and if the first
volume was anything to go by, then it is clear — —
Mrs Fyffe interjected.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! The honourable
member for Evelyn should lower her voice.
Mr MILDENHALL — If a royal commissioner
finds that illegal activities have gone on then it behoves
the Parliament to facilitate the ventilation of the
recommendations at the earliest available opportunity,
and that is what these amendments do. The government
thought that it had reached agreement with the
opposition that that should take place. Now it finds that
at the first available opportunity a very cunning stunt
has been pulled and opposition members are sitting up
against the back wall smirking their heads off.
Some queries have been raised about the details of the
first amendments, particularly proposed subsection (2)
to be inserted by amendment 2. I reinforce the point
that the chain of events that the Leader of the National
Party is so concerned about is started by the royal
commissioner. The bill states that the royal
commissioner is obliged to hand the report and the
recommendations of the royal commission forthwith to
the Governor. I take it that the opposition would not
suggest that that would not occur forthwith and that the
commissioner would not undertake that responsibility
in a timely and effective manner. The Governor is then
required to transmit the bill via the minister to the Clerk
of each house of the Parliament.
These steps are clearly set out in the legislation and
there is no reason to believe there would be any delay.
The Governor or the commissioner would not be tardy
in undertaking their duties as laid out in the
amendments. Could the opposition contemplate the
commissioner or the Governor not undertaking these
duties? I would have thought the certainty of this being
carried out promptly is absolutely beyond question.
With that level of reinforcement I hope the Leader of
the National Party is confident that this chain of events
will occur and his query can be put to rest. I look
forward to debating further amendments as the
opportunity arises.
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Mr LENDERS (Dandenong North) — It is with a
degree of trepidation that I join a committee debate in
this packed and hushed chamber on only my second
occasion since being elected to this place. As the son of
Dutch immigrants I never thought the day would come
when I would be able to speak on a matter of such
magnitude as the amendments to the Constitution
(Parliamentary Privileges) Bill.
Privilege in the Parliament is a vestige of the long and
rich Westminster tradition. When I walk in the streets
of my electorate of Dandenong North I realise that the
stature of Parliament — and as honourable members
discussed in other legislation today, the whole
institution of Parliament — is important. The large
number of government members present in the
chamber is a recognition of how seriously the
government treats the amendments to the legislation.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! The honourable
member for Dandenong North must refer his comments
to amendment 2.
Mr LENDERS — Thank you, Madam Chair, for
your guidance. It is an overwhelming moment for me to
speak in this committee debate, but I will confine my
comments to the amendments to clause 2.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! It is amendment 2 to
clause 3.
Mr LENDERS — I think I have said the things I
need to say and I will defer to other colleagues who
have more things to add.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 4

Mr CAMERON (Minister for Local
Government) — I move:
3.

Clause 4, lines 12 to 16, omit all words and expressions
on these lines and insert —
“(8B) Section 74AB alters or varies this section and has
effect as a direct amendment of this section.”.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
New clause AA

Mr CAMERON (Minister for Local
Government) — I move:
4.

Insert the following new clause to precede clause 2 —
“AA. Purpose
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The purpose of this Act is to make provision for
the publication of the report of the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service Royal Commission.”.

New clause agreed to.

Insert the following new clause to follow clause 4 —
“BB. Repeal of sections 74AB and 85(8B) of the
Constitution Act 1975
Sections 74AB and 85(8B) of the Constitution
Act 1975 are repealed on the day that is the first
sitting day of the Legislative Assembly after the
day on which this Act receives the Royal
Assent.”.

New clause agreed to.
Long title

Mr CAMERON (Minister for Local
Government) — I move:
Long title, omit “provide for the publication of, and
Parliamentary privilege in relation to, certain reports and
documents laid before the Parliament when Parliament
is not sitting” and insert “make provision for the
publication of the report of the Metropolitan Ambulance
Service Royal Commission”.

Amendment agreed to; amended long title agreed to.
Title

Mr CAMERON (Minister for Local
Government) — I move:
7.

Title, omit “Parliamentary Privilege” and insert
“Metropolitan Ambulance Service Royal
Commission Report”.

Amendment agreed to; amended title agreed to.
Reported to house with amendments, including amended
long title and title.
Report adopted.

Third reading
The SPEAKER — Order! The question is:
That this bill be now read a third time.

As there are not 45 members present in the chamber, I
ask the Clerk to ring the bells.
Bells rung.

Question agreed to by absolute majority.

Remaining stages

Mr CAMERON (Minister for Local
Government) — I move:

6.

Members having assembled in chamber:

Read third time.

New clause BB

5.

2015

Passed remaining stages.

APPROPRIATION (2001/2002) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 June; motion of Mr BRUMBY
(Treasurer).

Ms BEATTIE (Tullamarine) — It gives me great
pleasure to speak on the appropriation bill. I especially
like its theme: ‘Delivering today, building for
tomorrow’.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Treasurer to
take a seat.
Ms BEATTIE — I am especially pleased that the
Treasurer has seen fit to stay in the house while I make
my contribution. What a fantastic budget it is for the
people of Melbourne’s north-western suburbs.
This has been a disgraceful day for the house, given
that members on the opposite side have shown so little
commitment to conservation and the environment.
They have shown as much commitment to marine
parks as the Howard government has shown to the
Kyoto protocol. Although it is a shameful day for them,
it is a great day for the Bracks Labor government.
This budget undoubtedly demonstrates the Bracks
government’s commitment to the north-west, which can
be seen from the impressive list of funding given to the
area. I recently invited the Treasurer to a budget
breakfast in the north-western suburbs, and I can tell the
house that the business folk’s hands were nearly red
from applauding him. It was a great day! Labor’s
priority of developing a high-quality public education
system is demonstrated through the big funding
injection it has given to schools and further education
institutes, especially in the north-west. The Treasurer
provided $23 million for computer upgrades, which is
fantastic for education. Under the previous government
education spent seven years in a black hole, but the
Treasurer and the Minister for Education have lifted it
up again.
In my electorate Sunbury Secondary College is a big
winner. It will receive $3 149 000 for a technology
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upgrade, the modernisation of the school library and the
installation of technology-enhanced classrooms for
music and drama.
Broadmeadows Secondary College, which is in the
Treasurer’s electorate, will receive $1 110 000 for the
modernisation of its facilities, which is fantastic. In all,
a total of $283 million has been allocated for education
infrastructure. Along with that, Sunbury Secondary
College will be given $45 516 as part of the
government’s Middle Years strategy. It is a targeted
plan for students in the middle years of schooling —
years 7 to 9 — that aims to improve literacy standards,
increase attendance and participation rates, and
encourage curriculum innovation.
Another big winner in my area is the Gladstone Park
Secondary College. Having already been given a big
boost last year by the Bracks government, this year
under the Brumby government — the Brumby budget, I
should say — it will receive a funding bonus of
$83 920, while Sunbury Downs Secondary College has
been granted $35 359 for its Middle Years strategy.
This funding will be a great boost to what are already
great local schools that were neglected by the former
Kennett government, which hated the north-west.
While the Kennett government squealed with delight
every time it closed down a school — certainly the little
Bulla Primary School in my electorate was an example
of that — the Bracks government has given the people
of Roxburgh Park even more reason to celebrate by
providing funds to the sweet tune of $4 million for the
construction of a new secondary college. I thank the
Treasurer for that. And I forgot the allocation of
$903 000, as well. I sound like the fellow on TV who
sells steak knives by saying, ‘But wait, there’s more’.
A funding injection of $3.1 million is coming to
Sunbury for the Melba Conservatorium of Music.
Sunbury will now be synonymous with music
whenever the conservatorium is mentioned throughout
the world. ‘Melba at Sunbury’ — what a sweet tune
that makes! The conservatorium will include
state-of-the-art practice and rehearsal rooms, teaching
and sound studios and a library and recital hall. I know
it will also please the Minister for Planning and Deputy
Premier, who has also come into the house to listen to
me, when I tell him that the money will result in the
preservation of a great building in Sunbury. The project
clearly secures Sunbury’s place as an art and education
precinct, and it is an example of a partnership between
government and the community at its very best.
The north-west has done well given the sport and
recreation funding it has received. The budget is great
news for the Broadmeadows leisure centre. A lot of
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people in my electorate of Tullamarine use the leisure
centre, which will receive $660 000 for work on stage 2
of the pool redevelopment. The leisure centre was
neglected in the Kennett years. It again shows that the
Kennett government hated the north-west.
The Sunbury Lawn Tennis Club will get $60 000 for
the construction of four floodlit, sand-filled artificial
tennis courts. We almost have the Royal Sunbury
Tennis Club, but not quite yet. The Tullamarine live
steam society will get $50 000 to construct a station
building and community facility for the Bulla Hill
railway. The live steam society gives great pleasure to
the many young people who ride around on the little
steam trains.
The Boardman stadium in Sunbury will prosper from
the installation of an irrigation system to enhance the
quality of the running track surface. Honourable
members may recall that last year the Boardman
stadium was flattened by a mini-tornado, but the
Brumby government —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms BEATTIE — So much talent!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order! I
know it is all very exciting, but I ask honourable
members to calm down.
Ms BEATTIE — We have so much talent on the
front bench.
Mr Leigh — On a point of order, Madam Acting
Speaker, is it appropriate for ministers to be speaking
from the backbench? There appears to be one over
there!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Mordialloc knows as well
as do I that that is a frivolous point of order and is
therefore not acceptable.
Ms BEATTIE — Again I am reminded that we
have so much talent on the Labor front bench. Perhaps
the most exciting news of all is the $50 000 that has
been allocated for the long-awaited Sunbury skate park,
about which the previous member for Tullamarine just
talked and talked and talked — —
Mr Leigh interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Mordialloc will hold his
peace.
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Ms BEATTIE — The previous member for
Tullamarine just talked and talked and talked about this
project, but Brumby, Bracks and Beattie have
delivered, with an allocation of $50 000 for a park to
cater for skateboarders and rollerbladers. It was
fantastic when the Minister for Sport and Recreation
came out and he and I had a skateboard ride down the
road together!
I will now talk about transport. The people of the
north-western residents will be pleased with the
extension of the suburban rail network. Although it is
not right in the heart of my electorate, the new rail
network to Craigieburn, as well as the upgrade and
extension of bus routes to Craigieburn, Roxburgh Park,
Coolaroo and Broadmeadows, will benefit the whole of
the north-east and again take the people of Tullamarine
all over the north-west corridor. These additional
services will meet the extra demand for public transport
created by our growing population. We were well
catered for by the road funding provided in the previous
budget.
Clearly the Bracks government sees Melbourne’s
north-western region as an area of immense growth
potential and it has invested so much in education, arts
and public transport upgrades and capital works.
Clearly Bracks, Brumby and Beattie are delivering for
Tullamarine!
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms BEATTIE — What else can I say? Business
taxes: again lower, fewer and simpler, with some
$774 million in tax cuts — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms BEATTIE — I am glad the honourable member
for Glen Waverley is here. In his contribution he talked
about the lack of major projects. Clearly we have a
different definition of major projects. I regard the
rebuilding of the Austin hospital as a major project —
the biggest health project in Australia — but the
honourable member for Glen Waverley just dismissed
that out of hand. I regard schools funding as major
project funding, but again he dismissed it out of hand.
From this the opposition should learn why it was
defeated at the last election, but it does not.
I contrast this budget — a terrific, strong budget —
with the lacklustre performance of the opposition. The
government has consulted with and listened to people.
What has the opposition done? It has looked to nursery
rhymes for its inspiration. On the Racial and Religious
Tolerance Bill we saw the Leader of the Opposition
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acting like Little Bo Peep. He came across here but left
his sheep on the other side of the chamber.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Tullamarine should not
respond to interjections.
Ms BEATTIE — The shadow Attorney-General’s
next contribution to the parliamentary debate will be
‘Who killed Cock Robin?’. That is his next exposé.
My congratulations go to the Treasurer, who has again
come into the house, for the best ever budget for
Tullamarine, proving again that Bracks, Brumby and
Beattie deliver for Tullamarine!
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) — In the house tonight we
have heard what really goes on in the government.
Tomorrow I will look with interest at the Hansard
greens to see that they are not altered because if they
are I will ask the Speaker to check the record. Let’s get
the facts straight. The person who runs the government
is not the Premier, better known as the Empty Suit. He
is a nice man.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LEIGH — I said the Premier, the honourable
member for Williamstown. The person who runs the
government is the Treasurer. Twice tonight his acolyte
over there said ‘the Brumby government’ and she said
it all because what is going on — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order! I
ask the honourable member to refer to other members
of Parliament in the appropriate fashion and ‘she’ is not
the appropriate fashion.
Mr LEIGH — The honourable member for
Tullamarine said it all tonight as to who really runs the
government. It isn’t the Premier. He is the figurehead of
the administration. He goes out there to be nice to
people and give them cheques. The person who runs it
is sitting opposite us in the house tonight — the person
who on the night of the election and still today has his
knapsack and that rattle, baton or whatever he has in
that bag ready to be used in the future, the moment the
polls change in any way. And over there sits one of his
buddies, the honourable member for Tullamarine.
Mr Maclellan — Naked ambition!
Mr LEIGH — Naked ambition. You only needed to
look at his reaction on polling night. As a member who
has been here a while, one thing I remember well is a
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comment of Frank Wilkes, a former Leader of the
Opposition. He said that the things that happen in the
Parliament never change, the issues never change, but
the faces do. So true! I close my eyes and I see John
Cain and Rob Jolly running the Parliament of Victoria
and telling everybody how wonderful it was. I open my
eyes and I still see them running the Parliament of
Victoria today, all these years later.
In his book John Cain says that the watchdogs failed.
Who were the watchdogs? They were the ministerial
advisers like Steve Bracks, the Premier and honourable
member for Williamstown, and the Deputy Premier and
honourable member for Albert Park. You can go
through the list of who the watchdogs were. These are
not my words but former Premier Cain’s words.
Look at the budget from a transport point of view. What
does it really deliver? Does it deliver anything or
nothing? Or is it, as one local paper in the southern
suburbs, the Dandenong Examiner, describes the
government, ‘smoke and mirrors’. An article on
29 May about buses says that despite the allocation of
$189 million to replace 880 buses over four years
across Victoria it is simply business as usual. For all the
stories told by the government, it was simply the former
Liberal government’s policies running on. It is the
Titanic being driven by this bunch but turning neither to
the left or the right, just heading straight at that iceberg
at 30 knots while a committee looks at what to do.
Smoke and mirrors!
What did the government say it would deliver on
roads? It promised the Scoresby freeway. It said to the
feds, ‘Give us some money and we’ll put it in’. The
government had better take it from the Howard
government because if Beazley gets elected, we will see
that he believes in road tolls. So the federal government
has put in $220 million, and on 8 August last year the
Honourable Justin Madden, the then acting Minister for
Transport, said, ‘We’ve got the money. It’s there.
We’ve got the mechanism. We’re ready to go’. What
happened? Some $2 million was allocated in the budget
for the Scoresby freeway and not a cracker for getting
on with road building. I refer the house to the Dingley
bypass. John Brumby, then the Leader of the
Opposition, said, ‘If we’re elected to government we’ll
start construction in the first year’. Where have we got
to? The government is still buying land and planning it
again, despite its being planned about 10 times under
different governments, with environment effects
statements being undertaken and the rest of it. Nothing!
Smoke and mirrors!
I refer to the matter of reopening country rail lines. I
will quote from an interesting article that appeared in
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the local newspaper, the Leongatha Great Southern
Star of 15 May. It is headlined ‘What would make you
use the train?’ and states — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr LEIGH — I am happy to give you a copy of it.
It states:
While Bairnsdale residents warmly greeted the news the
trains were returning to their town last Friday, there was
something of a lukewarm response to the news in South
Gippsland.
Why? Probably because we have seen it all before when
another ALP Steve, the then transport spokesman, Steve
Crabb, promised the return of the rail ahead of the election of
the John Cain government.
Unfortunately, when the trains did return the first time (to
much adulation in the community I might add), there was
little willingness on behalf of the government to significantly
upgrade the standard of the lines, the rolling stock, the
timetable or the marketing of the service.
And the public responded accordingly.
They liked the idea of having the trains there but they rarely
used them en masse because the train took too long to get to
Melbourne, stopping at every little dung hill —

that is what it says —
along the way to the city, and there were constant delays.

Nothing has changed. The Bracks government is about
smoke and mirrors. The Premier attacked me today
about country rail lines and what should and should not
happen. It is very interesting that he should want to
attack me. What did this great man say in Bracksville?
He said, ‘There will be a 1-hour train service’. What did
we get? Geelong looks likely to get the fast train before
Ballarat, which is not what he said at the beginning.
Secondly, the real time frame is not that 1-hour target.
Is any private money being put toward it? Two years
later there is not a cracker. The government keeps
relaunching things. This is the relaunching consultative
government. It has relaunched the Spencer Street
railway station proposal three times, and the tendering
process for the trains has been done at least twice.
The Treasurer and the Minister for Transport are
arguing about how much the government should
provide. The Treasurer said $550 million, but the
Minister for Transport seems to have lost in the cabinet,
because he said it would cost about $1 billion. The
Treasurer wears the glasses and tries to act as if he is
the former member for Brighton, but it is not working.
What have we got? Nothing, not a thing more. This is
the man who came down to my neck of the woods and
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said, ‘I will give you all the road if you vote for me
tomorrow’. What happened? I presume it does not
mean anything now because he lost the leadership —
he did not have the guts to stand up to Martin Kingham.
Where are we now? Access Economics said the project
would cost $80 million — —
Ms Campbell interjected.
Mr LEIGH — Goodness gracious me! Thank God
you moved to Preston from Parkdale. Access
Economics said it would cost $80 million. The
government said the trains would cost
$80 million — —
Ms Campbell interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The Minister for Community Services should let the
honourable member get on with his contribution.
Mr LEIGH — The budget allocation blew out to
$920 million and then to $1 billion plus or minus 30 per
cent. If anyone believes the Labor Party ever did
anything on budget, never mind under budget, forget it.
The figure is now at $1053 million. The next time
tenders were taken a rubber was used to get rid of the
30 per cent either way. Still no-one is out there.
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particularly. How can you trust a Premier who cannot
deliver or keep his promises to his own home town?
Madam Acting Speaker, you will also have that
problem. I will quote a letter from the Department of
Infrastructure. It is a very nice letter to a whole range of
people who live along what is called the Bungaree
diversion. It is part of a loop on the Ballarat line that the
government has to get rid of. It is where the
government should look if it wants to use of some of
the $550 million and reduce time frames on the Ballarat
line.
Firstly, the government introduced the program without
telling a resident or anyone else. Following the
announcement, when the people in the area looked at
the local newspaper they saw a report that their land
would be blighted by this scheme, and the government
had not told the parties concerned. What did Premier
Bracks then do? Nothing. After some months I forced
the government to call a public meeting of the residents,
and the honourable member for St Kilda — or Ballarat
East, as I think he refers to himself — said he was
getting on with it. A letter dated 5 June from the
Department of Infrastructure, which I will make
available to the house, if necessary, says, in part:
Millbrook to Dunnstown deviation — regional fast rail
project
…

An honourable member interjected.
Mr LEIGH — Have I got a policy? I have exactly
the same policies the Labor Party had at this time. I am
out there talking to people, which Labor has forgotten
how to do.
Let us look again at the south-eastern suburbs. The
government promised a flyer train service to Frankston.
According to the Premier, under the fast rail proposal it
will take less time to get to Bracksville than it will to
get to Frankston from the city. Frankston residents
currently take longer to get to Melbourne than Ballarat
residents will under the government’s fast rail proposal.
The honourable member for Carrum boldly told
everyone in her electorate that she could promise a
$270 million freeway that no-one in the Labor Party in
their right mind was prepared to promise. She was in
her electorate with the Minister for Transport last week
promising it again. She said it would be built at some
time in the future. She promised $270 million, but what
has happened? Nothing.
As I said from the outset, this government is about
smoke and mirrors. In the brief time I have left in this
debate I wish to make a point about Ballarat

On 31 May the government released the expression of interest
documentation to the market as the start of the bidding
process …
Work on whether the deviation is required between Millbrook
and Dunnstown is still continuing, however this may not be
resolved until the end of the tendering process early next year.
The government regrets the uncertainty …

Farmers and others who live in the community have no
knowledge of what is going on. At the public meeting
the people supporting the fast train proposal put
forward a great idea about how farmers could resolve
the problem of crossing the track with their sheep. They
said the train line should be buffered to protect them.
The track will go right through the middle of one
farmer’s property. The head of the infrastructure group
said, ‘I do not understand what your problem is,
because we are going to make a payment to you. With
that payment you will be able to afford to hire a
transport company to move your sheep from one side of
the railway track to the other when you need to. Every
time you want to move your sheep you will have to ring
Ballarat to get a transport company out. There will be
enough money for you in an account so you can afford
to pay for that forever’. That is the sort of nonsense that
is going on.
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The people of Ballarat have to ask themselves, as do the
people of Victoria, whether this smoke-and-mirrors
government and this man who promises to deliver
everything to Ballarat — as he moves the revenue
office and everybody else he can think of up there —
can be trusted to deliver when the people who are most
affected by these proposals along the way are told
nothing. They did not even know about all the former
plans and studies that had gone on in the past.
Mr Maclellan — No doubt they will have a
section 85.
Mr LEIGH — The honourable member for
Pakenham says that whatever happens no doubt there
will be a section 85; however, we cannot accuse the
government of hypocrisy on this.
The Premier cannot be believed about what he will
deliver to his own home town — remember, it went
from $80 million, to $920 million, to $1000 million and
remember the arguments between the Treasurer and the
Minister for Transport about who pays for what. When
the government launched all this it did not even invite
the people who were involved in the projects — for
example, Freight Australia. The Minister for Transport
thinks the head of Freight Australia should be replaced.
The minister is so wise in business he says, ‘Sack the
head of Freight Australia’, because the minister thinks
he leaks information to me when he does not. It is his
department that leaks information.
The Premier is not someone you can trust. He
proved — just as John Cain proved all those years
ago — that he can put up smoke and mirrors, but what
happens is that the state gets destroyed. Nothing has
changed. This is the same sort of government with the
same ideas and the same claims; all that has happened
is that Labor has replaced the faces and put up a new
group of people. These are the understudies who knew
it all, except for the real leader of the Bracks
government, who runs everything and who was sitting
up there in Canberra waiting to be called to the front
bench. This government is heading Victoria down the
trail of wasting and taxing the state out of existence.
Sadly, because of the government’s changes to
democracy, we do not get an expanded time to talk on
the budget. I am disappointed that you, Madam Acting
Speaker, as someone who believed all this was going to
change as part of the new arrangements of government,
now that we have these restricted times — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Mordialloc should refrain
from casting aspersions on the Chair. It is inappropriate,
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and I ask the honourable member to stay on his budget
speech.
Mr LEIGH — I will refer to the honourable
member for Mildura, the honourable member for
Gippsland East, and you, Madam Acting Speaker, who
arranged for this to happen in this way. I referred
to — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order! I
have just said that it is inappropriate for the honourable
member for Mordialloc to cast — —
Mr LEIGH — Yes, all right. Just relax. Democracy
again, I see.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order! I
have just said it is inappropriate for the honourable
member for Mordialloc to cast aspersions on the Chair.
I ask him to treat whoever is in the chair with respect.
Mr LEIGH — Given that female members do not
like being referred to as ‘her’, I find it almost offensive
to be referred to as ‘him’.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order! I
will cease to hear the honourable member for
Mordialloc if he does not speak with more respect and
care.
Mr LEIGH — I always have great respect for the
Chair; always. I will go no further.
I thought Parliament was going to have expanded
opportunities under this new administration; instead, it
has significantly less. As time goes by Victoria will see
that this budget is smoke and mirrors, and the members
and creators of this government will go down in history
for what they are — participants in a game of smoke
and mirrors that has massively damaged Victoria.
Ms CAMPBELL (Minister for Community
Services) — It is with pleasure that I speak on the
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill and congratulate the
Bracks government, and in particular the Treasurer, on
delivering for today and building for tomorrow in our
budget.
The budget is crystal clear in ensuring that people who
need community services throughout this state will get
more of them and that they will receive a higher quality
of service. The views expressed by a wide range of
community organisations since the budget are
heartening. Many organisations, be they disability
services, financial support services, family support
networks or disability services, have stated that this is a
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good budget. This budget ensures that people who need
community services will receive them.
One of the reasons the budget is so good is that it was
informed by a range of consultations with organisations
that provide community services around Victoria. The
views of those community service organisations and the
government are not always identical, but we have an
understanding that our decision making is much better
informed by the contributions of a range of community
organisations that contribute to the budget process.
The community care budget is the first item I will
cover. I will quickly describe the big picture and how
the budget affects community care in the Department of
Human Services. Overall, community care has had a
7 per cent increase from $497.7 million to
$532.7 million. The Department of Human Services
receives an increase of 9.4 per cent, which will assist
many of the individuals and families who use the
community service divisions of the department. The
increases will apply all the way from ambulance
services right through to subacute health services.
The overall increase for community care includes
$14.75 million for new service initiatives and
$15.9 million for wages and other costs. In combination
that is a very healthy injection into the community care
budget.
Service funding is boosted to $18.4 million through a
$3.7 million reallocation within the departmental
budget. The department has worked very hard to
achieve that reallocation to ensure there are better
services for Victorians.
The 2001–02 state budget increases the placement and
support program funding base. A $7.5 million increase
for residential care was announced in the budget, which
brings the total increase for residential care since July
1999 to approximately $23 million. When the
government’s first and second budgets are added
together, one finds the spending of the previous
government in this area has almost been doubled. Its
funding was so poor that the future viability of
residential services around the state was threatened.
Because this government has almost doubled the
previous government’s spending and because it is also
putting a big investment into restoring the quality of
these vital services, there will be far better outcomes for
young people who unfortunately need to use the
services.
Included in the $7.5 million increase was an amount of
nearly half a million dollars to set up training for staff
in the placement services. Honourable members would
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be familiar with the fact that under the former Kennett
government not only were residential services stripped
of funds and then outsourced, but the staff training that
should have occurred did not occur. The Bracks
government under the first Brumby budget will ensure
that there will be funding for the training of staff in the
placement services.
Mr Maclellan — On a point of order, Madam
Acting Speaker, I ask that as a matter of consistency
you draw the minister’s attention to the requirement
you drew to the attention of previous speakers — that
is, that they must not refer to ‘Brumby’ and ‘Bracks’
but must — —
Ms Campbell interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
There is no point of order.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Maclellan — It is a matter of consistency.
Mr Leigh interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Mordialloc! I ask the
minister to take care to refer to other honourable
members appropriately.
Ms CAMPBELL — Included in the $7.5 million
increase for residential care was nearly half a million
dollars for staff training. This has been a significant
improvement for the dedicated staff who work in the
residential care system. They are absolutely delighted to
be able to upskill their provision of services.
The government will continue to expand the building
improvements in residential care. When the
government came to office the residential care
infrastructure was in a very sorry state. I remember
showing the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
photographs of very unsatisfactory residential care
facilities. Doors were broken, windows were
broken — —
Ms Asher interjected.
Ms CAMPBELL — Acting Chair, I am painting a
picture.
Opposition members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The opposition benches should come to order.
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Ms CAMPBELL — The infrastructure in the
residential care system was in a very sorry state. As a
result of the government’s first budget, it was
improved. As a result of its second budget, more money
is going in — $17 million over the next four years.
Improving the bricks and mortar — —
Mr Spry interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Bellarine is getting
excited.
Ms CAMPBELL — Golly, what a thought.
Improving — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order! I
repeat, the honourable member for Bellarine is getting
excited and should hold his tongue.
Ms CAMPBELL — By improving the basic bricks
and mortar of residential care in Victoria we are
sending to the children who use those facilities the
message that they are important.
Ms Asher interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The shadow Treasurer should wait her turn.
Ms CAMPBELL — These services do matter.
Decent, safe homes for young people in care and for all
citizens should be provided. They are not a luxury in
the 21st century. The government will ensure that
young people live in appropriate accommodation.
Caregiver payments have also been increased.
Ms Asher interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The shadow Treasurer should cease interjecting.
Ms CAMPBELL — Caregiver payments have been
increased by an additional $2.2 million in the past two
years — a figure the government is very proud of. That
increase has built on the 6 per cent funding increase
allocated last year. Volunteer carers play an invaluable
role in our community, and it would do the
opposition — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms CAMPBELL — Volunteer caregivers who take
on the important role of foster care should be supported
by all governments, and I would think there would be a
bipartisan approach to that.
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Mr Wilson interjected.
Ms CAMPBELL — If the honourable member for
Bennettswood has a problem with foster care
payments — —
Mr Wilson interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
That is the third time the honourable member for
Bennettswood has spoken out of his turn. I ask him to
hold his peace.
Ms CAMPBELL — Lastly, in relation to the
important tertiary end of our work, an additional
$1 million has been provided in after-hour support in
rural areas of Victoria for child protection workers. It is
totally unsatisfactory that child protection workers have
to work 24 hours a day. The extra $1 million will
enable all regional offices to be given additional money
so that child protection workers do not have to work
day and night.
I move to the early intervention side of my portfolio.
Early intervention is very important for building up the
community.
Mr Spry interjected.
Ms CAMPBELL — For the benefit of the
honourable member for Bellarine, who cannot possibly
sit in his seat any longer, I will refer to preschool
services. Under this government preschools have
received increased funding and are locked into
recurrent funding. An amount of $4 million has been
allocated this year, on top of $4 million in the previous
year.
Ms Asher interjected.
Ms CAMPBELL — The shadow Treasurer wants
to interject. I am happy to tell her — —
Ms Asher interjected.
Opposition members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The minister should not respond to interjections, and
the opposition benches should allow the minister to
speak.
Ms CAMPBELL — I would be delighted to tell
honourable members that the $8 million allocated by
the Bracks government in its first two budgets is a vast
improvement on what it inherited. The government has
also ensured that preschools are far more affordable as
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a result of the improvements for health care
cardholders — and, guess what, as a result — —
Mr Maclellan interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order! I
ask the honourable member for Pakenham to be silent.
He is disorderly.
Ms CAMPBELL — I move on to the important
role of disability services. They have been greatly
improved as a result of the — —
Mr Maclellan interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Davies) — Order!
The honourable member for Pakenham is getting a bit
excited.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms CAMPBELL — In fact, Acting Speaker,
opposition members are absolutely excited.
Mr Paterson — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, if you keep directing members to ‘hold their
peaces’ this excitement will continue.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms CAMPBELL — The government is delighted
with the community services budget and with the
improvements that have come about as a result of our
combined work. For disability services the government
has provided for an increase in the program budget of
7 per cent. That translates to disability service programs
now receiving more than a total of $713 million. That is
a significant improvement. As a result of its work in the
last two budgets the government has allocated an
additional $141.5 million. We are all very pleased with
the fact that that has provided a 24.7 per cent increase.
Mr Wynne — How much?
Ms CAMPBELL — A 24.7 per cent increase. No
wonder the opposition is getting excited. In this budget
additional funding is provided for increased shared
supported services. The government has ensured that
assistance is given to young people with disabilities
who are leaving school. It has provided additional
in-home support services and increased respite services,
and it has expanded the number of flexible care
packages to better assist families who are caring for a
family member with high support needs. In shorthand,
that is exactly what this budget has delivered. As a
result of its two budgets the government has improved
disability services by 24.7 per cent. This is a budget that
builds for today and delivers for tomorrow.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member for Polwarth has less than
1 minute before the house goes on to the adjournment
debate.
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — I wish to contribute to
the debate on the Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill. I
open by voicing my deep concern about the lack of
funds provided to assist the fishermen along the coastal
areas in relation to the now defunct marine national
parks.
During my time in this Parliament, and particularly in
my role as a member of an all-party parliamentary
committee, I have had the opportunity to travel to New
Zealand and see the establishment of marine national
parks in that country. I understand what great benefits
they would bring to my electorate of Polwarth.
Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
Under sessional orders the time for the adjournment of
the house has arrived. When the Appropriation
(2001/2002) Bill next comes before the house the
honourable member for Polwarth will have the call.

Premier and Cabinet: consultancies
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I call on the Premier to
take action to stop bankrolling Labor mates with
consultancies — in particular that great Labor hack,
Bill Russell. Bill Russell earned his living under the
Cain and Kirner governments as a commissioner of the
former State Electricity Commission, former secretary
to the Department of Minerals and Energy and
director-general of property and services. He ceased
being a fat cat and moved on to consultancies under the
former Labor government.
He stopped the Eastern Freeway extension and received
money for conducting both health and parliamentary
reviews. When the Bracks government came to power
in 1999 it took less than two months for this man to be
given a job — by the Premier no less! He was given a
job as head of the audit committee looking at Kennett
government contracts. His job, he said, was to dig up
dirt on the Kennett government. He went all over
Hawthorn, where he lives, saying, ‘My job is to dig up
dirt on the Kennett government’.
What was he paid to dig up dirt on the Kennett
government, despite finding none? According to
freedom of information (FOI) documents released to
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the opposition this man was paid $1500 a day plus
travel and expenses. I quote from the Premier’s letter to
him on 21 December 1999, which states:
I understand you are likely to spend four days a week on
average on this review.

If that is the case — if he spent four days over four
months, which the Premier thought likely — this man
received $96 000. He already has a second job, which I
read about in the Age of 26 February. The Minister for
Ports in another place, the Honourable Candy Broad,
has appointed him to head a review of port reform.
Through FOI the opposition has again found out how
much this man is being paid. In this case it is $1200 a
day, plus expenses and facilities.
What facilities does this Labor hack receive? I quote
from a letter dated 6 March from Mark Curry of the
ports and marine division of the department, saying to
this Labor hack:
In relation to other arrangements, a desk, telephone and other
office equipment and support can be provided from Nauru
House if required. I will await your advice on what facilities
you need.

This man is getting everything: support staff, telephone,
the lot. He is an absolute Labor hack and a drain on the
public purse.
The opposition is told the project cap is $50 000. Under
FOI it also gained access to the agreement between the
Department of Infrastructure and Professor Bill Russell
for his ‘professional services’ or consultancy. I turn to
the point labelled ‘Performance standards’. What does
that show? It is a blank sheet of paper! That is the
performance standard the government requires of Bill
Russell, this Labor hack. The man is a drain on the
public purse.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.

Ambulance services: community officers
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circumstances where there are no ambulance officers in
the usually understood definition of that expression.
Recently there came into the possession of Mr Speedy a
document headed ‘Enterprise bargaining: the battle
commences’. It was issued by the Ambulance
Employees Association of Victoria, signed by Mr Rod
Morris and dated 11 May 2001.
The document sets out several assertions and claims
made on behalf of the association in the name of
Mr Morris that deal with the negotiations currently
being undertaken before the Australian Industrial
Relations Commission between state government
representatives, the Metropolitan Ambulance Service
and Rural Ambulance Victoria (RAV). The difficulty is
that in the course of this enterprise bargaining
document Mr Morris clearly makes inappropriate
statements concerning community ambulance officers.
At page 4 the document states in part:
RAV pay a minimum 8-hours pay for all operational
employees responding to duty, but are only offering
one-and-a-half hours for ‘casuals’ when they are called out.
This is not acceptable and drives down your working
conditions.

The document says in particular:
These people are employees who should receive appropriate
recognition, title, pay, uniform and personal protective
equipment to suit their qualifications and role. They should
not be used as scabs to undermine ambulance paramedics and
their award.

I seek assistance from the Minister for Health on two
matters. The first is the importance he attaches to those
critical individuals — the community ambulance
officers. Secondly, I ask the minister to dissociate
himself from the term used by Mr Rod Morris on
behalf of his association to describe a group of people
who in remote country localities brilliantly serve their
communities by doing work that is utterly necessary to
ensure the health and safety of the people in those
communities.

Centre for Adult Education

Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I refer
the Minister for Health to an important issue relating to
community ambulance officers. I raise the issue on
behalf of a constituent, Mr Max Speedy of Mirboo
North. Mr Speedy is a community ambulance officer,
and he tells me that issues have recently arisen that are
of particular importance not only to him but to all
community ambulance officers.

Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — I refer the Minister for
Post Compulsory Education, Training and Employment
to the major educational services the Centre for Adult
Education provides to many residents in my electorate.
As members of this house would be aware, the CAE
has a long and proud history of providing excellent
services to thousands of Victorian adults.

Those officers play valuable first-response and
transport roles in remote area locations. They help
people who may be in need of ambulance assistance in

In particular it provides crucial second-chance
education for people seeking to re-enter the work force
and further education opportunities for many older
Victorians who are keen to upgrade their knowledge
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and skills. While this sort of educational opportunity
may not be crucial to residents in the leafy eastern
suburbs, it is absolutely crucial to further opportunities
for many hardworking constituents in my electorate.
As many honourable members would be aware, the
electorate of Richmond is home to a vast and diverse
community drawn from many ethnic backgrounds.
People from around the world have chosen to live in
Richmond through successive waves of migration to
Australia. Providing educational opportunities has been
crucial to these communities in enabling them to fully
participate in and contribute to the Victorian economy.
The CAE has long been a focus point for this education.
Honourable members may not know that one of
Richmond’s largest migrant groups, the Vietnamese
community, uses the CAE extensively. For instance,
7 per cent of students enrolled in the
English-as-a-second-language program at the CAE are
Vietnamese. Vietnamese is also a popular
language-other-than-English subject delivered by the
CAE.
Unfortunately many residents comment that while they
are happy with what is taught at the CAE —
honourable members would be aware of its location just
off Flinders Street in Melbourne — the current
accommodation in Flinders Street is dilapidated and
well below what any of us would regard as appropriate
to community expectations.
I seek advice from the minister. Is she aware of the
condition of the current CAE building, and does the
government intend to improve the facilities of this
longstanding provider?
One of the key points about the CAE is that it provides
education for migrant communities. It gives people a
leg up, an opportunity to improve their English
language skills and to gain the confidence needed to
seek out employment opportunities. In that respect the
CAE has a proud history of service to this community.
By any measure the level of educational service it
provides is first rate, but unfortunately the building is in
a very dilapidated condition. I call on the minister to
inform the house of action — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member’s time has expired.

Drysdale kindergarten
Mr SPRY (Bellarine) — I wish to address a
question to the Minister for Community Services, who
was in the house a moment ago. It concerns ongoing
kindergarten crises, which have come to a head again,
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this time at the Drysdale kindergarten. A fax arrived on
my desk today with a heartfelt plea — ‘We need help!’.
This kindergarten caters for 74 families. It was closed
on Tuesday morning for the four-year-olds’ session,
and 24 families were affected. The vice-president and
relief staff coordinator, Virginia Dyson, had to call
24 families between 7.00 a.m. and 7.30 a.m. because no
relief staff was available. The situation is disgraceful
and puts enormous strain on this parent-run
kindergarten, where parent volunteers do everything
from washing and sewing to gardening, quite apart
from the total organisational responsibilities. Parents
pay for the three-year-olds’ teachers and assistants and
$17 000 for the director’s wages, quite apart from
significant fundraising efforts for playground
equipment.
This parent organisation is at its wit’s end. It is
stretched beyond breaking point and has received little
if any government support. At the same time its
members are aghast at seeing selective funding going to
kindergartens such as Lake Bolac, which was the
gratuitous recipient of a $15 000 relocation grant. ‘Why
some and not others?’, they may well ask.
The minister has the capacity to address this issue. The
Kirby report has been lying on her table since the end
of April awaiting a response, which was promised a
fortnight ago. As yet, there is dead silence. She
apparently does not care. Why will she not address the
discrepancy in pay rates between preschool and
primary teachers and fix the teacher shortage in
kindergartens?
I repeat: the Drysdale kindergarten is in crisis. It is at its
wit’s end. I ask the minister — —
Mr Holding — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I have been listening carefully to the
honourable member for Bellarine. At the beginning of
his contribution he said that he wished to address a
question to the Minister for Community Services. I
have listened to his contribution, and he has not sought
action; he has merely sought to ask a question. I ask
you to direct him to request action of the minister and
not to use the adjournment debate as a repeat of
question time.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
have heard enough on the point of order. I uphold the
point of order and ask the honourable member for
Bellarine to clarify in a succinct way what action he
requires from the minister.
Mr SPRY — I ask the minister will she help. Is she
even aware of the crisis? Is she prepared to do her job?
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Is she prepared to provide some help for this
overworked and distressed kindergarten committee?

Disability services: Benalla
Ms ALLEN (Benalla) — I ask the Minister for
Community Services to intervene in an important issue
to provide for capital works projects in facilities that
cater for people with disabilities in my electorate. This
would ensure that they are able to participate in safe
and comfortable work environments.
The Dame Pattie Menzies Centre, which has wonderful
facilities and programs for people with disabilities, is an
historic guesthouse on the outskirts of Alexandra, my
home town. The carers at the centre are all locally
employed people, many of whom I have known for a
number of years, who provide a caring environment.
Summer programs include swimming sessions, bus
trips and the teaching of life skills for individuals to
help develop independence in outer environments such
as supermarket shopping situations.
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and about open and transparent government, at a time
when the industry average interest rate is 6 per cent,
people who fall behind on their council rates are being
required to pay double that.
As a separate matter, I would like the minister to find
out why, even though under the Local Government Act
1999 they have the power to waive rates or arrange
time payments, many local councils are not taking up
the option to work out appropriate schemes for
ratepayers, particularly elderly ratepayers, who fall
behind on their rates.
I call on the minister to give local councils some
guidelines to ensure we have schemes that can be
individually tailored to the needs of individual
ratepayers. It is appalling that at a time of record low
interest rates anyone who falls behind because of
economic circumstances has to pay over double the
prevailing rate.

LPG: Gippsland

Central Access is another centre in my electorate. It is
the old Ballendella disability services centre, now run
by Anthony Putt, who is a very capable person. He is
doing a wonderful job of coordinating and providing an
excellent service.

Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I ask the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services to raise
with the Minister for Energy and Resources in another
place the ever-increasing price of bottled liquefied
petroleum gas (LPG) in country areas.

In particular, the building that houses Central Access is
very old and badly in need of an upgrade. The disability
staff working there, like the staff at the Dame Pattie
Menzies Centre in Alexandra, produce wonderful
programs. Its caring parent group, which is led by Mary
Ginnivan, is run extremely well.

I ask the minister to investigate all possible measures to
address the price of bottled gas, particularly for
household use in areas not connected to the mains
supply. Most people in my electorate do not have
access to mains gas, and many have to use bottled LPG
for cooking, heating and hot water. Of particular
concern is the increase in the price of bottled gas in
recent years.

The minister needs to take action to ensure that they are
given comfortable workplaces so they can continue to
provide excellent services for the people in my
electorate with disabilities.

Local government: rates
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — Through the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services I raise for
the attention of the Minister for Local Government the
fact that, at a time of historically low interest rates, the
Bracks Labor government is adhering slavishly to a
12.3 per cent interest rate on rate arrears — a rate set in
1989! — across all of Victoria’s local councils.
Arthur Preusker, the keen editor of The Local Paper,
one of my local publications, has taken up the issue for
and on behalf of a number of severely affected
ratepayers in the Park Orchards and Warrandyte areas
of my electorate. It is an indictment of the government
that while it claims to be concerned about local councils

I ask the minister to investigate the possibility of having
the Office of the Regulator-General address the
potential for adjusting the price of bottled gas and to
find out what savings could be delivered to those
householders who rely totally on LPG. For households
dependant on LPG the proportion of the household
budget taken up in purchasing bottled gas for heating
and cooking is becoming quite daunting, particularly
for low-income families, some of whom live in
outlying areas and do not even have access to
electricity.
I ask the minister to investigate what can be done to
alleviate some of the cost burden on people who are
heavily reliant on bottled gas and to address the
concerns many of my constituents have raised with me.
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Laburnum Primary School
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — I seek an assurance
from the Minister for Education that Laburnum Primary
School’s priority in the capital upgrades list will be
maintained. The school council and the principal,
Victor Brydy, have worked diligently on the upgrade
project for a number of years. In the past few weeks
they have completed the full planning process, which is
an important precursor to the commencement of work.
At a meeting with the Department of Education,
Employment and Training that was convened for the
benefit of the school council on Friday of last week, a
number of things became evident. The meeting
provided an important opportunity for the school
community to convey some concerns to the department.
At the meeting the principal and school council
representatives were advised of a number of things,
including the fact that the previous government had
misled schools through the early and mid-1990s by
providing funding for masterplans for projects that were
later ditched. At one point early on in the previous
government’s tenure the preparation of masterplans was
an important stepping stone to getting onto the schools
capital upgrades list. The problem was that the former
government changed its policy but conveniently forgot
to tell the schools.
Secondly, the school representatives were advised that
the new government facilities schedule, which was
revised last year, has resulted in a far greater degree of
resourcing for schools that are in upgrade mode, so
much more intensive planning is needed. Thirdly, the
school was advised that the scope of works had been
allowed to grow to accommodate an enrolment
adjustment that had been made in the school’s favour
late last year.
The Labor government committed itself to an upgrade
of the school during the 1999 election campaign, and
the scope of that work has increased from $600 000 to
$1.7 million now. That is great news. However, the
school community remains anxious that stage 2 funding
should be delivered at the earliest opportunity. I seek
from the minister her assistance and her assurance that
that will happen.
I understand from the discussions last week that the
minister’s favourable consideration of the project
would allow the work to commence early in 2002,
which would be a tremendous outcome for the school
and for all involved with it. It is one of the most
outstanding schools in the state, having an enrolment of
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600. I trust the minister will give the project every
favourable consideration to enable the work to start.

Sheen Panel Service
Mr LUPTON (Knox) — I refer a matter to the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services. On or
around July 1999 a vehicle owned by the Royal District
Nursing Service was involved in a motor accident and
taken to Sheen Panel Service. An AMP assessor,
Mr Manolaros, did an assessment on the vehicle and
then called in a Mr Brockwell, who was an internal
AMP investigator. He then referred the matter on to
Detective Sergeant Linehan, who conducted an
investigation.
The last page of Detective Sergeant Linehan’s report
following his investigation states:
Both the witness Manolaros (22 years experience) and the
witness Wyngaard (Woods Accident Repair Centre —
30 years experience) are of the opinion further damage was
caused to the vehicle —

after the initial collision. The report continues:
In my opinion, both these assessors have nothing to gain by
giving false statements. They are both highly credible and
experienced.

The fact of the matter is that Woods Accident Repair
Centre, for whom Wyngaard works, subsequently got
the job. Further in the report it says that Laker, who
worked for Sheen —
… has either denied any knowledge of tampering or put his
actions down to ‘human error’.

To my mind that does not indicate an in-depth
investigation. The report is dated 21 December 1999
and was submitted by Detective Sergeant Linehan.
Sheen Panel Service lodged a letter of complaint with
the ethical standards department of Victoria Police in
August 2000. A letter from its solicitor states:
On 26 April 2001 our inquiry of C/S —

that is, ‘Chief Superintendent’ —
Edward disclosed he had left a message with the disciplinary
advice unit but a ‘complication had arisen’ and it may be up
to another two months before a report is forthcoming.

The action I seek from the minister is for him to
investigate this matter. It has been with the ethical
standards department for some considerable time.
Sheen Panel Service is suffering considerable financial
hardship because it has now lost any panel beating or
other work from the Royal District Nursing Service. I
am further advised that AMP is not referring any panel
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work to the company. The matter has been outstanding
for a long time, and if the report is looked at in the hard
light of day it would appear that the policeman involved
is subject to investigation by the ethical standards
department. I seek early clarification of the current
situation. This period of time is excessive and
unjustified.

Central Bayside Community Health Service
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — I raise a matter for the
Minister for Health concerning the Central Bayside
Community Health Service, which provides a range of
health services to residents of the Carrum electorate.
Honourable members may recall that the Central
Bayside Community Health Service primary site on
Nepean Highway in Parkdale was the site of the former
Mordialloc-Cheltenham Community Hospital which
was so well and truly closed in the years of the Kennett
government.
The health service was brought into some disrepute by
the honourable member for Mordialloc earlier in this
parliamentary sittings when he raised allegations of
mismanagement relating to the amalgamation of
Chelsea Community Health Centre and the Central
Bayside Community Health Service in 1996.
Mr Leigh interjected.
Ms LINDELL — The allegation the honourable
member for Mordialloc made was that — —
Mr Leigh interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member for Mordialloc will get his
call.
Ms LINDELL — During the amalgamation process
the then Department of Health and Community
Services advised both community health centres to
desist from spending money, and while the Central
Bayside Community Health Service obeyed that
arrangement, the Chelsea Community Health Centre
continued to expend funds.
I ask the minister what action he has taken to restore
community confidence in the provision of appropriate
health services by the Central Bayside Community
Health Service. The honourable member for Mordialloc
believes he can come into this place and question the
actions of two voluntary boards of management
involved in an amalgamation some five years ago
because of his need to have his name splashed across
local newspapers, rather than attending to his shadow
ministerial work, which might benefit some of his
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colleagues. I ask the Minister for Health what action he
has taken to restore community confidence in Central
Bayside Community Health Service.

Melbourne Unitarian Peace Memorial Church
Mr LEIGH (Mordialloc) — I raise a matter for the
attention of the Treasurer and seek an examination of
whether a particular organisation is entitled to land tax
and rate exemptions. It is supposedly a church in East
Melbourne called the Melbourne Unitarian Peace
Memorial Church.
The church produces open letters to Steve Bracks
entitled ‘The state of the state’. It produces sermons
reviewing proportional representation in Victoria — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr LEIGH — I know you are! It has a considerable
amount of money. The land is, I believe, unencumbered
and worth several million dollars. It has a trust account
of some hundreds of thousands of dollars, and I
understand that in recent times there have been
branch-stacking operations going on from the Victorian
Labor Party. This organisation has become so hectic
that there have been calls not to accept particular
members because it is concerned those members are
attempting to take the church over to gain its money.
I seek an examination of whether this church should do
it. At the time the assistant secretary — against whom I
make no allegations — was Bob Stensholt, now the
honourable member for Burwood. I make this
document available to the house. He and others moved
that a person be admitted as a church member despite
the fact that he had not been attending the church and
was attempting to take over the church by branch
stacking.
The member concerned was one Mr Telmo Languiller,
the now —
Mr Stensholt — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker. I take offence at what the honourable member
for Mordialloc has just said, which impugned my
reputation by associating me with a publication like
that. I ask him to withdraw his remarks.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member for Burwood has taken
offence at the words used by the honourable member
for Mordialloc. I ask the — —
Mr LEIGH — I have not attacked the honourable
member for Burwood.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
ask the honourable member for Mordialloc to sit down
while the Chair explains what has been requested of
him. The honourable member for Burwood has taken
offence at the words the honourable member for
Mordialloc used to describe him. I ask the honourable
member for Mordialloc to conform with the forms of
this house and simply get up and say, ‘I withdraw’.
Mr LEIGH — Sir, I referred to him only as the
acting assistant secretary. If he wants me to withdraw
my comment that he was the acting assistant secretary,
I am happy to do so. I did not insult him; I was
questioning the honourable member for Sunshine — —
Ms Kosky interjected.
Mr LEIGH — I did not say anything about him,
darling. I just said he was the assistant secretary.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
am asking the honourable member for Mordialloc
whether he will withdraw.
Mr LEIGH — I withdraw.
Ms Kosky — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I take offence at the honourable member for
Mordialloc calling me ‘darling’, and I ask him to
withdraw.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The Minister for Post Compulsory Education, Training
and Employment has asked the honourable member for
Mordialloc to withdraw his remark. I ask the
honourable member to get up and withdraw.
Mr LEIGH — It was not meant in any detrimental
way. I withdraw the remark.

Responses
Ms KOSKY (Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment) — The
honourable member for Richmond brought to my
attention an important matter relating to the current
accommodation arrangements for the Centre for Adult
Education. As many members in this house will know,
the CAE is an important institution, not only in the
history of adult education but also in terms of — —
Mr Haermeyer interjected.
Ms KOSKY — You wish! It is also important
because of the incredible work it has done in assisting a
whole range of people who are interested in literacy and
language courses, including English as a second
language, VCE English and languages other than

2029

English. Each year the CAE provides courses for up to
40 000 Victorians. I have visited the CAE on a number
of occasions, both as minister and as a participant in its
courses, the standard of which I can vouch for. I am
sure there are a number of honourable members who
have attended courses at the CAE’s building in Flinders
Street.
As the honourable member for Richmond has said,
there are real concerns about the accommodation at the
CAE. Anyone who attends courses there realises that
the conditions are substandard. The previous
government paid little if any attention to improving the
accommodation at the CAE, expecting people to learn
in substandard conditions. It is a shame the previous
minister was not committed to ensuring that the
participants could learn in good conditions, particularly
given the fact that the CAE caters for a large number of
people who are learning English or languages other
than English or who are studying VCE English because
they have been unable to succeed in ordinary schools.
I am pleased to announce that in this budget the CAE
has been given an additional $4 million for capital
expenditure on its building. This injection of extra
money means that the CAE will be able to fit out new
premises and to fix up the annex of the old substandard
building. It is terrific news for the centre, but more
broadly for the people who go back time and again to
participate in courses it offers.
Mr Honeywood — Has it got any students?
Ms KOSKY — The former Minister for Tertiary
Education and Training, the honourable member for
Warrandyte, asks if the CAE has any students. It is a
shame he has not been there recently, because if he had
he would know that the CAE is full of additional
students. They include students who want to learn
English as a second language as a VCE subject to equip
themselves with the skills they require to find new
opportunities in the work force. The extra $4 million
will enable new state-of-the-art science and laboratory
facilities to be installed in the annex building in
Degraves Street as well as pay for equipment for the
new library and general classrooms at the CAE’s new
site at 253 Flinders Lane.
In addition to this capital grant the CAE will receive an
extra $250 000 to establish online learning facilities that
will allow it to provide even better services, particularly
for elderly people wishing to become web enabled.
These two grants come on top of an extra $1.43 million
that the government has made available to the centre to
upgrade its information technology. That makes a total
of $5.68 million in additional money that the Bracks
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government has invested in the Centre for Adult
Education to allow it to modernise and upgrade its
facilities. This will enable the CAE — —
Mr Baillieu — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker — —
Mr Thwaites interjected.
Mr Leigh (to Mr Thwaites) — He’s been watching
you, don’t worry — and her!
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Baillieu — According to the Auditor-General’s
report tabled last week, the CAE has suffered a funding
decline in the past 12 months of over $500 000. I seek
clarification from the minister as to whether the money
that is being assigned is going to recurrent funds or
capital funds.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
do not uphold the point of order.
Ms KOSKY — I understand the concerns the
honourable member for Hawthorn has, because he is
very concerned that the previous government really
paid no attention to the Centre for Adult Education. I
know he is pretty keen on some of the training courses
at the CAE. I will provide him with the booklet so he
can do some training and upgrade the skills he needs,
because he has really been absent from the debate in
this Parliament. But I am very pleased to say we have
provided a total of $5.68 million in additional funds.
Mr Wynne — How much?
Ms KOSKY — We have provided $5.68 million in
additional money to the CAE to ensure that it continues
to provide the excellent skills training it has provided
over a long period. It had seven very dark years, but
now the CAE knows that the government — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The noise makes it difficult for Hansard and the Chair
to hear.
Ms KOSKY — The CAE knows, as we do, that it
really did require additional facilities and equipment so
that it could provide state-of-the-art facilities. The
Bracks government has delivered, and now the CAE
will go on to bigger and better things.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — The
Leader of the National Party raised an issue in relation
to community ambulance officers. Certainly the
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government believes community ambulance officers
provide a very valuable service in many areas of
Victoria. Community ambulance officers currently
undertake some 220 hours of training for their role. In
addition to that they have to undertake continuing
training to ensure that their skills are updated on an
ongoing basis. There are community ambulance
officers at branches around rural Victoria, typically in
small towns and typically where the caseloads are
between 3 to 110 per year, so they are clearly in towns
where there is not sufficient caseload to warrant a
station staffed by professional ambulance officers.
There are also some stations that are staffed by
community ambulance officers at some times of the
year and professional officers at others. That depends
upon the demand at different times of the year. The
government certainly acknowledges the very important
role community ambulance officers play. By the same
token the government also believes the best possible
service for a local community is through professionally
trained ambulance officers, and that is why it is
committing extra professionally trained ambulance
officers to many locations throughout rural Victoria and
is putting in extra money.
This year $9 million of extra funding has gone into
Rural Ambulance Victoria. That has assisted the
government to provide two-officer crewing in many
locations as well as providing extra mobile intensive
care ambulance (MICA) services in many country
areas. That extra MICA coverage is being established in
Shepparton, Mildura, Warrnambool, Wodonga and
Wangaratta — a good effort from the Bracks
government. This is the sort of thing that we are doing
right throughout rural Victoria. We are providing extra
and better services than existed under the previous
Liberal–National Party government.
The Leader of the National Party referred to a
document that was sent out during the course of the
enterprise bargaining negotiations by the secretary of
the Ambulance Employees Association. The Leader of
the National Party has made some criticisms of that. As
I understand it, the document was raised in the context
of an industrial dispute, and many of the statements will
be met with different views from many different parts
of the community.
I should clarify one aspect, and that is that the secretary
of the union did in fact acknowledge that these people
play a valuable role. I think he said they were well
intentioned in the role they play. The honourable
member I think also referred to other comments that
were made. As I understand those comments, they were
directed at ensuring that professional ambulance
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officers are not replaced by community ambulance
officers. But I am sure everyone, including
representatives of the union, believes these people
provide a valuable service. I believe it is in the interests
of all of us to support the very important role
community ambulance officers play as well as the very
important role professional ambulance officers play in
providing the highest quality service.
The honourable member for Carrum raised with me an
important issue. She asked me what action I had taken
to restore community confidence in the operation of
community health services. In particular, she referred to
allegations made in this house by the honourable
member for Mordialloc. The honourable member for
Mordialloc made unsubstantiated allegations in
cowards’ castle in the way he is renowned for doing.
Mr Leigh — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I simply make the point that what I referred to
were copies of letters from the Auditor-General to the
regional director of health.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
There is no point of order.
Mr THWAITES — The honourable member for
Mordialloc is an embarrassment not only to this side of
Parliament; he is an embarrassment to his own side of
Parliament. The reality is that behind his back most of
his colleagues say that he is a joke. He is a joke, and
once again his allegations have been proved to be
totally baseless and totally unsubstantiated. What he has
done is make allegations. He has then sent them off to
the department and the Auditor-General, who have
appropriately said, ‘Yes, we will investigate them’.
Then this honourable member has said there is an
investigation into his allegations, as though in some
way the parties are guilty.
I am very happy to advise the honourable member for
Mordialloc that an independent audit has been carried
out, and the audit has found that there is absolutely no
evidence whatsoever for the allegations the honourable
member has made. All he has done is once again
demonstrate that he gets it wrong time and again, and
perhaps it would be better for him to concentrate on
doing his job as a shadow transport minister. He fails
there dismally every time. We are so pleased to have
him there. We are so pleased to have him, because his
allegations in this, as in all other cases, never hit the
mark. He has never once hit the mark. In this case the
audit finding was that the review of the Chelsea
Community Health Centre financial statements and
financial transactions indicated that at the time of the
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amalgamation Chelsea Community Health Centre
funds would have been fully committed for payment.
After the amalgamation, financial reports were prepared
for the amalgamated organisation — —
Mr Leigh — Would the minister — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
have not given the honourable member the call yet! The
honourable member for Mordialloc will wait until the
Chair gives him the call.
Mr Leigh — On a point of order, will the minister
make the full file available to the Parliament and lay it
on the table of the library to save me the trouble of
putting in an FOI request?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
Can the Minister for Health sit down? Slowly, I want to
hear the point of order of the honourable member for
Mordialloc.
Mr Leigh — On the point of order, I believe in
fairness. As the minister wants to make these
allegations, he should make the entire file available in
the parliamentary library.
Mr THWAITES — If the honourable member
wants to raise points by way of a question he can do
that in question time. At this stage I am responding to a
matter raised by the honourable member for Carrum,
which I propose to continue with.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
do not uphold the point of order.
Mr THWAITES — The honourable member for
Mordialloc has again raised a matter that is totally
unsubstantiated by the evidence. The review has
demonstrated quite clearly that the assets and liabilities
of the Chelsea Community Health Centre have been
fully accounted for in all the correct ways. Not only
that, but the chief executive officer of Central Bayside
Community Health Services has also endorsed this
position and indicated that Central Bayside Community
Health Services is confident the reserves available from
Chelsea were appropriately used on agreed purposes.
That is stated in a letter dated 5 April, which I am
happy to make available to the honourable member and
to Parliament.
I say this to the honourable member for Mordialloc: he
is the member who presided over the closure of his
local hospital and now, instead of doing the right thing
by his community and supporting the community
health service, he is throwing mud. While he might
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think it is a game to throw mud at the honourable
member for Carrum, in fact it is the community health
service that is suffering. People expect, perhaps
wrongly, that a member of Parliament would check the
facts before making allegations against a community
health service, but this member does not check his
facts. He gets them wrong time and again. He is an
embarrassment to this side, and to the other side of
politics. He should just try to concentrate on his job —
he is having trouble doing it — of being the shadow
Minister for Transport.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
Before I call the Minister for Education I inform the
house that it is a protocol of this place that honourable
members who stand to raise a point of order wait until
they get the call from the Chair. I know it has been a
long three weeks of sitting; however, we have one more
day, so I ask honourable members to observe the forms
of the house.
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Education) — The
matter raised by the honourable member for Mitcham
concerns the facilities upgrade at Laburnum Primary
School. We can contrast the honourable member for
Mitcham and his diligent advocacy for his schools with
some members in this place who are not really
concerned about improving conditions for their
constituents but just hurling mud.
Last year Laburnum Primary School was announced
for full planning, including the provision of new
general purpose classrooms at a cost of around
$900 000. The Department of Education, Employment
and Training requires full planning projects to achieve
design documentation by the end of November so that
the bids can be put into process. Because of the delays
in working out the school’s long-term enrolments, the
identification of special factors and the time taken by
the school to complete the documentation, it missed the
deadline for November and the project did not go
forward. However, there has been a sort of consolation
prize.
The department and the government are keen to
provide the best learning facilities possible. We are
prepared to work with the school councils and the
school community to ensure that any upgrades or
redevelopments fit the needs of the students and
accommodate projected enrolments. Now an agreement
has been reached that the project cost will be
approximately $1.8 million. This is double what was
originally announced but will provide a more
appropriate solution to the needs of the school — —
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
There is too much audible conversation.
Ms DELAHUNTY — The $1.8 million, the
honourable member will be interested to learn, will now
include provision for general purpose classrooms, and
two classrooms will be provided to meet the
requirement of the 1:21 ratio for P–2 classes.
Class sizes are coming down right across the state.
Primary schools are reporting class sizes plummeting
under the investment of this government. We provide
the additional teachers, the additional programs and, at
Laburnum, we will provide the extra classrooms. There
will be an art-craft classroom, a full-sized gymnasium,
a canteen, a senior personnel office and a staff work
space, and relocatable classrooms will be placed on site
to allow the construction to begin.
The project documentation has been fully completed,
and it will proceed to tender with architects fees of
approximately $110 000 — the honourable member
will be pleased to know — having been provided to the
school. The school now has the green light for the
substantial facilities upgrade.
The diligence of the honourable member not only has
provided a good outcome for Laburnum Primary
School but has pulled back the shroud over the
mysteries of the process of upgrades and capital
improvements in schools under the previous
government. The previous government misled school
after school; announcements meant nothing; wish lists
were nothing more than just wish lists. The government
has changed the facility schedule. It is open and
transparent, and at last schools understand how their
capital upgrades will proceed.
I would like to congratulate the principal, Victor Brydy,
who has worked very closely with the department, the
school councillors and the honourable member for
Mitcham. The meeting with the department’s facilities
division and representatives of the school convened by
the honourable member for Mitcham and held last
Friday was immensely successful. The meeting is a
template for the way schools and the department under
the Bracks government operate to serve our students.
Ms CAMPBELL (Minister for Community
Services) — I thank the honourable member for
Benalla for raising a matter with me concerning the
important issue of minor capital works for disability
services throughout Victoria. The honourable member
introduced me to a number of services in her electorate,
the Central Access and Dame Pattie Menzies centres.
They are both excellent centres that provide — —

ADJOURNMENT
Wednesday, 13 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

Mr Haermeyer — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, the honourable member for Sandringham
seems to have been whistling ‘Dixie’ for the past 5 or
10 minutes. I find that rather distracting. I ask that you
ask him to desist from doing so.
Mr McArthur — On the point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, only one party has whistled ‘Dixie’ in this
place today, and that is the Labor Party.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order! I
will not even consider the honourable member’s
response to the point of order. I had not given him the
call. I remind the honourable member for Monbulk that
as the manager of opposition business he should know
the forms of the house. I have cautioned the house
before that if honourable members wish to raise a point
of order they should wait until the Chair gives them the
call. It is very disorderly not to do so. As a senior
member of this house he should know the forms of the
house. There is no point of order.
Ms CAMPBELL — I had the privilege of joining
the honourable member for Benalla in visiting the
Central Access and Dame Pattie Menzies centres. They
provide wonderful programs for people in her electorate
and surrounds. I thank the honourable member for her
interest in this topic. I also want to ensure that the
infrastructure for day programs provided in Victoria is
of the highest standard. To that end, I am pleased to
inform the honourable member that the Dame Pattie
Menzies Centre in the Hume region has been allocated
$7854 for reverse cycle airconditioning, which should
make life much better for the people there with
disabilities and the staff. I also advise that the Central
Access service in Benalla has been allocated $20 000
for evaporative cooler upgrades. I trust the honourable
member is able to give that good news to her electorate.
The matter raised by the honourable member for
Bellarine goes to the heart of a very important issue —
that is, the work of preschools throughout Victoria. In
1994 the former government slashed around 20 per cent
of the funding to the preschool sector and then handed
over the running of preschools to voluntary committees
of management. Of course, as a result of that funding
cut and the handover of management to the committees
of management the preschool voluntary sector has had
a monumental task. I am pleased to inform the
honourable member that as a result of work I have
undertaken since becoming the responsible minister the
role of voluntary committees of management has been
reviewed and additional support has been provided to
them to ensure that parents are not expected to perform
an unreasonable amount of work or are exposed to
unreasonable financial and legal risks.
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On the issue of staffing, Victoria presented a paper at
the children’s services ministerial advisory council in
March to ensure that work force planning is right on the
agenda, not only here in Victoria but also nationally. As
a result of the work undertaken, the role of committees
of management has been minimised, with payroll
support now being provided. The government is
working with Kindergarten Parents Victoria and the
Australian Education Union to ensure that more staff
are available for the preschool sector.
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, I raised an issue, but it seems to have fallen
through the vortex of your observations.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
Touché. Enough on the point of order.
Mr Honeywood — On a new point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, this government promised it would
have an open and transparent style of government. I
raised an issue with the Minister for Local Government.
While I understand that the ministers have been
imbibing alcoholic beverages to some extent this
evening, I call upon him to come into the chamber
rather than flick pass the matter to a ministerial
colleague.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
There is no point of order. As the honourable member
well knows, the Chair does not call ministers in here to
answer questions — that is beyond the power of the
Chair. I will ask the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, who is at the table, to respond to the matter
raised by the honourable member for Warrandyte.
Mr HAERMEYER (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) — The honourable member for
Warrandyte raised for the Minister for Local
Government the matter of council rating policies.
Mr Honeywood interjected.
Mr HAERMEYER — The honourable member for
Warrandyte is interjecting, ‘Where is he?’. I have to say
when the honourable member for Warrandyte was a
minister he on numerous occasions failed to attend in
the house when matters were drawn to his attention. His
crocodile tears ring very hollow with me, Sir, very
hollow! Notwithstanding his despicable and woeful
hypocrisy, I will refer that matter to the attention of the
Minister for Local Government.
The honourable member for Brighton raised a
matter — again a bit of a sleazy character
assassination — concerning Professor Bill Russell and
consultancies. Nevertheless I will refer that to the
Premier, as she has requested.

ADJOURNMENT
2034

ASSEMBLY

The honourable member for Gippsland East raised for
the attention of the Minister for Energy and Resources
in another place the very serious matter of access to gas
mains. I will ensure that is drawn to the attention of that
minister.
Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr HAERMEYER — The honourable member for
Mordialloc, in the vein raised by the honourable
member for Carrum earlier tonight, has once again
misused the forms of this place.
Mr Leigh — On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, just to ensure that we get the facts, does the
minister — I know this is a church that many Labor
ministers attend — attend this alleged church? If he
does, could he not answer the question because I want it
passed to the Treasurer.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The honourable member for Mordialloc well knows he
cannot use a point of order to make a statement. There
is no point of order.
Mr HAERMEYER — The honourable member for
Mordialloc has once again in a despicable and sleazy
way used the forms of this place to assassinate
characters and to make a allegations he does not have
the intestinal fortitude to raise outside this place. I will
draw them to the attention of the Treasurer, but I am
sure the Treasurer will treat them with the contempt
they deserve.
Finally, the honourable member for Knox raised a
genuine issue, unlike the honourable member for
Mordialloc, who uses this place to character assassinate
and establish his credentials as the village idiot. The
honourable member for Knox raised a serious matter
relating to the Royal District Nursing Service and some
panel work done on its behalf. He believes the matter,
which relates to Sheen Panel Service Pty Ltd, involves
some allegations of improper conduct that have unfairly
afflicted that panel repair operation and that the matter
is the subject of some investigation by the ethical
standards department of the Victoria Police.
These are very serious matters of legitimate concern. I
am reluctant to comment on them tonight, not knowing
their full details, but I will certainly raise them for the
attention of the Victoria Police and in due course the
honourable member for Knox will get a full reply to the
matter he has raised in good faith.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) — Order!
The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 11.06 p.m.
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Thursday, 14 June 2001
The SPEAKER (Hon. Alex Andrianopoulos) took the
chair at 9.37 a.m. and read the prayer.

PETITIONS
The Clerk — I have received the following petitions
for presentation to Parliament:

Boneo Road, Rosebud: crossing
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria sheweth:
The people who live west of Boneo Road, Rosebud, including
many elderly, some in wheelchairs, scooters, walking frames
and walking sticks, have difficulty crossing this busy road to
access the Port Phillip Plaza shopping centre and the post
office.
Your petitioners therefore pray that a pedestrian crossing be
provided in an appropriate place between Cairns Avenue and
Marks Avenue on Boneo Road, Rosebud.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.
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high-quality, lifelong and affordable education relevant
to the diverse needs of all girls and women;
an accessible, well-funded community-based public
health network which includes specific services for
women and girls;
environmental sustainability to improve and protect the
quality of our air, land and water;
presentations of women in the media and advertising
which are positive and non-exploitative; and
a society where caring and unpaid work are valued and
shared.

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) (198 signatures)

Preschools: funding
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of Victoria
respectfully requests that the Victorian government release
the findings of the preschool review and the government
honour its promise to act on the findings immediately, with
particular respect to:
pay parity to retain and attract teachers, and obtain relief
teachers when necessary;

By Mr DIXON (Dromana) (277 signatures)

Women’s Petition
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria sheweth:
that women desire a just and inclusive nation in which
the voices of all its people and its many cultures are
heard and respected;
that it is an inalienable right of all women to participate
fully and equally in shaping our nation and have their
contribution valued;
that we acknowledge and respect Australia’s indigenous
peoples’ spiritual connection with and custodianship of
the land and its waters. We recognise past hurt and we
will work together to achieve justice and equity.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the government delivers
for and with Victorian women and communities:
equal representation of women in all areas and levels of
decision making;

funding to reduce group sizes down from 30, to a more
acceptable ratio of fewer than 25;
increased funding to decrease the workload for
committees and reduce fees for all parents.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr LANGUILLER (Sunshine) (558 signatures)
Laid on table.

CLASSIFICATION GUIDELINES
Films and videotapes
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — By leave, I
move:
That there be presented to this house a copy of the:
(a) National Classification Code (Amendment No. 2); and
(b) Guidelines for the Classification of Films and
Videotapes (Amendment No. 3).

a plan ensuring safety for women and children in the
home, workplace and the community;

Motion agreed to.

economic independence and security for all women,
genuine equal pay for equal work, fair and family
friendly working conditions and access to quality child
care;

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) presented papers in
compliance with foregoing order.
Laid on table.

VICTORIAN CHILD DEATH REVIEW COMMITTEE
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VICTORIAN CHILD DEATH REVIEW
COMMITTEE
Annual report
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport), by leave,
presented report of inquiries into child deaths: protection
and care 2001.
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Subordinate Legislation Act 1994:
Minister’s exception certificate in relation to
Statutory Rule No 52
Minister’s exemption certificate in relation to
Statutory Rule No 51

Youth Parole and Youth Residential Board — Report for the
year 1999–2000.

Laid on table.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
DRUGS AND CRIME PREVENTION
COMMITTEE
Crime trends
Mr LUPTON (Knox) presented report, together with
appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

COUNCIL OF MAGISTRATES
Annual report
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) presented, by command
of the Governor, report for 1999–2000.
Laid on table.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Financial Management Act 1994:
Report from the Minister for Agriculture that he had
received the 2000 Annual Report of the Veterinary
Practitioners Registration Board
Report from the Minister for Environment and
Conservation that she had not received the 1999–2000
Annual Reports of the:
Falls Creek Alpine Resort Management Board
Mount Baw Baw Alpine Resort Management
Board
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978 —
Summary of Variations notified between 23 November 2000
and 13 June 2001 — Ordered to be printed
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Health Services Act 1988 — SR No 51
Metropolitan Fire Brigades Act 1958 — SR No 52

Gas: Barwon Heads supply
Mr PATERSON (South Barwon) — The
government has again misled the people of Barwon
Heads. In another place last week Mrs Elaine Carbines,
a member for Geelong Province, attempted to illustrate
the benefits that would flow to the town from the Gas
Industry Bill. The clear implication in her contribution
was that clause 27 of the bill would provide energy
provider TXU with the incentive to connect Barwon
Heads to the natural gas grid. The claims made by the
honourable member are false.
If the honourable member had bothered to check with
senior officers of either the Department of Natural
Resources and Environment (DNRE) or the Office of
the Regulator-General (ORG), she would have
discovered that clause 27 of the bill has no bearing
whatsoever on the stalled Barwon Heads project.
Clause 27 of the Gas Industry Bill gives protection to
energy providers against competition for a set period.
Both DNRE and the ORG have confirmed to me that
security or protection against competition is not an
issue in the case of Barwon Heads and therefore the
provisions of the legislation are irrelevant.
Attempts by this hopeless Labor government to deceive
the people of Barwon Heads should be condemned.
The government’s gross mishandling of the Barwon
Heads natural gas issue goes on and on. The Australian
Labor Party continues to treat the people of the town as
second-class citizens. Barwon Heads residents should
receive a subsidy in line with the subsidy given to
residents in North Bellarine, and it should be provided
without any further delay.

Goulburn Valley: salinity program
Mr KILGOUR (Shepparton) — I pay tribute to the
people of the Goulburn Valley, who last Saturday night
celebrated 10 years since the commencement of the
salinity program, which has provided so many
wonderful benefits for agriculture and ensured its future
in the Goulburn Valley.
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In particular, I pay tribute to Mr John Dainton, who in
the initial stages was the person who originally woke up
the farming community to the devastation that could be
caused if nothing was done about salinity. He was
wonderfully supported in those days by the then mayor
of Shepparton, Jeremy Gaylard. They got together and
developed the salinity program, which eventually
became part of the catchment management authority.
Since that time, more than 2000 whole-farm plans have
been put into operation, covering more than 45 per cent
of the irrigated area. Whole-farm plans provide for the
proper drainage of property. Massive surface drainage
and wonderful environmental programs have taken
place.
The people of the Goulburn Valley look back on the
programs and salute those people for what they did.
They have ensured that magnificent fruit — stone fruit,
pome fruit, tomatoes and crops for grazing — will
continue to grow in the Goulburn Valley. What those
people did 10 or 12 years ago has enabled the Goulburn
Valley to remain the food bowl of Australia.

Carrum Primary School
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — I ask all honourable
members to join with me in congratulating Carrum
Primary School on its magnificent school production
entitled ‘Heroes, thongs and Vegemite’. Together with
Australia, the school this year celebrates its centenary.
During the production each class in the school
portrayed one decade of Australia’s development.
The program contained cameo tributes to Don Bradman
and Rolf Harris, and JO’K was there for us ‘60s
rockers! The drawn Australian Football League Grand
Final between North Melbourne and Collingwood was
magnificently replayed, complete with the wonderful
music of Up There, Cazaly.
I particularly congratulate the principal of Carrum
Primary School, Alana O’Neil; the music teacher who
put the original concept and narrative together, Carol
Ray; the grade 6 students who were the narrators of the
production — Hayley Simson, Maddy Criner, Jessica
Arnott and Amanda Simpson; and the parents and
school community who put in a terrific effort. The
production had a large band of assistants — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Schools: rural Victoria
Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) — Much beating of drums
has been done by this government about how
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wonderful it is for Victorian education and the amount
of money it is spending. Time and again honourable
members have heard how it is increasing funding,
which seems to apply unless you are a rural school
inside the Melbourne statistical division (MSD).
If a school in the MSD is not receiving rurality funding,
that will be changed. Schools that satisfy the size
criteria will receive 50 per cent of the normal rural-size
adjustment factor. That sounds really generous until it
is discovered that funding will be halved for schools in
the MSD already receiving rurality funding. Those not
already funded will receive only 50 per cent of the
normal rural-size funding. Funding will be slashed by
50 per cent for at least three schools in my electorate
alone.
One school, which is currently receiving $62 898.46,
will have that reduced to $31 450. This money was
granted because of need, and now the school will have
to cut essential specialist teaching programs. It is a
typical case of a socialist government lowering the bar;
a typical case of a minister who is interested only in
sound bytes and not the nitty-gritty real problems of
life — a minister who is robbing Peter to pay Paul!

Wendy Fletcher
Ms ALLEN (Benalla) — We all know that people
in country Victoria do it better than anybody else,
especially our country schoolteachers. I congratulate a
former country schoolteacher, Wendy Fletcher, who is
an expert in dyslexia and was recently invited by the
Canadian Dyslexia Association to make a keynote
presentation on the Victorian scene at the association’s
international conference. Her presentation included a
diagnostic model for identifying students with dyslexia,
accommodation to assist students and inclusive
teaching strategies based on multisensory teaching
methods in the regular classroom.
Wendy was a teacher at the former Seymour Technical
College and was seconded to the regional department in
Benalla about 11 years ago. Her expertise in student
welfare is extremely well regarded across the whole
region. To have Wendy asked to attend an international
conference overseas is a credit to country Victorians
and country schoolteachers as a whole.
We have a number of dyslexic students in the region
and Wendy’s expertise has been a wonderful
contribution to helping those students and their parents;
and in particular helping students assimilate into
ordinary school programs.
I congratulate Wendy. She is an expert — not only an
expert schoolteacher, but a shining example — —
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The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Chances for Children
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I wish to place on
record the Chances for Children concept, which is an
initiative of the Sunraysia Rural Water Authority, the
First Mildura Irrigation Trust and Lower Murray Water,
in association with Mallee Family Care. The patron of
Chances for Children is former Victorian Premier,
Sir Rupert Hamer.
The mission statement of Chances for Children states:
‘Chances for Children’ is the fund established to ensure that
the absence of money does not stand in the way of a
youngster’s ability to achieve their maximum potential, be it
in the educational, social or cultural pursuits which contribute
to the realisation of their potential — and the enhancement of
their contribution to the communities of north-west Victoria
and south-west New South Wales.

I also pay tribute to the tireless work of Vernon Knight,
who is in charge of Mallee Family Care, and Ken Carr.
The official launch of Chances for Children will be on
16 June to set up a trust fund to provide financial help
to people experiencing financial difficulties with the
education of their children. This is a great concept. I
advise honourable members that the basis for the
scheme is a small contribution to the fund when their
water accounts are paid to assist benefiting persons in
financial difficulty with the education of their children.

Citizens Electoral Council
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — I bring to the
attention of the house the activities of the Citizens
Electoral Council of Australia (CEC), which is widely
recognised as the most highly financed racist group in
Australia. It is claimed that it uses the political system
in the country as a cover for fundraising campaigns.
The CEC targets the elderly and those who are
educationally disempowered to support spreading its
racist and bizarre political policies and beliefs and to
raise relatively large amounts of money. It is said to be
a branch of the organisation or groups that support the
views of the American, Lyndon Larouche, who
believes in an impending world crisis engineered by an
alleged cabal of Jewish bankers based in Britain.
The CEC recently provoked outrage in my electorate
by dropping its newsletter in areas known to be
inhabited by the Jewish community, thus causing deep
offence to both Jewish and non-Jewish residents. It is
claimed that the organisation intends standing
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candidates in a large number of seats in coming federal
elections, including the by-election in the seat of Aston.
I call on the government and all party leaders to
demonstrate leadership by publicly opposing the
policies and views of the CEC, and I suggest that all
honourable members vigilantly monitor the activities of
this divisive and provocative group in their electorates.

CFA: Gisborne brigades
Ms DUNCAN (Gisborne) — I wish to pay
particular tribute to the volunteers of three Country Fire
Authority (CFA) brigades in the electorate of Gisborne.
Last Sunday morning, which was a beautiful, sunny
morning, I had the pleasure of visiting the
Hesket–Kerrie fire brigade and announcing funding for
their various new tankers.
The Romsey CFA fire brigade also received $35 000
from two sources, including the Community Safety
Emergency Support Fund, which has helped all of the
local brigades.
The CFA’s Springfield fire brigade has raised the
enormous sum of $36 000 through its own efforts.
What an amazing contribution!
I pay tribute to the captains of the brigades, Captain Pat
Clarke, Captain Ron Cole and Captain James Dunn and
their teams, and acknowledge all the work they do
around the electorate. It is an area of very high risk.
Last summer we were fortunate not to have any major
outbreaks of fire, but many events still required the
calling out of the CFA brigades and their volunteers.
Sunday morning is not the easiest time of the week to
get up and put in the hours required to keep up training
standards. The level of training required of CFA
volunteers is ever increasing, and the responsibilities
volunteers take on — on behalf of all of us! — are
amazing. The government is very grateful to the CFA
and its volunteers.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired.

Hospitals: services report
Mr WILSON (Bennettswood) — I raise the issue of
the Minister for Health failing to release the Hospital
Services Report for the March quarter of 2001.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WILSON — The report should be released
while Parliament is sitting to give honourable members
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the opportunity to assess and debate the performance of
Victoria’s public health system.
Dr Napthine — On a point of order, Mr Speaker, it
is very hard to hear the honourable member, who is
making an intelligent and incisive contribution.
The SPEAKER — Order! I have heard sufficient
on the point of order. The honourable member for
Keilor shall cease interjecting forthwith. I ask the whole
chamber to quieten down.
Mr WILSON — The December quarter report
indicated that the position of Victoria’s public hospitals
had deteriorated significantly in the year
December 1999 to December 2000. The minister has a
habit of releasing the report late.
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr Maclellan — On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
you had no sooner asked the house to settle down so the
honourable member could make his comments than the
Leader of the House, the Minister for Transport, started
shouting at him and abusing him across the house. I
cannot hear the honourable member from my seat here.
I ask that he be given a go.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Once again I ask the
house to quieten down. The Chair is now having
difficulty hearing the honourable member.
Mr WILSON — The Minister for Health has a
habit of releasing the report late and on days and at
times when he thinks it will attract the least possible
media and public attention.
It is imperative that this quarterly report be released so
honourable members can see whether the performance
of Victoria’s public hospitals has improved or
deteriorated in the first three months of this year. It is
now mid-June and the Minister for Health must be in a
position to release this important report. I call upon him
to do so immediately.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Springvale has 20 seconds.

Members: register of interests
Mr HOLDING (Springvale) — I ask when
members of the opposition are going to declare their
interests as required under the Members of Parliament
(Register of Interests) Act. According to Telstra’s share
registry, one honourable member has 1000 shares in
Telstra that he acquired on 17 October 1999 and he has

2039

still failed to declare. Another member has half the
issued shares in Commercial Glazing Pty Ltd and,
according to the latest company records, which I can
make available to the house, is the beneficiary of half of
the assets — —
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable
member’s time has expired. The time set down for
members statements has also expired.
Opposition members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Honourable members
will come to order, particularly the honourable member
for Polwarth. The honourable member for Narracan!
The honourable member for Bentleigh!

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Bendigo sitting
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That so much of standing orders and sessional orders be
suspended on Thursday, 16 August 2001, as to allow —
(a) this house to invite Cr Barry Ackerman, mayor of the
City of Greater Bendigo, to attend on the floor of the
house on Thursday, 16 August 2001, at 11.00 a.m. to
address the house;
(b) for the purposes of question time on that day, sessional
order 3 to apply with the expression ‘2.10 p.m.’
substituted for the expression ‘2.00 p.m.’ wherever
occurring; and
(c) the time for business to be interrupted for the purpose of
sessional order 5 to be, for that day, 5.00 p.m.

In doing so I would like to make some introductory
comments. The motion sets up the procedures for the
historic meeting of the Legislative Assembly in
Bendigo. As all honourable members know, following
an initiative of yours, Honourable Speaker, and as part
of the centenary of Federation proposals, a sitting of the
Legislative Assembly will occur in Bendigo on
Thursday, 16 August. The motion sets up the
procedures for what will happen in Bendigo.
When Parliament visits Bendigo the government
intends to conduct as far as possible a normal
parliamentary day. We want to go to Bendigo, which is
an important part of regional Victoria, and take the
Parliament to the people. To do so we need to have an
establishment resolution setting out the mechanisms for
achieving that objective.
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The distance from Melbourne to Bendigo sets some
conditions and presents some difficulties in logistics.
Accordingly, and after consultation with the civic
leaders in Bendigo, it has been suggested that the
appropriate time for the commencement of Parliament
is 11.00 a.m. We will essentially make up the time that
would normally have been available before 11 o’clock
by sitting through to a bit later in the early evening. The
sitting will take place on a Thursday. The custom and
practice of the house is to commence the adjournment
debate at 4 o’clock, following the operation of the
government business program resolution.

Mr BATCHELOR — That’s right. I take up the
interjection from the Attorney-General and advise
people to buy their new ties and prepare elegantly for
the occasion.

The government is putting forward a program that
essentially tries to make up for the time that will be
needed for people to travel from Melbourne and to set
up, particularly the staff. It is probably important to
place on the record that, as you, Honourable Speaker,
would know, the parliamentary staff have to be in
Bendigo for a longer period before and after the sitting.
A large number of the staff have to travel up in the
morning, and they need some time not only for
travelling but also for setting up in Bendigo.

The SPEAKER — Order! The Attorney-General!

At the end of the parliamentary day, rather than, as I
said, commencing the adjournment debate at 4 o’clock,
as is traditional on a Thursday, the motion suggests that
we commence the adjournment debate at 5 o’clock to
make up time. It also fits in with the desires of the civic
leaders in the City of Greater Bendigo, who will be
inviting all members of Parliament after the sitting has
concluded to attend a civic function to meet with not
only the mayor, councillors and senior officials of the
city but also other leading members of the Bendigo
community. I would urge, as I guess you would,
Honourable Speaker, all honourable members to make
themselves available to join in that civic function.
The people of Bendigo are looking forward to the
opportunity of having Parliament sit in their city. They
are looking forward to the opportunity of having that
dialogue with members of Parliament of all parties,
including the Independents, as soon as the adjournment
responses conclude that evening. We hope all
honourable members will reciprocate that anticipation
by making themselves available to take part.
In addition to setting out the commencement and
finishing times, the motion provides for question time
to commence at 10 minutes past 2, rather than at
2 o’clock. The reason is that for the first time, as the
government understands, question time in the Victorian
Parliament will be broadcast live on regional television.
Mr Hulls — A new tie!

The request has come from Channel 2 to have question
time commencing at 2.10 p.m. to meet its scheduling
requirements and to enable a short introductory
documentary, if you like, to precede the broadcasting of
parliamentary question time to set the scene.
Mr Hulls — Bananas in Pyjamas!

Mr BATCHELOR — We will not ask the
Attorney-General to provide production advice — I
think they can get on quite well without his suggestions.
The ABC will be providing a documentary that will
develop the theme of the century of Federation, the
important role Victoria has played in that, the
importance of this institution in the life of democracy in
this state and, of course, the visit to Bendigo.
The government also proposes to try to use it as a
representative day within the confines of the times
available for a traditional Thursday sitting day. In
essence, we will commence the day with formal
business, followed by the 90-second members
statements. We are proposing that after that there be a
period through to lunchtime for discussion of a motion.
After the suspension for lunch there would be the usual
question time, and after that there would be a
second-reading debate on a bill already on the notice
paper. In addition, there would be a second-reading
speech, to demonstrate to the community of Bendigo
how a bill is introduced at the second-reading stage as
well as a second-reading debate. We will end the day
with a traditional adjournment debate.
The exercise will be an historic adventure for us, and
for the community and good citizens of Bendigo. It will
provide us with an opportunity to enter into a dialogue.
I understand the motion and the thrust of the motion has
broad support across the chamber. In the discussions
that have been held with the parties, there was no
fundamental objection to what is set out.
Ms Asher interjected.
Mr BATCHELOR — That is what happened. The
people we were speaking to had no objections — in
fact, they were in furious agreement. I understand there
may be other objections. Later speakers will deal with
those should they arise.
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It will be an important occasion, and we hope all
members of Parliament treat it as such rather than
seeing it as just an excursion to take them away from
Melbourne to Bendigo.
Dr NAPTHINE (Leader of the Opposition) — The
Liberal Party opposition welcomes the opportunity for
the Legislative Assembly to go to Bendigo. It is a
unique opportunity to take Parliament to regional
Victoria, and the sitting will be greatly appreciated by
the citizens of Bendigo and surrounds. I note that on the
same day the Legislative Council, which is controlled
by the Liberal Party, has decided to go to Ballarat. That
will be a good opportunity for the people of Ballarat
and district to see the upper house in action. We will
show in regional areas that both houses of Parliament
work effectively and, I hope, in a democratic way for
the interests of Victorians.
However, the Liberal Party disagrees with the motion
moved by the Leader of the House. It will not take the
issue to a division but wishes its disagreement with
particular aspects of the motion to be noted.
Mr Maxfield interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — The honourable member for
Narracan interjects, which is disorderly. I make it clear
that the Liberal Party is happy to go to Bendigo. As a
member who represents a regional electorate some
400 kilometres from Melbourne, it is not unusual for
me to be in regional and rural Victoria. It may be
unusual for a number of honourable members on the
government benches — —
Ms Allan interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Bendigo East should cease interjecting!
Dr NAPTHINE — As I said, as the member for
Portland it is not unusual for me to be in regional and
rural areas. I do not find it a great strain to travel a bit
over 100 kilometres to go to Parliament.
Ms Allan — It’s 150 kilometres.
The SPEAKER — Order! I have asked the
honourable member for Bendigo East to cease
interjecting. The Leader of the House!
Dr NAPTHINE — The Liberal Party disagrees
with the motion. As I said, it will not take the issue to a
division because it fundamentally supports the
Legislative Assembly going to Bendigo and the upper
house going to Ballarat to take Parliament to the people
of Victoria. However, it disagrees with the motion
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because it believes the people of rural and regional
Victoria deserve to see Parliament in its full and proper
operation, not a token version.
The purpose of taking the Legislative Assembly to
Bendigo is to give the people of Bendigo and regional
Victoria the opportunity to see Parliament as it happens
on a normal day. It would be a bad advertisement for
Parliament if the people of Bendigo saw only a token
effort. I welcome the fact that there will be a full
question time, a proper adjournment debate and debate
on the second reading of a bill.
Mr Mildenhall interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — The honourable member for
Footscray says it is offensive. That is the very point I
am making.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Footscray should cease interjecting.
Dr NAPTHINE — I believe the centenary of
Federation sitting of the federal Parliament here,
although historic, lacked something because it was not
a proper sitting of the Parliament, and it should have
been. There should have been a full day’s sitting in this
chamber as a mark of respect for the centenary of
Federation. The federal Parliament’s token effort was
inadequate. That is why I want to make sure that when
the Legislative Assembly goes to Bendigo it is not a
token effort and therefore subject to the same sorts of
criticism.
The parliamentary sitting day should start at 9.30 a.m.,
as normal sitting days do, and it should go to
10.00 p.m., which is when the house normally starts the
adjournment debate, finishing at 11.00 or 11.30 p.m., at
the conclusion of the adjournment debate. That would
give the people of Bendigo a chance to see Parliament
in proper session.
Unfortunately a number of people in Victoria already
have diminished respect for the operation of state and
federal parliaments and state and federal members of
Parliament. Most honourable members would have
been disappointed to read in the Herald Sun this week
that when people were asked which professions they
trusted least federal politicians topped the list and state
politicians came second. Third on the list were real
estate agents and then banks and oil companies. It was
disappointing for all honourable members to see state
politicians ranked so highly as people the community
does not trust or respect.
One of the reasons politicians are neither trusted nor
respected is that we treat the people with scant respect.
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And this is a case in point. There is an opportunity to
take Parliament as it really happens to the people of
Bendigo and show them how Parliament truly works.
The honourable members for Bendigo East and
Bendigo West would say that many people in Bendigo
are at work during the normal working hours of
9.00 a.m. to 5.00 p.m., but I am sure those people
would love to have the opportunity after work to watch
Parliament in action. They will be denied that
opportunity because the government is putting up a
token effort in the sitting of Parliament in Bendigo.

delighted that the sitting will be undertaken in that fair
city on that day. I lived in Bendigo for five years during
the latter part of my primary and early part of my
secondary education. It is a great city. While I am up
there I will be delighted to visit Quarry Hill and Flora
Hill, places where I have lived. I look forward to it. I
had the great pleasure of attending a school run by the
Marist Brothers in Bendigo for five years. My mother
taught for the brothers for 28 years, 5 of which were
spent in Bendigo. I have a lot of close associations with
the city.

It is a good thing that the Legislative Assembly is going
to Bendigo: I fully support that. But the Liberal Party
would prefer and would recommend strongly to the
government that, rather than having a partial sitting of
Parliament, there be a full day’s sitting starting at
9.30 a.m., going on to the adjournment at 10.00 p.m.
and finishing at the end of the adjournment debate.

I am also concerned about the starting time for the
sitting being 11 o’clock, but honourable members know
the reason why it is starting at that time. For most
members of the Labor Party this will be a first-time
venture outside Melbourne! The worry is that
government members do not want to get on the road in
the early hours of the morning because they might get
lost and not arrive! That is the real problem, and the
reason for an 11 o’clock start; it is so they can get up
there in daylight.

I understand there has been some comment across the
table — which is absolutely disgraceful and
inappropriate — to the effect that it is some sort of
back-door attempt at restraining expenses. Let me
assure you, Mr Speaker, and the Parliament, that as a
member of Parliament I will not be claiming any
expenses for the trip to Bendigo and neither will
anybody else from the opposition side of the house.
This is not about the Labor Party’s approach to
expenses. This is about providing an opportunity to take
a true sitting of the Parliament to the people of Bendigo.
The appropriate way to do that is to provide for a full
day’s sitting.
There is still the opportunity to have a civic reception
from 6.30 p.m. to 8.00 p.m., which all honourable
members would be pleased to attend, with the mayor,
councillors and leaders of the Bendigo community.
There are a number of occasions when receptions are
conducted by multicultural and interest groups in
Queen’s Hall or across the road between 6.30 and
8.00 p.m. during a normal sitting of Parliament. There
is every opportunity for that to happen in Bendigo. The
people who attend that civic reception would be
welcome to sit in the gallery after 8.00 p.m. so they
could see their members of Parliament in action.
In conclusion, while the Liberal Party is not opposing
the motion and strongly supports the taking of the
Legislative Assembly to Bendigo and the Legislative
Council to Ballarat, it says that those cities deserve a
full sitting of the Parliament, not a token sitting.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — I echo
some concerns that the National Party has about the
proposals for the sitting in Bendigo. I am absolutely

Ms Allen interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Benalla!
Mr RYAN — It is so they will not get lost! For
most members of the National Party in the lower house
Bendigo will be closer to their places of residence than
they are to Melbourne. We are delighted to be going to
Bendigo for all of those reasons. It would be
marvellous if there were a full sitting day as the
expression is understood in this house. We need to
ensure that this sitting in Bendigo is not perceived as an
exercise in tokenism. Therefore I hope we can ensure
that, within the parameters of the program which has
been set out by the government, we are able to
demonstrate to the people of Bendigo that this is a
parliamentary sitting day in every sense of the
expression, that the business is transacted in a fulsome
sense and that they are not left with any impression that
they are being short-changed. We want to ensure that
we are up there in all seriousness with the Parliament
functioning fully and that this historic day is treated in
the manner intended by all honourable members.
Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East) — As a local member I
am very pleased to have the opportunity of welcoming
my colleagues to Bendigo on 16 August and to be
speaking in support of the motion moved by the Leader
of the House. This will be an historic occasion for the
city and the people of Bendigo. In my unbiased view
Bendigo is the most appropriate place in country
Victoria to hold such an historic sitting because of the
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role the city’s rich history has played over the past
150 years, firstly, in the development of Victoria as a
state, and secondly, in its key role and the role of key
local identities in the formation of our federation.
Gold was first discovered in Bendigo in, I believe,
July 1851. Many celebrations have already occurred in
Bendigo for the 150th anniversary of its discovery.
Honourable members know of the importance that gold
played in the development of Victoria as a state.
Certainly the building that we work in was built on the
riches that came from the goldfields of central Victoria,
including places such as Bendigo, Ballarat, Clunes and
other important central Victorian towns.
The discovery of gold at Golden Square by Mrs Farrell
and Mrs Kennedy in 1851 led to a boom in the city.
Bendigo attracted a wave of migrants, particularly from
China. They landed at Robe in South Australia and
walked the many hundreds of kilometres to Bendigo, a
walk that was re-enacted in the two weeks leading up to
Easter this year and which concluded on Easter
Saturday. I am pleased that there were members of
Parliament, including me, who participated in it. The
Treasurer completed two legs of that walk. It was a
fantastic occasion to walk into the city of Bendigo at
lunchtime on Easter Saturday being led by the Chinese
contingent. It was an historic occasion.
In talking about the role of gold, and particularly the
role of the Chinese migrants who still play a key
cultural role in Bendigo — —
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Ms ALLAN — I thought the honourable member
for Bentleigh was going to make a point of order.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order! The honourable member for Bendigo East,
continuing her remarks.
Ms ALLAN — The role that the discovery of gold
and the activities of the Chinese migrants and many
other people who came to and settled in Bendigo have
played over the past 150 years has built the city into
what it is today. An interesting statistic — I am not sure
whether it is well founded in theory — is that one in
five Australians can trace some ancestry back to the
goldfields of Bendigo. I am very proud that many
generations of my family have lived in Bendigo for
many years. I welcome the visit to Bendigo by the state
Parliament, not only as the local member but because I
care passionately about the community of Bendigo.
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It is the centenary of Federation as well as the
150th anniversary of the discovery of gold. If you look
at the decision behind locating the historic sitting of the
Parliament in Bendigo you have the key role that
figures such as Sir John Quick played in the push for
federation through the 1890s and the many meetings
and discussions and constitutional conventions that
were held which led to Australia being formed as a
federation.
That is why it is fantastic that in coming to Bendigo for
this historic sitting Parliament is recognising the
importance of Bendigo and the crucial role it has played
in the development of Victoria and Australia. It is
disappointing to hear the Leader of the Opposition
express some concerns about the program. I certainly
know the City of Greater Bendigo is looking forward to
this event. It is an opportunity for Bendigo to market
itself to an audience that might not be familiar with the
region. That happened when the city council put on the
Bendigo on Display event in Queen’s Hall on 1 May. It
was a fantastic day, which highlighted the region’s
history and the local produce and featured Chinese
dragons. The council did a great amount of work in
organising that event.
The city council is also putting a huge amount of work
into ensuring that the Bendigo sitting runs as smoothly
as possible for members of Parliament. I know
Mr Speaker has had many meetings with the council
and its executive. I acknowledge the role of the chief
executive officer, Andrew Paul, the mayor, Cr Barry
Ackerman, and the many staff who are working with
the Parliament to get the day just right. The motion that
the Leader of the House has moved is in line with what
is happening. It is about making sure the day is just
right, because we have to acknowledge the historic
importance of the day. We also have to acknowledge
that part of the day will be ceremonial.
The mayor of Bendigo, Cr Ackerman, will address
honourable members on the floor of the Parliament. For
the first time ever the ABC will be televising question
time throughout country Victoria. I know there has
been a huge amount of interest in the Parliament
coming to Bendigo. My office is receiving an
increasing number of telephone calls every day from
people wanting to find out about the details. It is
important that this motion is passed by the house today
so we can confirm those details for the people of
Bendigo.
I am very pleased to be speaking in support of this
motion. The Leader of the Opposition exposed his lack
of knowledge of central Victoria in saying that Bendigo
is only 100 kilometres from Melbourne. I would like to
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correct the record for the benefit of the Leader of the
Opposition, who claims to know about country
Victoria. Bendigo is actually over 150 kilometres from
Melbourne. I am looking forward to the Calder
Highway being duplicated, and when the fast rail link
to Bendigo is on track, making it an 80-minute journey
each way, we could all go up on the train! These are
commendable future initiatives of the Bracks
government.
The current initiative — the historic sitting of the
Parliament — will be a great day. I hope we all behave
in a manner that befits our positions as members of
Parliament, so that we not only show the people of
Bendigo what a business day in the house is like but
also hold the Parliament in high regard. We must
remember, as the Leader of the Opposition said, about
the views many people out there have of politicians.
We have a perfect opportunity to work together and
show central Victoria what we can do. This is not just
an opportunity to showcase Parliament in Bendigo;
many people throughout central Victoria are also
looking forward to Parliament coming to their region.
That is why I am very pleased to speak in support of the
motion. By passing it today we will allow adequate
time for the organisation of those important ceremonial
events that will acknowledge the importance of
Bendigo, not just in the past but also into the future.
Bendigo is a great, forward-looking city. I am proud to
represent Bendigo in this place, and I will be very
proud to be the local member when Parliament comes
to Bendigo on 16 August. I commend the motion the
house.
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I note that the
honourable member for Bendigo East was given
considerable latitude by the Chair in making her
contribution, even though the motion deals with a
procedural issue, and I also note that the opposition did
not raise a point of order about that.
I commend the honourable member for her enthusiasm
for her electorate. I, too, welcome the historic sitting of
the house in Bendigo — an area in which I have a
considerable interest! I expect that I visit Bendigo more
than most members of this chamber. Bendigo is a most
appropriate venue, given its history, its role in
Federation and its historic and current-day contributions
to the state.
As the Leader of the Opposition has said, the Liberal
Party clearly welcomes the sitting of Parliament in
Bendigo. However, we oppose the fleeting nature of the
visit, and we oppose the condensed nature of the day.
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What we would like to see — although we will not
divide on it — is a proper parliamentary day.
The government’s proposal is to commence the sitting
day at 11.00 a.m. and move the adjournment of the
house at 5.00 p.m. I hope the citizens of Bendigo will
not think that is a typical working day! It might be a
typical working day in the dreams of the trade union
movement, but it is not a typical working day for most
people — and it is certainly not a typical working day
for members of Parliament. It would have been more
appropriate to schedule a standard sort of day, from a
9.30 a.m. start through to the 10.00 p.m. adjournment
debate. It certainly would have been appropriate to
schedule more time for a second-reading debate.
Notwithstanding the arguments about time, the
government should have scheduled a reasonable
parliamentary sitting day for Bendigo, not only to
indicate to the citizens of Bendigo what members of
Parliament do on a standard sitting day but also to give
honourable members the chance of working through the
usual items of business. By that I mean having not only
question time — I, too, hope that honourable members
behave themselves when question time is telecast
live — but also a proper second-reading debate in
addition to the adjournment debate.
The Leader of the Opposition also made the point that
although the City of Greater Bendigo has indicated
through its mayor, Cr Barry Ackerman, that it wishes to
host a civic reception for members of Parliament —
and I look forward to attending — that could have been
conveniently scheduled during the usual dinner break,
from 6.30 p.m. until 8.00 p.m., with parliamentary
debate scheduled thereafter. The point has also been
made that many people who are interested in politics
and who would want to attend this historic sitting of the
Legislative Assembly in their city will not have an
opportunity to do so because they will be at work from
9 o’clock to 5 o’clock. There should have been an
opportunity for them to attend after 8.00 p.m. to listen
to a second-reading debate.
Although it is a source of disappointment that a proper
working day has not been scheduled for the historic
visit of the Parliament to Bendigo, we will not divide
on the issue. We support the concept of the Parliament
sitting at Bendigo, but the mistake the government has
made is to make the sitting day largely ceremonial and
therefore dismissive and not representative of the work
we do. It is far too short a working day.
Motion agreed to.
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Legislative Assembly” and insert “or the Speaker of the
Legislative Assembly”.

Sessional orders
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That so much of sessional orders be suspended as to provide
that the house, at its rising on Thursday, 14 June 2001,
adjourn until — (a) Thursday, 16 August 2001, at the town
hall, Bendigo, the Speaker taking the chair at 11.00 a.m.; or
(b) a day and hour to be fixed by the Speaker, which time of
meeting shall be notified in writing to each member of the
house — which ever is the first to occur.

By way of brief explanation, the first part of the motion
provides for the house to sit at Bendigo. The second
part is the traditional motion that is moved on the last
day of the sitting to enable the recommencement of
Parliament under any circumstances, should they ever
arise. I commend the motion to the house.
Motion agreed to.

WHISTLEBLOWERS PROTECTION BILL
Council’s amendments
Message from Council relating to following amendments
considered:
1.

Clause 10, lines 1 and 2, omit all words and expressions
on these lines and insert “10. Privileges of Parliament
and legal professional privilege not affected”.

2.

Clause 10, after line 2 insert —
“() Nothing in this Act derogates from the privileges,
immunities and powers held, possessed or enjoyed
by custom, statute or other law or otherwise of —
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7.

Clause 23, page 18, lines 4 to 7, omit “, the Speaker of
the Legislative Assembly, the Privileges Committee of
the Legislative Council or the Legislative Assembly”
and insert “or the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly”.

8.

Clause 96, lines 8 to 10, omit “the Privileges Committee
of the Legislative Council or the Legislative Assembly,
as the case requires” and insert “Ombudsman for
investigation”.

9.

Clause 96, lines 11 to 28, omit all words and expressions
on these lines.

10. Clause 97, lines 3 and 4, omit “the Privileges Committee
of the Legislative Council or the Legislative Assembly”
and insert “the President of the Legislative Council or
the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly”.
11. Clause 98, lines 22 and 23, omit “the Privileges
Committee of the Legislative Council or the Legislative
Assembly” and insert “the President of the Legislative
Council or the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly”.
12. Clause 99, lines 28 to 30, omit “the Privileges
Committee of the Legislative Council or the Legislative
Assembly” and insert “the President of the Legislative
Council or the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly”.
13. Clause 101, lines 9 to 11, omit “the Privileges
Committee of the Legislative Council or the Legislative
Assembly” and insert “the President of the Legislative
Council or the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly”.
14. Clause 101, lines 12 to 15, omit all words and
expressions on these lines.
15. Clause 102, page 57, lines 8 to 10, omit “the Privileges
Committee of the Legislative Council or the Legislative
Assembly” and insert “the President of the Legislative
Council or the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly”.

(a) the Parliament; and
(b) each House of Parliament; and
(c) the President of the Legislative Council; and
(d) the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly; and
(e) the members and Committees of each House
of Parliament; and
(f)

the joint Committees of the Parliament.”.

3.

Clause 10, line 3, before “Nothing” insert “(2)”.

4.

Clause 13, lines 18 and 19, omit all words and
expressions on these lines.

5.

Clause 22, lines 29 to 31, omit “the Privileges
Committee of the Legislative Council or the Legislative
Assembly,”.

6.

Clause 23, page 17, lines 33 to 35 and page 18, line 1,
omit “, the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, the
Privileges Committee of the Legislative Council or the

The SPEAKER — Order! Before calling the
minister I inform the house that the second and third
readings of the bill were passed with an absolute
majority. I am of the opinion that the adoption of the
amendments therefore require an absolute majority to
be obtained.
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 1 be agreed to.

The government believes the whistleblowers legislation
is important legislation that I expect would have been
utilised regularly under the previous government. In
any event, the reason the government agrees to the
amendments proposed by the opposition in the upper
house is that we do not believe they impact upon the
credibility of the bill or the general philosophy behind
it. Nonetheless, the amendments have a history, and it is
incumbent on me to inform the house of that history.
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When the bill was first introduced a number of issues
were raised by the opposition concerning the process
that ought be adopted by members of Parliament, and
these amendments relate to honourable members. The
original proposal by the government was that if a
complaint is made in relation to a member of
Parliament by a whistleblower the matter be referred to
the Speaker, who would then make a decision as to
whether the matter was of such a nature that it ought be
referred to the Ombudsman. That is what was in the
original bill.
The government believes that was appropriate;
however, the opposition did not believe it was
appropriate, and the government agreed to further
discussions. Those discussions, as I understand it,
resulted in further changes being made to the bill, with
a further step being put into place whereby the matter
would be referred to the Speaker who would then refer
it, if appropriate, to the Privileges Committee, which
would decide whether the matter ought go on to the
Ombudsman. An extra step was put in place whereby
the matter would go the Privileges Committee. The
government was prepared to agree to that, and as a
result the amendments were moved in this place.
For whatever reason — I am sure the shadow
Attorney-General is more than happy to tell us — there
was a change of heart in relation to the opposition
proposal, and the opposition decided to oppose the
government amendments in the lower house and then
move amendments in the upper house to bring the bill
back to the same position. That is why it would be
inappropriate for the government to oppose the
amendments — they represent the government’s
original agreed position. I will be interested to hear
from the shadow Attorney-General why there was a
change in heart. I understand negotiations took place
with the shadow Attorney-General and a number of
other members of Parliament — I think the honourable
member for Kew may have been involved, but I stand
to be corrected in that aspect of the matter.
The government believes it is good legislation. In fact,
members of the government believe it is
groundbreaking legislation because any government
with nothing to fear and nothing to hide should not
worry about legislation such as this. If a person is a
bona fide whistleblower and believes corrupt activities
are taking place within government, they should have
the right to report those matters without fear or favour.
That is exactly what the legislation allows.
Some might say that from a political point of view it is
a brave thing for the government to introduce the
legislation because more often than not whistleblower
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legislation is of benefit to oppositions rather than
governments. However, in line with our policy of
openness and transparency, the government takes the
view that the legislation ought be enacted and indeed
that, as some have said in relation to other pieces of
legislation, it is legislation whose time has come. The
government is pleased to have introduced the
legislation. In regard to the amendments moved by the
opposition in the upper house, we believe they are in
line with the intent of the legislation and with our
original amendments. That is why we support the
amendments.
Dr DEAN (Berwick) — It is an amazing thing. The
words the Attorney-General used were ‘change of
heart’. There can only be one change of heart that is
foremost and obvious in this morning’s little exercise,
and that is a change of heart by the government. The
Attorney-General said he was going to give some
history on how the matter came about. The
Attorney-General said ‘as I understand it’, because he
was not here at the time. I will tell the house exactly
what happened, and I will quote from a press release
issued by the Premier in which he also put his weight
behind what I am about to say.
The normal arrangement is that if matters are to be
debated during the week the Leader of the House talks
to the manager of opposition business to determine
which bills will be brought on for debate and so forth,
and so the week progresses. You have to ask yourself,
Mr Speaker, why the opposition was advised only last
night that these amendments to the Whistleblowers
Protection Bill would come before the house. If the
Attorney-General’s claim that the opposition has done
the backflip rather than the government is true, why
was the opposition notified only last night that the
amendments would be brought before the house? I did
not get notification until this morning when I arrived
here.
The opposition said it would like some time to look at
the amendments because there was much to be said
about them and it would like to debate them at about
4.00 p.m. The government said, ‘No, that is not
possible. You have to do it now’. So, we are debating
them now. Why? If you look behind you at the press
gallery, Mr Speaker, you will find that it is empty,
which is the first reason for the amendments being
debated now.
Interestingly, there is another reason. We first debated
this bill around midnight — in fact, we debated it in the
early hours of the morning.
An honourable member interjected.
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Dr DEAN — Apparently, the opposition thought the
amendments were okay, but it was just playing up!
There was some conflict already, so why would the
opposition be playing up if it liked the amendments?
The opposition was playing up big time, because the
amendments are deceitful. They take away from you,
Mr Speaker — probably the most neutral person — the
power to make a decision on whether a matter should
go to the Ombudsman and give that power to the
Privileges Committee, which is controlled by the
government.
If there is a conflict as to whether the opposition or the
government is right, we must go to the written record.
There were discussions about whether the process was
okay — if I remember correctly the discussions were
mutual, so I do not know whether the opposition went
to the government or the government went to the
opposition. Many weeks after those discussions the
opposition was given a chart, of which I have a copy.
Opposition members had a look at the chart, had
discussions among themselves and decided that no-one
in their right mind would try to run a matter through the
Privileges Committee rather than the Speaker. There
should be another way to deal with matters — there are
probably better ways.
The opposition decided that the second option in the
flow chart was worse than the first option. It then asked,
‘Should we go back to the government and start telling
it how to run its legislation?’. It thought not. It said,
‘For once in this government’s life, perhaps it will
make its own decision. Does it want the opposition to
tell it how to run its legislation? Does the opposition
have to fix up all its legislation? Does the opposition
have to tell it continually how to run its government? If
the government wants to come back to us, it can’. So
the opposition did nothing about it.
Then suddenly the Whistleblowers Protection Bill came
back on for debate with little or no notice, and there
were amendments. Those amendments will give the
right to make the decision to the Privileges Committee.
The opposition told the parliamentary secretary to the
minister that they were totally unacceptable. During the
day the minister said, ‘The government will go through
with them’, and the opposition said, ‘No, they are
totally unacceptable. We do not care what you thought
or did not think about us not coming back to you on
that, the fact is — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Dr DEAN — Even if we accept the argument that
the opposition at one time said, ‘Yes, we in the
opposition want to subject ourselves to a
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government-controlled committee to decide whether a
matter should go to the Ombudsman’, and that it was
stupid enough to say, ‘Yes, the opposition agrees to
that’, on the day the amendments came forward
everyone knew, including the parliamentary secretary,
that the opposition was totally against them. We had the
whole of that day to discuss them. The opposition sat in
a room and said there had to be a better way. Whatever
happened before that day — I say the government’s
claim is bunkum, but let us assume the government is
right about it — the government knew at the beginning
of the day that the amendments were unacceptable to
the opposition. The government could either pursue the
amendments against the will of the opposition or not.
What did it do? It came into this house and pursued
those amendments to its own bill, which the opposition
told it at the beginning of that day were totally
unacceptable.
The honourable member for Richmond said during the
debate that there was nothing wrong with the
amendments. He said, ‘These amendments give the
power to the Privileges Committee’. How can he
suggest that the government-controlled Privileges
Committee would not in the slightest way be biased. If
a government member came before their colleagues
who had the majority on that committee to decide
whether a matter should go to the Ombudsman to be
investigated, I am sure government members would
send them off to the Ombudsman to be investigated!
There would be no possibility of any conflict of
interest!
I got up in this house, thumped the table and said,
‘Conflict of interest? That should never happen! That
would be outrageous!’. But the government said, ‘No,
we want these amendments’. The opposition said, ‘All
right, you want the amendments, but if this bill goes to
the upper house the opposition will take them out and
put in other amendments to protect the privileges of this
house — and that is that’. Again there was outrage. The
government said, ‘How dare you use the upper house in
that way. What a shocking thing to do. How dare the
opposition take that stand’.
Then the Premier got into the act and issued a press
release. As reported in the Age, the Premier said:
The Privileges Committee would determine if the matter
should then be referred to the Ombudsman.

The article, written by Gabrielle Costa, continues:
The amendment was this week passed in the lower house
with the support of Independent MPs —

it will be interesting to see how they will vote —
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but it is likely to be cut again when it reaches the
Liberal-dominated upper house. It then must be returned to
the lower house to be reconsidered.
But Premier Bracks said that if that happened ‘we will pull
this off the table’.

In other words, ‘We will get rid of this bill. If you even
dare to change our amendment’ — this deceitful and
disgraceful amendment — ‘we will pull this bill. We
are in charge of this. No fear!’.
What happened? It came back onto the notice paper on
29 May, and the government wrung its hands and
asked, ‘What are we going to do about this?’.
Honourable members will recall other bills that went
flying off into the stratosphere and remained dormant
on the notice paper, whether it be the transvestite bill or
God knows how many other bills that have just
been — —
Mr Hulls — The transvestites bill?
Dr DEAN — The protection of transvestites bill.
The Attorney-General does not remember his own bill.
Never mind, I will get a copy of it for him.
Up into the stratosphere went those bills. This bill has
sat on the notice paper from 29 May, and the
government did not know what to do with it. The
government also knew that the amendments it had
moved were totally unsupportable out in the
marketplace, because the people of Victoria know that
parliamentary committees dominated by the
government — or by the other side — are obviously
going to be suspect. The government knew that the two
persons who have the greatest respect from the
community as being neutral are the Speaker and the
President and that that tradition of this Parliament has
continued down the years, so they knew the amendment
was unsupportable.
The government also knew that it had voted against the
amendment we had introduced, saying that as the bill
may well interfere with the privileges of this house we
had better have an amendment to ensure that the
privileges of the house are maintained. One might think
that was a pretty straightforward amendment, which is
what we said in argument. We said, ‘How can you
possibly not accept an amendment that simply says,
“We protect the privileges of this house”?’. Yet the
government voted against that amendment!
We did what we said we would do — that is, that we
would make sure the amendment was moved in the
upper house, and it was. Both those amendments have
come down to this house. The bill has been on the
notice paper since 29 May, so the question has to be
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asked: if this bill has been sitting on the notice paper
since 29 May, why is it that only last night the
government could summon up enough efficiency to
give us notice that the amendments were coming on?
How could that be, when every other bill that has been
debated this week was scheduled by negotiation at the
beginning of the week in the normal way?
The reason is that the government is ashamed of its
conduct in this house when it voted against our
amendment and put in its own deceitful amendment. It
is ashamed that the Premier was misled. How was he
misled? I will outline the scenario that I suggest took
place.
I like the honourable member for Richmond; I really
do. I get on with him pretty well. The honourable
member for Richmond is not a bad bloke, and we get
on all right. But the Attorney-General was away at the
time this amendment was put forward, so the
honourable member for Richmond had quite a
responsibility on his shoulders. He knew he had better
not muck this one up, because the boss was away. What
happened? He decided, despite the fact that he was
absolutely clear right from the beginning of that day —
it might even have been from the night before, I cannot
remember — that we were not going to accept such an
amendment.
He was clear about that, but he did not know what to
do. Therefore, because he was the one who had put the
amendment forward — the amendment the government
was dumping — he had to go ahead and support it. Fair
enough. If I were the parliamentary secretary the last
thing I would want to do is put forward an amendment,
argue for it all day, and then say, ‘Sorry. Okay, we’ll
drop it’. Imagine what the boss would say about that —
‘What are you doing? You are putting forward
amendments, you are pulling them out, and you are
making us look like idiots!’. So the honourable member
for Richmond pursued the amendment — he had to. He
had to argue that we had previously agreed to an
amendment that would force us to go up to the
Privileges Committee, which would be dead against us
should we go before it! He had to argue that.
Mr Wynne interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Richmond will have the call next. I ask him to cease
interjecting.
Dr DEAN — There was no way out for him but to
argue that. I understand that, although using the entire
resources of Parliament House to protect yourself is
probably going too far. He could have said, ‘Let’s
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debate this later on. We will put it off for a week and
we will sit down with you. You are obviously not
happy with that amendment. You said the original bill
was a bit of a problem, so let’s sit down and work out if
there is a better way’. But for whatever reason — the
boss being away or whatever — the honourable
member for Richmond had to go on with it.
Then, of course, the Premier wanted to know, ‘Why is
it that I am getting called up by the press and asked why
we are moving an amendment that effectively gives us
the control of any complaints against parliamentarians
over a previous amendment that was neutral? What is
going on? I am having to answer Gabrielle Costa. She
is angry, and she is saying, “The Liberals are saying
this. What are you going to do?”’. So the honourable
member for Richmond, as I would if I were in his place,
said, ‘It is all right, Mr Premier. We are right. This is a
good amendment. This is absolutely right, and those
rotten Liberals agreed to it months ago. I know they are
not agreeing to it now, but they did, and we should
pursue it’.
Once you have started a ball rolling it is pretty hard to
stop. The Premier went out and said, ‘We are fully
behind this amendment — because the honourable
member for Richmond has told me we must be — and
what’s more, if those rotten Liberals try to change it in
the upper house, we will pull the whole bill’. It pulled
it, and the bill floated all the way down onto the notice
paper. Now the government is accepting the
amendments. If that is pulling a bill, I would love to see
it not actually proceeding with a bill or throwing a bill
out.
It comes down to this: the government has done the
right thing in the end, so we should give it a pat on the
back for that. It has agreed to a proper amendment, and
it has got rid of a deceitful little amendment it tried to
protect itself with because it is worried. That came out
of the mouth of the Attorney-General, who said, ‘It is a
very brave thing for a government to have a
whistleblowers bill because the government is more
likely to get into trouble than the opposition’. The
government moved its amendment because it knows
that is the case, and it moved its amendment because
government members wanted protection. But we shone
a spotlight on it and said, ‘We will change it in the
upper house’. We stuck to our guns, as we will always
do, because it is a matter of principle.
The government does not want to admit it, but it has
had a change of heart. People stood up and said, ‘Your
voting against our amendment is an outrageous thing,
and your amendment is horrible’. Now the government
is agreeing to our amendment, and it is agreeing to

2049

chuck out what it did before. It has done the right thing.
It should have done it earlier, and it should own up and
say it should never have tried to do such a deceitful
thing.
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — The
National Party also supports the amendment. It is
unfortunate that the whole affair has come to this. All
honourable members know how Parliament operates.
We know there is a government business program; we
know there is discussion between the parties at the start
of a sitting week; we know this issue has been on the
notice paper but has not been part of the government
business program; and we know this piece of
legislation — which was introduced so long ago I
cannot remember when it was, and which has been
back on the notice paper since 29 May — is being
brought to a conclusion on the last day of the autumn
sittings.
All honourable members know the practices of
Parliament and the way this place functions. As I just
said to the Attorney-General across the table, methinks
he protesteth too much. The reality is that the
government has constructively brought this on for
debate today in circumstances in which I certainly did
not know it was going to happen until some little time
ago, and it has done so while deliberately excluding it
from the government business program. It surely cannot
come here today and say anything other than that it
deliberately excluded this matter from its business
program, because otherwise, as a matter of sure logic
and practice, it would have been on the business
program.
There is no other explanation. The government
deliberately chose to exclude it. That then begs the
series of questions that have been raised by the shadow
Attorney-General. At the end of this whole sorry mess
from the perspective of the government — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr RYAN — It is a sorry mess. It is unfortunate
that this matter is being drawn to a close in this sort of
environment. The government’s whole approach to this
matter is coloured by the way the house is conducting
its business today.
The Premier has talked about pulling the bill, like
honourable members witnessed yesterday with the
marine parks legislation. If it so feels, the government is
quite capable of pulling a bill or withdrawing
legislation as it did yesterday. If the Premier were true
to his word about the concerns expressed by the
government at the time, the same sort of process should
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have been followed. The government has on its hands
the exact outcome which was foreshadowed when the
debate was in the house weeks or months ago —
however long ago it was.
Having gone through the process in the upper house the
legislation, amended as was always intended by the
Liberal Party, is back in the Assembly in a situation in
which the government, by a process which can be
described in no other way than one of stealth, wants to
sling it in in the dying moments of the session on the
final day to get this whole sorry chapter concluded. It
does it no credit.
It is no good the honourable member for Richmond
shaking his head about it; as I said before, he knows
perfectly well. I agree with the shadow
Attorney-General’s assessment of this guy. He is a
good bloke, quite frankly. But it is no good his shaking
his head and saying it cannot be so. The reality is that
for the reasons I have explained the matter should have
been part of the government’s normal business
program. Then everybody would have been given
proper notice that it would be back here today. The fact
that it was not on the government business program
absolutely telegraphs the message that the government
wanted to bring the bill in today to rush it through
without its being subject to the consideration it should
have been given.
Mr Wynne interjected.
Mr RYAN — He still wants to go on with the
discussion. I will be interested to hear what he has to
say when he speaks. I put the question directly to him
and to the Attorney-General: why was item 8 of the
orders of the day not incorporated in the government
business program at the start of this week, or indeed
any of the previous weeks since 29 May? To put it the
other way around, my second question is: why is it that
on this, the last day of the autumn sessional period,
when the matter has been sitting on the notice paper
since 29 May and has been ready to be debated, the bill
is brought on as the first item of business for the day?
They are two questions I want answered by both the
Attorney-General and the honourable member for
Richmond. Unless they can be answered
satisfactorily — and I do not believe they can — the
reality is that the government will conclude the debate
over this protracted issue, which has been here for
many months, in a manner which will leave the
legislation coloured in a way this government would
not have chosen on the way in.
Mr Hulls interjected.
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Mr RYAN — Yes, I am quite happy with the
legislation; I said that from the outset. You were not
here at the time; you were away ill.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
Through the Chair!
Mr RYAN — The Attorney-General was away,
Mr Acting Speaker; I should make my comments
through the Chair. In answer to what he says, yes, as I
said at the time, we are quite happy with the legislation.
But as was also said at the time, we are concerned
about elements of it, and before us is one of them.
Unfortunately the Attorney-General was absent and
was not able to participate in the debate and see the
whole sorry chapter of events unfold.
My point simply is that in bringing the legislation to a
conclusion in the way it has chosen does the
government no credit. Unless the government can
satisfactorily answer the two questions I have posed,
the legislation will pass in circumstances where forever
and a day it will be coloured by the way it has come to
a conclusion.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
The amendment requires to be passed by an absolute
majority. As there is not an absolute majority present, I
ask the Clerk to ring the bells.
Bells rung.
Members having assembled in chamber:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 2 be agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move
That amendment 3 be agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 4 be agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 5 be agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
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Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 6 be agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:

2051

the honourable member for Richmond has not
responded to the outrageous allegations made.
Dr DEAN (Berwick) — I simply make the point
that any allegations made were based on facts put
before the Parliament. It will be for the Parliament to
decide the veracity or otherwise of those allegations.

That amendment 7 be agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 8 be agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 9 be agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 10 be agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 11 be agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 12 be agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 13 be agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

APPROPRIATION (2001/2002) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 13 June; motion of Mr BRUMBY
(Treasurer).

Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — In commencing my
contribution last night I raised my deep concerns about
the lack of funding in the budget to assist the seafood
industry in relation to the compensation package it was
seeking due to the implementation of the marine
national parks proposal. As I said, I am one of those
fortunate people who travelled to New Zealand to look
at the establishment of marine national parks in that
country. The electorate of Polwarth includes a very
large coastline from Anglesea through to Lorne and
Apollo Bay. If the redistribution holds up the electorate
will also take in Port Campbell. Therefore, I have a
great interest in marine parks.
I have seen at first hand not only the education and
research opportunities that result from the
implementation of a marine national parks system but
also the great growth in tourism the parks have
provided to New Zealand. People will bypass what one
would consider pristine beaches to swim in and be part
of a marine national park. There is no doubt that marine
national parks have a significant role to play. The
Liberal Party strongly supports that concept and will
fight to ensure that they are implemented in Victoria.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 14 be agreed to.

Motion agreed to by absolute majority.

Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I move:
That amendment 15 be agreed to.

In moving that amendment 15 be agreed to I refer to
certain matters that were put in relation to the
honourable member for Richmond. The reason he has
not responded is because a deal was done with the
shadow Attorney-General that only lead speakers
would speak on these matters. That is the only reason

In relation to this whole process and the disgusting
treatment by the government of the environmental
movement, the seafood industry and the recreational
fishermen of Victoria, one must ask why the legislation
was pulled and not allowed to pass through the house.
Why have the seafood people and the commercial
fishermen been singled out for such unfair treatment?
One can compare the government’s treatment of those
people with scallop dredgers in Port Phillip Bay when
the government of the day sat down with the industry
and negotiated a satisfactory outcome. That was done.
All the parties agreed that that practice had to stop, and
people were compensated to a degree that they were
prepared to live with and walk away from the industry.
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We had the issue with Workcover, where the Bracks
government fought tooth and nail over common-law
issues to allow workers rights to compensation, yet the
government was prepared to lock commercial
fishermen out of any form of compensation or access to
common law should they lose significantly out of the
process, which no doubt they would. To see that one
only has to look at what happened with resource
reduction in the Otways, where the resource was cut
back by 40 per cent. Federal and state compensation
packages for the timber processors and workers were
needed once again.
The issue we are standing up and fighting for relates to
the commercial fishermen and their families. Why have
they been singled out for this type of treatment by the
Bracks government? Why does the government hate
commercial fishermen and their families? I have had
the opportunity to sit around a table with these people
and work through what they are asking for. They are
not asking for the world, and they agree with the marine
national parks. They are asking for nothing more than
fair compensation for the effects the proposed process
will have on them.
I am not talking about the wealthy end of town when I
talk about these people. They are craggy-faced,
rough-haired individuals who are out working all day.
They turn up to see me in their wet-weather gear with
their families beside them because they are devastated
and worried about what the lack of a government
compensation package will mean for them.
One has to ask whether the government really
understands the issue of compensation and what is
involved out there. Has it gone down the path of
consultation with the industry? Does it understand the
full impact of what is going to happen as a result of the
establishment of marine national parks without a fair
and equitable compensation package? I refer
honourable members to an article that appeared in the
Age of 13 June:
[The] section 85 amendments are required. We have already
provided for separate compensation of $1.2 million for
relocating into other fishing areas’, Mr Bracks said.
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larger boats get into the harbour when it is capable of
dealing only with boats weighing about 3 tonnes? Are
we looking at a complete new fishing fleet to go out
further, a dredging operation — and what would the
environmentalists say about that? — and an upgrade of
the harbour? The proposed $1.2 million is totally and
utterly inadequate! The government knows that that
would not provide adequate compensation.
I turn to the families and the people I have met at
Apollo Bay. The Polgeest family from Apollo Bay ran
a fish and chip shop in Colac. I can remember as a little
fellow trotting down the road to their family-operated
fish shop. Their fishing operation was in Apollo Bay.
They are the salt-of-the-earth, hardworking type of
people who are being totally locked out of negotiations.
There is no consideration whatever for this family and
others like them in Apollo Bay.
One needs also to look at the whole Environment
Conservation Council (ECC) report, which represents
10 years work, to see what has happened. It now looks
something like a crossword puzzle. The
recommendations have been brought into the house by
the government with bits and pieces cut out of them and
a lovely incision around Cape Howe. As to the
honourable member for Gippsland East, in his own
right, everywhere I have been — not just in relation to
marine national parks, but also on all-party
parliamentary committees — everyone says, ‘By hell
we’re lucky. We’ve got a fisherman in Parliament!
He’s going to take care of our interests’. They say,
‘Craig Ingram has been in the industry. He’ll know how
to look after us. He’ll deal with us. Not a problem at
all!’.
The Great White Hope. But what has he done for them?
He has looked after his own interests. If a ship were
going down, he would be in the life raft and there
would be mothers, fathers and children overboard —
that is his attitude to the fishing industry. Out in the
industry at the moment he is viewed as the Rex Hunt of
the commercial fishing industry. One might ask why
Mallacoota — that little section of the Victorian
coastline — has been given favourable attention. The
ECC report states:

I repeat: $1.2 million!
Let us look at one location — Port Campbell, say.
About eight rock lobster boats, an abalone boat and a
charter boat operate out of that harbour. Those boats are
in-shore boats and are incapable of going out further.
Something in the order of $3 million or $4 million
would be required by Port Campbell fishermen to
upgrade their fleet. That is for that township alone.
However, if the fleet could be upgraded, how would

However, the large size of the processing firm at Mallacoota
makes it less vulnerable to potential impacts.

Essentially Mallacoota would be far less impacted on
than the likes of Apollo Bay and Port Campbell. As the
member representing Apollo Bay and a section of the
people who live in the Port Campbell area I ask, as does
my parliamentary colleague from Warrnambool, ‘Why
Mallacoota? Why not Apollo Bay and Port Campbell?,
when you can see, particularly in the case of Port
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Campbell, the implications are far worse for those
communities.

That was the covering statement signed by the former
Liberal Minister for Health, Rob Knowles.

Can I tell you exactly what the honourable member for
Gippsland East has said to the industry? He said, ‘A
pox on the lot of you! This is for me. This is my
pecuniary interest. I’m here to look after myself. The
rest of you go in and fight for yourselves!’. It has been
an absolutely disgraceful exhibition. With the support
of the two other Independents he has the ability to have
the government put together a package worth
$500 million to run passenger trains out to their
electorates — they have done that — but in this case he
is saying, ‘I can’t convince the government to put Cape
Howe back in. The government did it off its own bat.
I’ve had nothing to do with it. If anything happens in
this house, I’m out the door. You won’t see me!’.

What did the former government do then? The moment
PANCH was closed the former government reneged on
that commitment and sold the site so the promise could
never be delivered. It remained for the Labor Party, in
the run-up to the 1999 election, to commit a Labor
government to go ahead with the Preston integrated
care centre, and that is exactly the $5 million
commitment that is now made.

He will have to live with that decision. All the families
who put years and years of work into the commercial
fishing industry will remember him as a traitor who
betrayed that industry.

The services the centre will provide include specialist
medical clinics such as a renal dialysis clinic with eight
chairs, general surgery, orthopaedics, urology, general
medicine, antenatal, cardiology, family planning and
midwifery; a range of dental services such as
community adult services with four chairs and school
dental with two chairs; allied health services providing
physiotherapy, occupational therapy and podiatry; a
range of aged care services such as an aged care
assessment service, community rehabilitation, specialist
aged care clinics, counselling, a resource centre and day
programs; family and children’s services including
family and adolescent counselling; speech pathology;
outpatient obstetrics, gynaecology and paediatrics; drug
and alcohol services, including counselling, assessment
for withdrawal and outpatient support for home-based
withdrawal; and other services such as community
information and liaison. The very commitment the
previous government reneged on, we are delivering.

Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) — It is a pleasure to join
the debate on the Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill. The
election in 1999 of the Bracks Labor government was
great news for Preston, and the last two budgets have
been, too. I will speak particularly about a couple of the
big-ticket items that demonstrate that the Bracks
government is delivering to its heartland seats, such as
the one I represent, because it cares for people in those
electorates.
The first item on which I will report progress is the
Preston integrated care centre. I am interested to see
that the honourable member for Bennettswood is in the
house, because he will probably remember as a former
ministerial adviser and chief of staff the circumstances
of the closure of the Preston and Northcote Community
Hospital (PANCH), one of the greatest outrages
perpetrated on my community. In the process the
former government, for which he was a staffer, lied to
my local community and cheated them.
Mr Wilson interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON — The honourable member for
Bennettswood might even have drafted it for the former
Minister for Health, Mr Knowles, who in his covering
letter to the metropolitan health care plan announcing
the closure of PANCH had this to say:
Redevelop site as Preston integrated care centre following the
relocation of services to Northern Hospital. This model new
integrated care centre will provide a comprehensive range of
services including day surgery, renal dialysis, chemotherapy,
medical procedures, outpatient clinics, diagnostic services and
aged care day programs.

Since the election I have been chairing a community
consultative committee. The work of that committee is
now concluded and an interim committee of
management is about to be launched. The centre will be
constructed and up and running by the end of next year.

I am also pleased to report that because of a number of
issues the committee had to work through over the past
12 months the government has increased its level of
support from $5 million to closer to $6 million, largely
to cover the purchase of the old car park opposite
PANCH. We have been able to resolve the problem of
the structure of the committee of management, which
will now be similar to a community health centre
management structure. Half the members will be
appointed from the agencies providing services in the
centre such as Northern Hospital and Darebin City
Council, and the other half will be elected community
representatives.
One need that has been highlighted during our work but
that cannot be resolved at the state government level is
general practitioner (GP) services. The problem
highlights the fact that the federal government is
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eroding Medicare by stealth, particularly by not
increasing the scheduled fees. My concern as a local
member is that it is becoming increasingly difficult to
find GPs who will bulk bill. One of the policies of
federal Labor that I welcome is the commitment to
after-hours Medicare. It will be a tremendous centre
and will be open by the end of next year.
Mr Doyle interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON — I cannot commit federal Labor
to anything but I can welcome their commitment to
after-hours Medicare. It is an exciting policy.
I will express the importance of the Preston integrated
care centre in human terms. With the closure of
PANCH people had to access services by going either
to the Austin and Repatriation Medical Centre or to the
Northern Hospital. In the case of the Northern Hospital
many elderly people needed to access a range of
specialist medical services such as cancer services. The
Northern Hospital was not well serviced by public
transport, so elderly people often had to walk the last
leg of the trip or, because they could not afford to park
their cars a couple of times a week in the car park for
which they would be charged a fee, they would park at
a shopping centre nearby and then walk cross-country.
Mr Wilson interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON — Those are the people who
come into my electorate office. For such people the
Preston integrated care centre will offer medical
services weekly or more often, and will be accessible in
their own local community.
Mr Wilson interjected.
Mr LEIGHTON — I was opposed to the closure of
PANCH, but — —
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr LEIGHTON — The irony is that the
government is implementing the commitment originally
given and then reneged on by the former Liberal
government.
The other big-ticket item I will mention is the
construction of the new Preston police station —
another matter on which the former government has a
fairly tatty history. When the Labor Party was last in
government the decision was made to build a new
police station in Preston, and three-way contracts were
signed between the local council, the state government
and a private developer to allow a swap of land and
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provide a suitable spot for the construction of a new
police station.
Following its election, the previous government tore up
those contracts, and the Preston police station sat on the
top of the Victoria Police priority list for that
government’s entire period in office. The Labor Party
gave a commitment that an incoming Labor
government would fund the construction of a new
police station, at a cost of $3.5 million. Last year’s
budget contained the announcement that the police
station would go ahead and that the government had
doubled its commitment to $7 million. A lot of
planning work has been done over the past 12 months,
and I am pleased to say that the new police station will
be constructed in the Preston business district centre,
close to the existing police station. That is important not
only because of its proximity to the Preston courthouse
but also because it will play a part in the survival of the
Preston CBD. I look forward to work on that project
continuing over the next 12 months.
Because there is an agreement on time, I will not speak
for much longer. However, I will briefly mention a
couple of other items. Edwardes Lake in Reservoir has
been a sore point for a number of years. It contains
stormwater run-off from an area of approximately
40 square kilometres. As a result it has become highly
polluted, and previous work has provided patchwork
solutions and not fixed up the basic problem. Several
weeks ago the Minister for Environment and
Conservation announced funding support for the
clean-up and rehabilitation of Edwardes Lake totalling
$500 000, with contributions of $250 000 from the
Victorian stormwater action program, $180 000 from
Melbourne Water and $70 000 from Darebin City
Council. It was welcome news that did not come a
minute too soon, as a recent oil spill into the lake
demonstrated the need for permanent measures to be
taken.
Earlier this week the Minister for Community Services
announced funding for a respite care facility in
Reservoir, which was also welcome news. My
electorate has had a number of large old historic
institutions such as the Janefield and Kingsbury training
centres for people with psychiatric illnesses and
intellectual disabilities. Janefield once provided respite
care, but it and the other institutions have now closed.
Many families care for adult children with various
disabilities at home. How they manage to cope 24 hours
a day, 365 days a year amazes me. They are entitled to
some assistance. The new facility to be established by
Yooralla will receive $375 000, which is welcome. It
will particularly cater for adolescents and young adults
aged from 15 to 24, and by providing weekend and
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holiday accommodation it will enable primary carers to
have a break from their responsibilities. The budget is
good news for my electorate of Preston.
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) — It is a challenge to
speak on the Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill. Because I
will be endeavouring to cover three portfolios and my
electorate, my comments will be fairly brief on each.
There has been some disappointment with the budget
across my electorate. Firstly, I will mention some issues
to do with schools. The first involves Caulfield South
Primary School, which had received approval from the
previous government for some extension work on a
multipurpose centre. Last year the government gave
$30 000 to enable plans to be drawn up, and the school
was expecting the capital funding to come through in
this budget. So far as I can see that money has not been
made available, unless I cannot read the budget
papers — although they are somewhat devious and a lot
of things are well hidden! I certainly cannot see that any
money has been allocated for the school’s expansion. I
am sure there will be huge disappointment over that
issue.
The second issue, which affects Caulfield Junior
College, is not about money but involves the Minister
for Education making an appropriate decision. The
school consists of two campuses — one in Caulfield
North and one in Glenhuntly Road, Caulfield South —
but the school council has proposed to the minister that
the Caulfield South campus be sold off. Some of the
parents at that campus are concerned and upset by the
prospect and the minister is now required to make a
decision.
I raised the matter in the house last week, because the
decision was supposed to have been made in about
August last year. The minister has still not made a
decision, and the government needs to start paying
attention. The Minister for Education should not leave
the school and the parents dangling on this issue.
The third issue of concern is the Caulfield General
Medical Centre. The previous government was to
develop the centre as a hub for aged care, and funding
of $11 million was proposed for the development. Part
of the centre was to have been sold off with the
privatisation of the old nursing homes, which have been
there for many years. This government stopped that
process, but it has done very little to advance the
development of the medical centre. It is to reopen some
of the nursing home beds in the old Montgomery
hostel. Other nursing home beds from Caulfield are
being shipped off to areas such as Mount Eliza and
Geelong.
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The staff at Caulfield General Medical Centre and the
people of Caulfield in general will be disappointed and
upset with this government because it has not taken
action to promote and to redevelop Caulfield hospital as
it promised when it first came into power.
The area of multicultural affairs has received a lot of
attention of late. The government has spoken with great
rhetoric about its support for multicultural communities
in Victoria, but this budget contains a $1 million cut to
the multicultural affairs budget which amounts to
19.6 per cent. There has been no increase in community
grants; the government seems to be incapable of
spending the money that was made available for such
grants. Some of our communities would be most
concerned to hear that there was unspent money which
they could put to use.
Of the remaining $3.9 million in the multicultural
affairs budget, which is quite a small budget, it appears
that 54 per cent has been allocated to the Victorian
Office of Multicultural Affairs (VOMA) to provide
briefs for government members. The output measures
do not show anything different and they have been
changed considerably to make sure that people who
look at this budget are unable to compare apples with
apples. There is a lack of performance indicators in the
2001–02 budget which would lead one to believe that
all VOMA does is give briefs to government members
of Parliament.
The funding for the education program which was
meant to be attached to the introduction of the racial
and religious tolerance legislation has not been properly
accounted for. The government claims that there was
$1 million for it in last year’s budget, but it has not
made that obvious. There is no performance measure.
If, as the minister has claimed, there was money left
over, why is it not shown? It should have been rolled
over into this budget.
The Public Accounts and Estimates Committee report
in 1999–2000 on budget outcomes for VOMA found
that 25 per cent of the briefs supplied by VOMA to
ministers were unsatisfactory and recommended a
departmental review to explain it. That was followed by
a January 2001 internal review of the Department of
Premier and Cabinet by one Tom Hogg — and we all
know whose brother he is! That review, which cost the
government $117 000, found that the briefs provided by
VOMA were below standard and recommended a
training program for staff and the employment of a
principal speechwriter. By any account their
performance is not seen as being up to scratch.
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I put forward a request to the minister for the
Honourable Carlo Furletti in another place, the
opposition’s parliamentary secretary for multicultural
affairs, the honourable member for Bulleen, who heads
up the Liberal Party’s policy committee for
multicultural affairs, and me to attend a briefing by the
new director of VOMA. I thought it was a reasonable
request, but it has been denied. Apparently only the
shadow minister is welcome for a briefing. I wonder
what on earth the government has to hide that it cannot
invite other members of our team — —
Mr Pandazopoulos interjected.
Mrs SHARDEY — You are meant to be running
the transparent, open and democratic government. You
have made all the claims, so it is time you started to put
them into action.
The government has failed to communicate to
multicultural communities in Victoria. One of the basic
tenets of multiculturalism is that the government
ensures that all Victorians, regardless of their linguistic
background or ability, should have access to
information about what is happening in the community
and about community services. When it was in
government the Liberal Party committed itself to
spending 5 per cent of all advertising budgets on
multicultural media across government departments
and agencies. What have we found with this
government? I give some examples of where this
government has not performed.
In February 2000 the Bracks government failed to place
any advertisements in multicultural or ethnic
newspapers regarding power cuts which were made at
the time. In March the Bracks government axed an
advertising campaign aimed at problem gambling in
multicultural communities despite places having been
booked until April that year.
In February 2001 no multicultural advertising was
carried out on the introduction of the
50-kilometre-an-hour speed limit. We are told that
brochures were sent out to all Victorian households, but
they were only in English — no languages other than
English. In April the Traffic Accident Commission’s
Easter road toll campaign, ‘A 15-minute power nap
could save your life’, totally ignored the multicultural
press so people from a non-English-speaking
background had no access to that information. Late in
April South East Water’s water restrictions campaign
totally ignored the multicultural media and there was no
information for people from a non-English-speaking
background. By failing to communicate with Victorians
from a non-English-speaking background the
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government is ignoring one in five Victorians. This is
something of which it should not be proud.
When the Minister assisting the Premier on
Multicultural Affairs gave his budget response he
talked about his other portfolio areas, but I noted that he
did not mention multicultural affairs at all. I found that
extraordinary. Perhaps the Premier will raise it when he
makes his speech on the budget.
Another multicultural affairs issue on which the
government stands to face a lot of criticism is the
closure of the Hellenic Antiquities Museum. The
Immigration Museum staff have confirmed that the
Hellenic antiquities space is now being used by the
Immigration Museum and there are no exhibitions
expected for the Hellenic Antiquities Museum. Last
year Steve Bracks flew off to Greece; he was going to
pull off a special memorandum of understanding with
the Greek government and was going to deliver
exhibitions to the Hellenic Antiquities Museum. He
came back without any word. Not only did he not
achieve what he set out to do, but he did not even have
the decency to inform the Victorian public of the fact
that he had failed and that the Hellenic Antiquities
Museum would be closed. I am told that the
government has said that it will reopen the museum
when it has an exhibition for it, but I wonder if that will
ever occur. It is a great pity that that has occurred and
the government has been rather deceitful over the issue.
I will make some general observations about the aged
care portfolio. I believe this budget has been carefully
crafted to disguise the government’s poor performance.
It has left the welfare sector agencies confused and
unable to determine the extent to which budget
allocations are tied to previously announced initiatives.
We seem to hear the same initiatives announced time
and again. It has left people wondering what is in the
budget and what is out of it, because everything seems
to be reannounced. I believe the Victorian public is
being duped by this government. Victorians are being
misled into believing that the government is continuing
to make new funding announcements for new programs
when in fact it is reannouncing old ones. There are no
significant measures in this budget that point to a
growth in funding, particularly for the direct delivery of
aged care services. In the main the budget reflects
purely recurrent expenditure.
There are some areas in which the government should
be looking at returning a dividend to Victorians. As
honourable members are well aware, there has been a
huge budget surplus. The shadow Treasurer talked of
the need for the government to pay a dividend to
individual Victorians, which in aged care this
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government has certainly failed to do. There are a
number of ways in which it could deliver benefits to the
elderly — and one way, which has been mentioned by
others in the community, is through rate concessions.
Elderly citizens with health care cards are entitled to
rate concessions, but with the recent council property
re-evaluations there has been a huge increase in rates.
Some people have had rate increases of 100 per cent,
but the rebate has stayed fixed at $135. That means the
relative average benefit has decreased from 35 per cent
of rates in 1993 to only 15 per cent today.
A second way in which the government should be
paying back a dividend relates to the winter power
bonus. That was a benefit that elderly Victorians in
particular appreciated receiving from the previous
government, and I am concerned that they are losing
that bonus this year. The government should be
criticised for abolishing that bonus, which the elderly
need.
A third way relates to dental care. In its election policy
this government made a huge commitment to address
dental waiting lists for older people. However, this
budget anticipates that there will be a lengthening of the
waiting list.
A government member interjected.
Mrs SHARDEY — Read the budget papers. Even
your lousy budget papers show that outcome, which is
an increase in the waiting list.
Another area that I will briefly talk about is healthy
ageing.
A government member interjected.
Mrs SHARDEY — I am talking about the elderly!
The honourable member should read the government’s
own budget papers. Many people believe that this
government’s continued public focus on the frail aged
in our community has caused confusion, given the
difference in terminology between ‘aged care’ and
‘programs for elderly citizens’. People are saying that
although we need to cater for the needs of the frail
aged, we also need to focus on healthy ageing and
providing services for those who wish to remain
independent. There is little in this budget that addresses
those issues. Although there is a minuscule increase in
funding for Elderly Citizens Week, there are no
programs to assist older, unemployed Victorians. That
is an issue that needs to be looked at most carefully.
Before I finish on aged care I will comment briefly on
the government’s demand strategy. I believe it is
merely a rebadging of existing programs and therefore
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is an attempt by the government to pull the wool over
people’s eyes. I am being asked to wind up, so I will
comment more fully on my shadow portfolio
responsibility of housing on another occasion. In
examining the allocation of funding for housing one
finds that the output measures have changed so
dramatically that one cannot compare apples with
apples. I believe there are huge problems in the
allocation of funding for the homeless, which is an
issue I will also explore on another occasion.
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) — It is my pleasure to
speak in the debate on the appropriation for 2001–02.
For the second year running this budget vindicates the
faith Victorians have placed in the Labor Party. Their
faith is not misplaced, and the budget lives up to the
government’s commitment to govern for all Victorians.
An opposition member interjected.
Mr ROBINSON — The honourable member says
by interjection that we are a minority government —
but we are not half as small as a minority member who
does not have a seat! He might well find himself — —
An opposition member interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Lupton) — Order!
I ask the honourable member to come back to the bill
before the house.
Mr ROBINSON — The budget debate provides us
with a timely opportunity to reflect on the state of the
Victorian economy. All the indicators give us cause for
optimism. The economy is in very robust shape.
The indicators can be looked at in a number of ways.
Certainly employment growth is very strong. Half the
employment created in Australia in the past few months
has been a result of what is happening in Victoria. If
honourable members opposite are thinking about an
early departure from this place, the labour market in
Victoria will accommodate them. They have a good
chance of finding new careers if they decide to leave.
A second indicator is state debt, which the forward
estimates show is expected to fall to $2.9 billion. The
significant point is that we have reached the stage
where we are continuing to reduce debt without having
to flog off valuable state assets.
A third indicator is investment in the state, which
remains robust. The understanding of the food industry
that I have gained from my work as the parliamentary
secretary for state and regional development has given
me great heart. Investment in the food industry
continues to set new records, which shows that
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confidence in this state remains extraordinarily high. I
think investment is up around $550 million per annum
and growing — which is a great tribute to the industry
and the government.
Another indicator is investment by the state, which is
also at record levels. Since the last budget some
$2.13 billion in capital works has been approved, which
is a fantastic achievement.
These indicators give the lie to the repeated claims by
Liberal and National Party members that the state is in a
bad way. I was at an institution of engineers function
earlier this year where the Honourable Mark Birrell
from another place told the audience that the economy
was deteriorating at such a fast rate that we would end
up seeing a net migration from Victoria. Mr Birrell
must have been referring to an old speech — perhaps
the one he pulled out when he spoke to the institution of
engineers some 10 years ago. That might have been the
case then, but if he and other Liberal members care to
look at page 51 of budget paper 2 they will find that the
population indicators are positive and clearly refer to an
increase in net interstate migration. The claims by the
Liberal Party on that front — and on a number of other
fronts — are palpably incorrect.
The 2001–02 budget delivers considerable benefits to
the Mitcham electorate, which I will spend a few
moments talking about. Firstly, the Mitcham Primary
School will receive an allocation in excess of $1 million
for a stage 2 upgrade. That is fantastic news for Ian
Sloane, the principal, and the entire school community.
At the time of the Mitcham by-election in late 1997, I
visited the Mitcham Primary School and it was in an
appalling state. At the front it consists of one of the old
1920s-style school buildings and the plaster work had
deteriorated to the point where you could, literally, put
your hand in the cracks. Bits of plaster were falling out
and parts of the building had to be put off limits — —
Mr Doyle — It all happened in the previous seven
years!
Mr ROBINSON — No, it did not happen in the
previous seven years. What did happen under the
previous government was a sad neglect of a public
facility in an electorate that the Liberal Party called its
own. It was sadly neglected and it took the election of a
Labor government to, firstly, allocate $250 000 at the
earliest opportunity and, subsequently, allocate
$1 million for a stage 2 upgrade. That will provide the
Mitcham Primary School with state-of-the-art
information technology facilities and classrooms, and
allow the very proud school community to further
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develop the school and again demonstrate that public
education can be excellent education.
The budget also delivers on the government
commitment to fund the extension of the Eastern
Freeway with longer tunnels from Springvale Road in
Nunawading along the route to Ringwood. This is
something I am particularly delighted with. It is the
result of a thorough public consultation process,
something the Labor Party committed itself to in
opposition and followed through and honoured in
government. The $71 million will allow the project to
be completed by 2004–05. Some mischievous claims
have been made by the honourable member for
Warrandyte in his local paper. He has moaned and
whinged that somehow the government had delayed the
program, that it is proceeding too slowly and that the
work should be completed well ahead of that time.
For the benefit of the honourable member and his
colleagues, let me advise that he should look at the final
budget speech contribution of a former Liberal member
in the other place, Mrs Varty. In 1999, in her final
contribution on the budget debate, she refers to the then
government’s commitment to fund the Eastern Freeway
extension without tunnels — there was no commitment
to the long tunnels at that stage — and she says in her
speech that the expected completion date was the
2004–05 financial year. So, in fact, there is no change
to the anticipated completion date. It is on track. The
difference being that the government took the
community into its confidence, took the community’s
views on board and has allocated an additional
$71 million to allow a far better outcome with longer
tunnels and all the environmental advantages that they
bring.
There is a boost in health funding for the Maroondah
and Angliss hospitals which service the eastern
region — $18.5 million principally for acute care —
which is greatly welcomed. It will relieve the pressure
on hospitals right through the eastern region and what a
welcome change of policy it is to have considerable
investment in public hospitals rather than to have
money and resources stripped out of them.
The Box Hill Institute is another winner from the
budget. I declare to the house that I am a former student
at Box Hill TAFE, as it was known then. The institute
has grown enormously in the past 15 years. I
congratulate John Maddock for his work as chief
executive officer. It is a big operation and probably one
of the most prestigious technical and further education
institutes in the state. The institute will benefit to the
tune of $6.5 million from the budget which will allow it
to further develop its expertise in the services it offers
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in information technology and knowledge industry
training, which is to be greatly welcomed. I also
understand the allocation will provide for a pedestrian
overpass over the busy Elgar Road, which will facilitate
easier access for the many students who use that
important institute.
The budget also makes allowance for an increase in
police numbers. That target is on track and it is great to
see something we worked hard for in opposition being
realised.
Local investment is picking up in the eastern suburbs.
An announcement was made only a few days ago that
the Hyatt International Corporation would locate its
regional headquarters, including a service centre in
Melbourne, in Box Hill, which will create around
60 new full-time positions. That is sensational. It is
great to see the benefits of the state’s robust economic
growth spreading to the suburbs as well as the regions
rather than just being concentrated in the central
business district.
The budget delivers a better business environment with
lower, fewer and simpler taxes. The government is
committed to $774 million of tax cuts over the next
four years including considerable reductions in land tax.
I am pleased about that because it was at the time of the
Mitcham by-election that the land tax net was enlarged
and a number of small businesses were hit with land tax
for the first time. It is to the enduring shame of the
Liberal Party that in 1997 when honourable members
were saying that the fruits of all its hard work were to
be shared around it slugged many small businesses for
the first time with land tax. I am proud to be part of a
government that is reversing that measure.
I refer the house to the rail standardisation commitment
of the government — some $96 million. It is a
commitment of some significance in that even when
Victoria was a colony — before we were a state —
people and governments talked about standardising the
rail system. It has been talked about ad nauseam for
over 100 years, and it is finally a Labor government in
this state that will help realise that vision.
One of the great beneficiaries in the state will be the
community of Portland. Given that the Leader of the
Opposition comes from Portland, it disappoints me that
the opposition is not more supportive and encouraging
of this commitment. I have visited Portland on a
number of occasions.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr ROBINSON — In the south-west, that is
correct. I had the opportunity of visiting Portland with
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the then Leader of the Opposition in 1998. It was
apparent to us from the large number of people we
talked to that rail standardisation would deliver great
benefits, not only for the state but particularly for
Portland and its local economy, and not just with the
possibility of increased grain exports from Portland but
also with the burgeoning mineral sands industry. It is a
terrific step forward, and I am slightly disappointed that
the opposition cannot find the energy to support this
initiative fully. That reflects the state of the opposition
at this point.
I wish to make some final remarks regarding the
technology commercialisation program. The budget
continues the support for that program, which is run out
of the Department of State and Regional Development.
It is a sensational program that allows the innovation
and creativity of Victorian business people to be
commercialised so their value can be captured and
exploited — something Australia has not done well
over many years.
I had the opportunity of attending a Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry
function not so long ago. VECCI is one of the
government’s partners in delivering the technology
commercialising program. At that function it was
announced that about a dozen small business people
were the successful applicants to go to San Francisco to
attend the Berkeley campus of the University of
California, Los Angeles (UCLA), and take part in an
intensive, two-week venture capital management
program.
I will read to the house the comments of one participant
in that program. He said:
On behalf of my colleagues at —

the company —
and especially myself, I would like to thank the Victorian
government and you for your role in making this event
possible. To summarise the value of the course in a few
words is very difficult. It has been a once in a lifetime
opportunity not only for me and our company but also for all
the Australian contingent who were there. I believe it will
have (and has had) a significant impact on all of our lives, our
outlook, on how business is done and on what we have to do
to succeed in the international environment.
But beyond that I believe there will be a lasting impact that
this group of individuals will bring to the Victorian and
Australian business community.

It is a tremendously valuable program. In the context of
Australia as a nation it is a modest program — it will
cost some $20 million over three years — but it is
delivering something that Australia has not been able to
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deliver before. It capitalises on the tremendous
innovation of Australian, particularly Victorian,
business people. It is a great reflection on this
government’s commitment to economic management.
The government is prepared to invest in things that will
deliver a benefit for Victoria not only today but in years
to come.
I endorse the budget wholeheartedly. It delivers today
and builds for tomorrow. I know the people in the
electorate that I am very proud to represent will have
continued confidence and faith in the Victorian
government to deliver the things that matter for them.
Dr NAPTHINE (Leader of the Opposition) — This
is a budget of missed opportunities, and it is a budget
that fails Victoria. The Labor government has missed
the opportunity with this budget to invest in the future
of Victoria. It has missed the opportunity to
substantially cut business taxes and provide for new
investment and new jobs, and it has missed the
opportunity to make sure ordinary Victorians benefit
from the good work of the previous government in
building the strength of the Victorian economy.
This is a government that is all talk and no action. It is a
gunna government. It is gunna do this, and it is gunna
do that, but it never gets around to doing anything. It is
a not-yet government. It says it is going do this and it is
going do that, but not yet. It says but not yet on fast rail,
but not yet on major projects, but not yet on reductions
in business taxation.
This government and this budget have failed the people
of Victoria. This budget shows that the same old Labor
Party is back in power in Victoria. It is the same old
Cain and Kirner economic management style. It is a
high-taxing, high-spending government. This is a
budget put together by a person who sees Rob Jolly as
his economic idol. The current Treasurer sees Rob
Jolly, the architect of the failure of the Victorian
budgetary management system of the 1980s, as his idol,
and we can see that in his budget.
The people of Victoria will see that this budget is the
highest taxing budget ever produced in Victoria’s
history. It is not about tax reductions, it is about tax
increases. Payroll taxes, land taxes, stamp duties,
gambling taxes and taxes on insurance will all reach
record levels in the next financial year under this
budget. The budget reveals that the Labor Party’s
so-called business tax cuts are nothing more than a
sham; they are nothing more than Clayton’s tax cuts.
If you look at the figures on payroll tax you see that the
payroll tax collections outlined in the budget are 2 per
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cent higher than for the previous year. If you look at the
figures for the previous year in last year’s budget you
see that the payroll tax take was predicted to be
$2.459 billion and the revised amount was
$2.555 billion. In this year’s budget the predicted take
from payroll tax after the so-called tax cuts is
$2.607 billion — an increase of $52 million. That is a
massive increase in payroll tax. Similarly, there is an
increase in land tax from $489 million in last year’s
budget to $567 million in this year’s budget.
That is an increase in payroll tax, an increase in land tax
and an increase in gambling taxes! How hypocritical of
this Labor government, which railed long and hard
when in opposition about the former government’s
increasing dependence on gambling taxes, to increase
gambling taxes in this budget and to introduce a new
gambling tax on poker machines across the state,
thereby massively increasing its dependency on
gambling taxes!
All Victorians are concerned about the price of petrol,
particularly those in regional and rural Victoria. The
figures released this week have exposed members of
the Bracks Labor government for the hypocrites they
are. They are hypocritical on petrol taxes because they
are saying to the federal government, ‘Reduce your
petrol taxes and reduce petrol excise!’, but what does
their government get out of petrol taxes?
You will remember, Madam Deputy Speaker, that there
used to be a state excise on petrol until a High Court
decision said that was illegal, and the commonwealth
then agreed to collect the excise on behalf of the states
and hand it straight back to them. That excise goes
straight back to the Treasurer and the Premier of this
state! And what do the figures show? In 1998–99 the
Victorian state government received $433 million
directly from that arrangement. What did the state
government get directly out of petrol tax collected for it
by the commonwealth government in 1999–2000? It
got $528 million! That is an increase of nearly
$100 million, or 22 per cent!
The Victorian Labor government is saying to the
commonwealth, ‘Reduce your excise’, but it has the
capacity to do that itself. Why does the government not
follow the lead of the Queensland Premier, Peter
Beattie, who gives all that money back to
Queenslanders in lower petrol prices? Why doesn’t the
Victorian state government give the money back by
lowering petrol prices for Victorians, particularly those
in country Victoria? There is no doubt about it: this
government is the highest taxing Victorian government
ever! It is a high-taxing government, and it is crippling
Victorian investment, business and jobs as a result.
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Let us look at the impact the government’s high-taxing
approach is having on Victoria. In his budget the
Treasurer forecast lower business investment, falling
from $1.67 billion in 1999–2000 to only $1.2 billion
this year. Export facilitation is also expected to fall, and
what is worse, Labor has even reduced its funding
commitment to the important area of multimedia and
information technology (IT) from $12.1 million this
year to only $8.9 million next year. The 21st century
technologies are IT and multimedia, but what have this
government and this Treasurer done — they have cut
their funding for multimedia and IT! They have no
vision for the future of Victoria. They do not
understand how important multimedia and IT are for
the growth and development of Victoria.
The impact those sorts of reductions are having can be
seen from a comparison of the predictions of this
Treasurer and this government for the economic growth
and development of this state with the predictions for
Australia as a whole. That comparison has to be set in
the context that over the past three or four years
Victoria has been the leading state in Australia in
economic growth. Under the previous government
economic growth in Victoria exceeded the Australian
average. Indeed, in economic growth, employment
growth and all the other major indicators of economic
development, Victoria was no. 1 of all the states and
territories in Australia.
What is happening under this government, this
Treasurer and this Premier? Their budget figures
forecast slower jobs growth. They forecast jobs growth
of only 0.5 per cent compared with an Australian
average of 1 per cent. They are predicting that the
unemployment rate will be 6.5 per cent, which is up
from last year’s budget rate of 5.75 per cent. That
certainly throws out the window their election
commitment of a 5 per cent unemployment rate. They
now have to put their hands up and say that in their own
budget figures they cannot deliver on their 1999
election promise of a 5 per cent unemployment rate.
As I said, under the previous government Victoria was
the leading state in Australia in economic growth.
Under this government it has gone backwards.
Government members interjecting.
Dr NAPTHINE — If the honourable member for
Mitcham cares to read the data and if the honourable
member for Frankston East cares to read the data — if
he can understand it — they will see that last year the
budget forecast an economic growth of 3.75 per cent
for Victoria, but this year that growth has been slowed
to 2.5 per cent. Australia as a whole is predicting
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economic growth of 3.25 per cent, while Treasurer
Brumby is predicting that Victoria, instead of being the
leading state, will be the lagging state. Victoria will be
the state dragging Australia backwards, instead of
leading Australia as it did under the previous
government.
It is about time this government, this Premier and this
Treasurer got serious about doing something to create
jobs and opportunities for Victorians. It is about time
they started getting involved in some major projects
instead of just swanning around opening projects that
were started by the previous government and taking the
credit for projects that were initiated, set up and
constructed by the previous government. Whether it be
the museum, the court complex, Federation Square or
the Vodaphone Arena — I could go on and on — they
are major projects that were started by the previous
government and claimed by this government. However,
when we start listing the projects this government has
started, we find we have a big fat zero — no projects,
no agenda and no vision!
Mr Wells — No Scoresby freeway!
Dr NAPTHINE — The government says it is
committed to the Scoresby freeway — except for the
Government Whip, the honourable member for
Ivanhoe, who let the cat out of the bag! In a cheap
attempt to buy votes in the Aston by-election he said
Labor is opposed to the Scoresby freeway.
The government says it is committed to the Scoresby
freeway, but where are its dollars for that freeway? The
federal government has put $220 million on the table,
but there are no dollars from the state government to
build that road. It has committed $2 million for another
study, but no money to build the road. There is
$220 million from the federal government and no
money from the state government — none! Zero! No
projects, no vision and no dollars for Scoresby!
Where are the government’s dollars for the Knox
hospital and the much-needed tertiary health services in
the outer east? It does not care about the outer east, and
it does not care about health services for the people in
the outer east. The Labor Party simply does not
understand the needs of the outer eastern suburbs and
does not understand how to make a commitment for the
Scoresby freeway or the Knox hospital.
It is clear Victoria again has a Labor Party of old — a
Labor Party that simply cannot deliver! It has a Labor
Party that has been exposed by the Auditor-General’s
recent Report on Ministerial Portfolios. The Cain and
Kirner governments had a few Achilles heels, including
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the Victorian Economic Development Corporation,
Tricontinental and the State Bank, but the biggest was
the old Workcare scheme, which was $2 billion in the
red as a result of massive mismanagement, massive
rorting and lack of ministerial responsibility.
Where does the Auditor-General’s report on
Workcover say we are heading under a Labor
government today? Have a look at the figures: for the
six months to 31 December 2000, the Victorian
Workcover Authority was $651 million in the red. That
is for six months; if you stretch that over 12 months,
you see the VWA is over $1 billion in deficit. Blow-out
Bob is at it again, blowing out the Workcover deficit.
Employers in Victoria faced massive premium
increases last year of 30, 40, 50, 80 and 100 per cent.
Despite those massive increases in Workcover
premiums and the massive amount of extra income for
the Workcover system, it is still $651 million in the red.
The government and Blow-out Bob, the Minister for
Workcover, promised that the scheme would be in the
black by 2003. Now only a few months later the
Auditor-General says that it will be struggling to be
back in the black by 2006! This is a massive
indictment.
I refer to other areas of government administration and
services. Let us look at some of the major performance
indicators in the health area. Since the election of this
government waiting lists have increased by 30 per
cent — a massive increase; waiting times for
semi-urgent surgery have doubled; and ambulance
bypasses are up 130 per cent. All the major indicators
of the performance of our health system demonstrate
that the system is being badly managed by a part-time
minister who does not understand and cannot deliver.
What is worse, the Auditor-General highlights further
problems with the health system in his comments that
the financial condition of the public hospital system
remains weak and vulnerable.
Mr Viney interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member for Frankston East!
Dr NAPTHINE — The honourable member for
Frankston East would be well advised to look at the
table on page 88 of the Auditor-General’s ministerial
portfolios report, which indicates that public hospitals
are expected to display signs of financial difficulty as at
30 June 2001. A whole series of hospitals, including
two in my electorate — the Portland and District
Hospital and Western District Health Services, which
includes the Hamilton Base Hospital and the Penshurst
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and District Memorial Hospital — are in real financial
difficulty because of the mismanagement by this
minister and this government.
Let us look at the absolutely critical and important area
of early intervention services for those children with
developmental delay and disabilities. I do not think
anybody would disagree that there could not be an area
that needs more assistance and funding. I was proud
that every year I was Minister for Community Services
the previous government increased funding for early
intervention services. We now have an organisation
such as — —
Mr Brumby interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — The Treasurer interjects,
referring to preschools. I am also proud that when I was
the Minister for Community Services funding for
preschools increased each and every year ahead of
inflation and the consumer price index. That is an
absolute fact. The Treasurer ought to look up the data.
Let me get back to early intervention services. Irabina,
which provides services for young children aged 0 to 5
or 6 years of age who show autism or allied disorders
and similar syndromes, is asking for $100 000 to help
those children and their families by helping to take
people off the waiting list. Even if the callous, uncaring
and cruel Minister for Community Services had an
extra $100 000, she would not give it to Irabina and to
those children and families.
What is the Minister for Community Services doing to
help the Cerebral Palsy Education Centre? That is a
centre I am proud, as the former Minister for
Community Services, to have funded and helped
establish to provide services for disabled children with
multiple and very severe physical and intellectual
disabilities. Their parents and the centre staff deserve
medals for the work they do, but they are being treated
with contempt and disdain by this minister, who does
not care or understand.
What does this budget do for ordinary Victorians across
Victoria? Absolutely nothing. Worse than that, it takes
away their $60 winter power bonus. This winter
pensioners, families and other people on low incomes
will not receive the winter power bonus for their use of
heating and lighting that they have received for the past
three years, an initiative of the previous government.
The fact that this government has taken that away is
absolutely outrageous. It has taken that away but given
nothing back to ordinary Victorians.
In summary, this is a budget that is cruel to ordinary
Victorians. It does nothing for those people in need, and
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does nothing to grow and develop and provide a vision
and future for Victoria. It is a budget without projects,
without vision, and without direction. It is a budget of
high taxes that will make it harder for people to invest,
grow their businesses and provide more jobs in this
state. It is a budget that does not deliver on the health
system. It is a budget that does not improve the
education system. It is a budget that is not in the
interests of Victoria.
The budget has been a cruel hoax on Victorians. The
government said it would deliver for Victoria, but it has
failed for regional and rural Victoria and for
metropolitan Victoria, including the outer east. It has
failed for business and for ordinary Victorians.
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member for Mordialloc! I call the
honourable member for Rodney.
Mr Viney — On a point of order, Deputy Speaker, I
think I got the call.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! I was advised
by the previous person in the chair that the next speaker
was to be the honourable member for Rodney, so I will
check that with the Clerk.
Mr VINEY (Frankston East) — The only person
smiling after that pathetic performance is the
honourable member for Malvern. The Leader of the
Opposition could draw only 31 members from his side
to listen to his budget response — and the shadow
Treasurer came into the chamber only for the last 1 or
2 minutes of her leader’s speech. He cannot draw a full
house! That indicates the support for the Leader of the
Opposition, which is 8 per cent and going down.
Standard and Poors issued a press release today that
rated the Leader of the Opposition as going from DL to
DN — from Dr Dolittle to Dr Donothing!
The Leader of the Opposition bleated on about tax. The
Bracks government has cut payroll tax and is reducing
the number of people caught in the land tax net, which
is a problem created by members opposite. The Leader
of the Opposition comes from the party of the GST. For
a member of that party to have the gall to criticise this
side of the house about taxation is breathtaking.
He went on about petrol taxes. When in government the
Liberal Party presided over rising petrol prices. As well,
the federal Liberal Party has lied to the people of
Australia about the impact of the GST on petrol prices.
Despite that, the Leader of the Opposition comes into
this chamber and lectures the government on that issue.

2063

He also raised concerns about information technology
(IT). This government is introducing computers into
schools at a ratio of one computer for every five
students. In 1998, the last year of the opposition’s time
in power, the ratio was only 1 to 8 — and parents had
to contribute to the cost of purchasing the computers.
He talked further about information technology, and I
could go on for ages about it. As the Parliamentary
Secretary for Human Services I point out that the
budget allocates $30 million to improve information
technology in the public hospital system. The Bracks
government is delivering on its commitments across a
broad range of areas.
I am pleased and proud to speak on this budget,
particularly with the Treasurer at the table. The budget
delivers for the people of Victoria: it delivers on
infrastructure, on social capital and on the
commitments we made in opposition when we
consulted with the community. Labor listened to the
needs and concerns of the community in the critical
areas of human services, education and community
safety. This side of politics is delivering on those
commitments through increased recurrent expenditure
and increased capital infrastructure.
I turn now to my responsibilities as parliamentary
secretary. I was in the chamber during the contribution
of the honourable member for Caulfield, who criticised
the government over some areas of aged care. She
forgets that it was her side of politics that proposed to
privatise publicly owned aged care facilities, her side of
politics that failed to invest in capital infrastructure in
aged care facilities, and her side of politics that failed to
deliver on aged care beds across Victoria, to the point
where the Mornington Peninsula region is short of
600 aged care beds, which is causing a crisis not only in
aged care services but in the hospital system.
I have spoken about aged care in this place on two
occasions — once in a grievance debate and once in a
debate on a matter of public importance. I have spoken
extensively about the lack of commitment by the other
side — particularly at the federal level — to aged care
facilities, and the impact that has had on Frankston and
the Mornington Peninsula generally. At the next federal
election the residents of the federal electorate of
Dunkley will have a great opportunity to elect a good
member in Cr Mark Conroy, the mayor of Frankston,
who with the federal Labor Party will deliver on aged
care facilities.
What is the state government doing? It has allocated an
additional $26 million over four years for home and
community care and an additional $50.5 million for
residential aged care. It has also allocated $19 million
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for the Grace McKellar Centre and $25 million to
upgrade aged care facilities in rural Victoria.
The Bracks government was left with a huge hole in
aged care services, and the budget contains funding to
cover a wide range of commitments. It has allocated an
additional $4 million to enable the reopening of
110 nursing home beds, including beds at the Austin
and Repatriation Medical Centre and, in my electorate,
the Mount Eliza Aged Care and Rehabilitation Service,
which is part of Peninsula Health. It has also allocated
an additional $4 million for the treatment of acquired
brain injury programs and an additional $6 million for
fall prevention programs, including some good
programs run out of the Mount Eliza centre.
For the honourable member for Caulfield to come into
this place and criticise the government over aged care
programs was pathetic. She was grasping at straws and
showed no real understanding of the needs of aged care
services and the damage that her side has done to aged
care facilities.
I turn now to the health portfolio in the Department of
Human Services. The first Labor budget allocated
$176 million to restore the viability and quality of
hospitals. This budget injects a further $247 million for
demand management, recruitment and the retention of
nurses. Hospital funding has received a boost of
$1.1 billion over four years.
Victoria has been faced with rising demand for
services, rising pressures and rising costs. The former
government left Victoria with a downgraded system,
having cut nurses and closed hospital beds. The state of
the Frankston Hospital was a critical issue in the last
election campaign and in the subsequent supplementary
election. The hospital had been decimated by the cuts
made by the former government and was pleading for
funds for additional beds.
What happened throughout that election campaign?
The former government denied there was a need for
additional beds. The honourable member for Frankston
constantly criticised me and others in the Frankston
community who were advocating additional beds,
claiming we were criticising the hospital. It emerged
that I and others were simply campaigning for what the
hospital was pleading for. During the supplementary
election campaign a freedom of information request
revealed that the former government had received a
submission for additional beds, which it rejected.
In the supplementary election the former Premier came
to the electorate and promised Frankston Hospital the
world, but it was the Labor Party that made clear what
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it would do in government. In both this budget and the
last, Labor has delivered on its commitments. Indeed, it
has gone beyond the promises it made during the
election campaign. A total of $21 million has been
committed to the upgrade of the Frankston Hospital, the
biggest boost it has had in many years.
Included in that is funding for an additional 76-bed
redevelopment. Having committed to providing
64 beds, the government has now provided the money
for 76, including two new 30-bed wards and a 16-bed
observation unit. The budget has allocated a further
$9 million, which will provide desperately needed
paediatric facilities at a new maternity section. Those
are the things the Bracks government is delivering for
the community I am proud to represent.
Out of that $1.1 billion fund for health, we have
$150 million to ease emergency demand and
$384 million to treat an extra 11 000 elective surgery
patients, fund 280 additional renal dialysis treatments,
handle 14 000 extra emergency admissions and open
300 new hospital beds. The commitment out of the
budget is to treat an extra 30 000 patients per year in
our hospital system. Some $48 million is committed to
take the pressure off emergency departments.
Other recurrent funding initiatives include an allocation
of $469 million to recruit 1300 new nurses. The
previous government’s record was one of sacking
nurses. This government is putting nurses back into the
system, where they are desperately needed.
Victorians were left with a mess in ambulance services.
Day after day front-page headlines reported our
ambulance service crisis. The Bracks government has
delivered on its commitment to restore ambulances and
improve response times with a $35 million boost to
include extra paramedics, an expanded air wing and to
restore ambulance services across Victoria.
Some $9.6 million is allocated for free needles and
extra support for diabetics and the expansion of the
breast screening program. Many honourable members
have had pleas from people with diabetes about the cost
of needles. It is this government that has delivered on
those pleas. It is this government that has provided
good news and provided free needles and extra support
to people who suffer diabetes.
The honourable member for Caulfield suggested that
the government was doing nothing in public dental
services. The Bracks government has committed
$8.4 million for public dental services. The budget
commits to treating an additional 30 000 teenagers and
adults in public dental services. The previous
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government failed to do anything. In contrast, the
Bracks government is building a new dental hospital.
On that note, let me look at infrastructure in our public
hospital system. Some $502 million is allocated for the
expansion and redevelopment of the public hospital
system. It demonstrates a commitment to putting more
money into our public hospitals to make them operate
better and a commitment to modernising and renewing
them in a way this state has never seen before.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member for Bentleigh!
Mr VINEY — The budget includes a contribution
of $310 million towards a new $325 million hospital at
the Austin and Repatriation Medical Centre. I am
pleased to chair the ministerial council that is
overseeing that project, which is one of the largest
public hospital building projects in Australia. We are
building this project as a publicly owned and operated
facility, not as some pie-in-the-sky privatised concept
of the sort the previous government talked about, which
it could never deliver on. It could not get any private
investor to sign up on that.
Allocations include $18.5 million for the Maroondah
and Angliss hospitals, $9 million for the new
paediatrics and midwifery wing at the Frankston
Hospital, $11 million for a new community health
service in Wyndham, 30 additional beds and a day
surgery unit for the Northern Hospital — the list goes
on. This is the largest investment Victoria has ever seen
in its public hospital system.
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Mr VINEY — To upgrade existing social housing
stock a total of $154 million is committed in 2001–02
to improve living conditions on public housing estates.
I was pleased on behalf of the Minister for Housing to
chair the initial process in looking at the Raglan Ingles
estate. It was interesting to drive past it the other day
and see that it is not there any more — all because we
are getting on with the job of investing in our housing
infrastructure.
Time does not permit me to go on too much more about
the great news of this budget, but I want to talk about
how the government has delivered on education in
Frankston and the peninsula. A total of $654 million
has funded education initiatives across Victoria. Of that,
$6.9 million has contributed to improving the quality of
education services in Frankston and the peninsula — —
Mrs Peulich interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member for Bentleigh will cease
interjecting.
Mr VINEY — Five schools in Frankston have
received a total of more than $318 000 as part of the
Middle Years of Schooling program: Karingal Park
Secondary College, $98 000; Monterey Secondary
College, $56 000; Mount Erin Secondary College,
$59 000; Mount Eliza Secondary College, $44 000; and
Frankston High School, $62 000. This is the
commitment of the Bracks government — and what a
contrast to the federal government!

I have already dealt with residential aged care, but in
housing the government has expanded its program with
$3.2 million additional recurrent funding to assist the
homeless or those at risk. During 2001–02 some
$28 million will be provided for the acquisition or
construction of 300 crisis support or transitional
housing properties.

Let us look at what it did with funding in the private
school system: Geelong College, $2.85 million; Scotch
College, $1.03 million; Wesley College, $3.81 million;
Ivanhoe Grammar School, $2.41 million; and Caulfield
Grammar School, $3.6 million. What did Monterey
Secondary College in the Pines in my electorate receive
from the federal government? $4000. What did
Karingal Park Secondary College get from the federal
government? $4000. What did Frankston High School
get from the federal government? $4000.

The government has expanded the supply of social
housing. A total of $144 million will be made available
for the acquisition of an additional 1400 properties.
This will be done through an innovative mix of public
and private sector partnerships and will also involve the
community sector and local councils.

What a contrast. The Bracks government is delivering
on education. It is delivering on health and on aged
care. And what a contrast it is to the political charlatans
on the other side and to where their focus is in looking
after their privileged mates ripping the heart out of our
public infrastructure and the public system.

Mrs Peulich interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member for Bentleigh will cease
interjecting.

The Bracks government is a government we can all be
proud of. It is a government Victorians will get behind
and support. It is a government I am proud to stand here
and support in this Parliament.
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Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — I have listened to the
debate on the Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, and
particularly to the remarks of the honourable member
for Frankston East, with a great deal of interest.
Listening to honourable members on the other side of
the house, one would believe all the previous
government did was slash and burn, close schools and
hospitals, and so on — not a single good thing for the
state. Amazing, isn’t it, that when the Labor
government came to power, everything suddenly
changed.
I am sad that some of the newer members, who look at
things through rose-coloured glasses, actually believe
what they are saying. The honourable member for
Frankston East seems to have a bit more understanding
than that, but still tends to believe what he is saying.
They get carried away with their own rhetoric.
Time is limited so I will get straight into it. Firstly, I
will talk about community services, because that is my
interest as National Party spokesman on community
services and because I believe it is the Achilles heel of
this government. I am passionate about community
services because I believe what happens in the first five
years of a child’s life is crucial to the child’s ability to
develop into a well-rounded individual.
I further believe if the government would put adequate
resources into early childhood development and
preschools it could do something to avoid many of the
social problems people grapple with later in life, such
as drugs, alcohol, juvenile delinquency and, later on,
the justice system that costs the community such an
enormous amount of money. Early childhood
development and preschooling are absolutely essential.
Part of all that is positive parenting, assisting
dysfunctional families, providing sufficient child
psychologists and occupational therapists, diagnosing
children with autism and putting sufficient funding into
preschool education.
I comment in passing that out of a budget of
$23 000 million the government puts $80 million a year
into preschool education. What sort of commitment is
that to helping families and young people overcome
those problems? The hypocrisy of the other side is
breathtaking. I have been writing letters on this issue
for many years now, and when the new government
made all sorts of promises I thought, ‘Here is a chance
for us to actually do something about delivering for
children’. I wrote off with a great deal of enthusiasm to
the new Minister for Community Services about a
parenting resource service which my electorate shares
with the electorate of Swan Hill, whose elected member
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is in the chamber. I thought we might get some funding
to continue the three-year service. Not a brass razoo!
The minister wrote back and said it had been funded by
the Community Support Fund and that the government
had commissioned a report into parenting and a
parenting future directions paper.
The previous program had been funded out of the
Community Support Fund, which did not start with this
government but was initiated by the previous
government. The program was delivering great results,
and yet the new government would not even continue
the funding. One can go on and on listing such issues.
Preschools suffer enormous problems at the moment.
Salaries are 25 per cent behind primary school salaries,
administration is becoming more and more
burdensome, there is no career structure, workloads are
becoming more onerous, and a mere $80 million is
going into preschools. What did we get in additional
funding in this budget? Not a single brass razoo for
preschools! The government talks about the family and
its concern for preschool teachers, but what does it
deliver? Absolutely nothing. That is hypocrisy from
members opposite.
I refer to the Treasurer’s budget speech. The
government has been crowing about all the wonderful
things it has done. In the budget speech the Treasurer
talks about more than $2 billion for infrastructure,
$470 million for transport — much of which is on the
never-never, but it is here in the budget — $386 million
for education, all there in the speech the Treasurer gave
to the house. There is $150 million over 10 years for the
Snowy River, $1.4 billion for health, and on it goes.
How much for preschool education? Not a single brass
razoo! That is despicable and unacceptable. The
government must do a whole lot better for early
childhood development.
The government came to power after building up the
expectation that it would manage the state much better
than the previous government. I have to say that the
government, after being in power for 20 months, is a
great disappointment. Things have not changed in
country Victoria. Country Victorians believed there was
going to be a significant change with this government,
but there has been no significant change — no vision,
no program such as the water and waste water program
implemented by the previous government and all the
flow-on effects that came from it. That program gave
not only better water and waste water facilities but
stimulated growth in the food industry, generated a
boom in employment and boosted agriculture in
farming communities.
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The budget lacks vision. Where are the visionary
projects? I have looked carefully through the budget
papers and cannot see anything that has any great
vision. Where is the vision that makes Victoria a world
leader in, for example, information technology? The
government has dropped the ball on information
technology. Victoria had a head start and a chance to
get up there and be a world leader, but it has now
dropped the ball.
Now is the time to investigate microtechnology, where
we still have an opportunity. The private sector is doing
some great work in that area, and if the government
picks up that ball and runs with it we could perhaps win
back some of Victoria’s pre-eminence.
Where is the vision for agriculture? There is none.
Some things are happening, but that is the flow-on
effect from the really good work done by the previous
government. The honourable member for Swan Hill,
who was parliamentary secretary for agriculture, did
some great work providing a vision and assisting the
development of our agricultural industries. That work is
now flowing on, not because the government has done
anything. I have to say, however, that the $50 million in
the budget for agricultural research initiatives is
welcome and I congratulate and commend the Minister
for Agriculture for being able to get that through.
Agricultural research is absolutely vital.
I note that, apart from a whole range of other research
institutes, the Kyabram institute in my electorate
received $600 000 for its dairy research centre. I remind
members on the other side of the house that when
Labor was last in power it went very close to closing
that institute. Labor let the institute wind down during
10 years of government, and by the end our agricultural
research institutes were in an appalling state. Kyabram
was, according to the Baker report, to close. It was the
coalition government that kept it open. Giving credit
where credit is due, however, this Minister for
Agriculture has provided additional funding, and I
welcome that.
The time frame of many of the initiatives of the
government is the never-never; it is not here and now.
All sorts of programs that have been announced and
some of the allocations I read from the Treasurer’s
speech are not happening this year; they are 4, 7 or
10 years away. They are being flagged, but where is the
funding? In many cases there is a small amount of
funding now, with the other funding to come in 3, 4 or
5 and in some case 10 years.
Small business has missed out badly in this budget.
What has the government done for small business?
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Small business is the powerhouse of our economy; it
employs the vast majority of people who work in our
communities. There was an opportunity to reduce
payroll tax and taxes generally. What did they get? An
increase in workers compensation premiums. Prior to
the election members of the Labor Party were saying
that they would reintroduce common-law rights for
workers compensation and that would increase
premiums by about 15 per cent. Tell that to the
members of the business community who are being
faced with premium increases of 30 or 40 per cent, and
in some cases well above those figures.
What has the government done to recompense the
not-for-profit organisations that have been hit with
enormous increases in their workers compensation
premiums and the costs of changing over motor
vehicles? That has not been because of the GST, which
the government will blame. The whole thing has been
altered, and now changing over a motor vehicle is
costing $3000 or $4000 a year, through no fault of
those organisations. What is the government doing to
assist the not-for-profit organisations? Absolutely
nothing! The government says one thing and does
another.
There are some good things in the budget, which I
welcome. It provides $96 million over five years for rail
standardisation — one can question the figures, but
nonetheless there is money — which is long overdue
and very welcome. I certainly welcome it in my
community, because the railway line between Echuca
and Toolamba will be upgraded. I certainly welcome
that and look forward to the day when we have Sprinter
trains on that line. I remind the honourable members for
Seymour and Bendigo East, who believe the former
coalition government shut down all the rail systems,
that when I was elected 12 years ago there was not a
single passenger rail service left my in electorate —
they had all been closed by the previous Labor
government. The coalition government initiated
additional passenger services to Echuca, which are
continuing, and I welcome that.
I also welcome the funding of $157 million over seven
years for the salinity program. I remind honourable
members on the other side of the house that it was the
former government that really got things moving in
salinity programs. As I said, I certainly welcome that.
Referring to my electorate, there is no significant
funding in the budget for bridges over the Murray
River. I want an unequivocal commitment from the
Minister for Transport that the Victorian government
will fund the necessary roadworks on the
Echuca–Moama bridge and a public undertaking that
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those works will be completed within a reasonable time
frame, say five years. There has been a nominal
commitment, but the people in Echuca–Moama do not
believe the government is committed to doing its share
in building that infrastructure. Likewise, at Robinvale
and Cobram — there is $700 000 in the budget for the
three bridges — there needs to be a commitment from
the government in just the same way that it has given a
commitment on the Snowy scheme, for example, over
10 years. Let’s have that commitment. Let’s hear what
the government is going to do to fund its share of the
cost of those three bridges over the next three or five
years.
The budget lacks vision, and it is not credible. I remind
the house that many of the things honourable members
opposite are singing about being able to deliver are
possible only because the former government, which
inherited a budget in deficit and a massive debt of
$32 000 million, cleaned it all up and got back the
AAA credit rating. The tremendous work done by the
previous government means that about $5000 million
can be spent on additional programs. Let’s give credit
where it is due. I give credit to the initiatives the
government has taken, but let members of the
government also acknowledge that when the coalition
came to power the state was a basket case. The
coalition government had to take some very difficult
decisions and had to get Victoria back on track. It
restored this state’s finances and provided the
wherewithal to enable this government to deliver the
programs in which it now takes pride.
Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.04 p.m.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The SPEAKER — Order! I have been advised that
the Minister for Community Services will be absent
from question time today. The Minister for Health will
answer questions on community services.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Rural Victoria: employment
Dr NAPTHINE (Leader of the Opposition) —
Given the government’s claim in the budget papers of
significant jobs growth in regional and rural Victoria,
will the Premier explain today’s Australian Bureau of
Statistics data which shows that during the first five
months of 2001, 26 200 full-time jobs have been lost in
country Victoria?

Thursday, 14 June 2001

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
National Party! I will not call the Premier until the
house quietens down.
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — The budget papers give
evidence that the figures on job growth around this
state, including country and regional Victoria, are the
highest in the nation by a country mile. The second
highest job growth in the nation is in metropolitan
Melbourne. Those are the two highest areas of job
growth in the country. The government has created
more jobs in regional Victoria than the previous crowd
did in years and years.
The government has done it by ensuring there is a
spread of infrastructure around the state. It is not just
putting capital works into the city of Melbourne, but
right around the state, including the electorates of
people living in country and regional Victoria. The
government is rebuilding country Victoria, and that is
why Victoria has the best performance in jobs of any
state in Australia.
Mr Ryan — It is just as well marine parks fell over,
Premier!
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
National Party!

Preschools: Kirby report
Mr RYAN (Leader of the National Party) — My
question was to have been for the Minister for
Community Services, but in her absence I direct it to
the Minister for Health. Given that Victoria’s preschool
sector, particularly smaller rural preschools, are finding
it increasingly difficult to attract and retain suitably
qualified staff and that voluntary committees of
management are finding it hard to make ends meet,
why has the government not released the Kirby report
on preschool education in Victoria?
Mr Phillips interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Eltham!
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — The
Minister for Community Services, unlike her
predecessors, has been committed to strengthening and
improving Victoria’s preschool sector. That is why she
has consulted widely. She gets the best expert evidence
and acts upon it. That is what she will continue to do.
Mr Plowman interjected.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Benambra!

Biotechnology: government initiatives
Mr CARLI (Coburg) — Will the Premier inform
the house of the latest action the government is taking
to promote Victoria as an international centre for
biotechnology investment?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the honourable
member for Coburg for his question and for his interest.
His electorate contains significant biomedical and
biotechnology research facilities.
The government understands the importance of
biotechnology to Victoria’s future job growth and
future position in the world as a centre for
biotechnology in the Asia–Pacific region. Melbourne is
home to the nation’s premier public and private
research institutions and receives about 40 per cent of
National Health and Medical Research Council funding
despite having only 25 per cent of the nation’s
population and 25 per cent of the country’s economic
activity.
One-third of all Australian biotechnology companies
are based in Victoria, including the country’s biggest
biotechnology company, CSL Ltd. The sector is
growing rapidly, with 18 new companies being
established in the past two years. The government’s
commitment to biotechnology is unparalleled around
the Australian states. This year alone it will be putting
$100 million into the biotechnology industry. It has
appointed Professor Adrienne Clark as its Ambassador
for Biotechnology, and she is doing an excellent job
around Australia and internationally, advocating
effectively for Victoria.
The government has set up a science careers and
courses web site to encourage students to pursue
careers in science. For the first time in many years the
number of students who are selecting science as an
optional course is turning around. The government has
set up a technology commercialisation program to
commercialise biotechnology research at the source of
discovery, so that instead of exporting those jobs it is
making sure the discoveries are developed onshore. The
government has embarked on the ambitious and
effective Bio 21 project at the Parkville precinct. It is a
shining light around Australia and across the world.
Later this month a delegation of 250 Australians will
represent Australia at the Bio 2001 conference in
San Diego. I am pleased to announce that 140 of the
250 Australians attending the conference are
Victorians. It shows the enormous interest the state has
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in Victorian industry and research in biotechnology.
The delegation includes biotechnology companies,
Victoria’s tertiary institutions such as the University of
Melbourne, Victoria’s Ambassador of Biotechnology,
Professor Adrienne Clark, and the Minister for State
and Regional Development and Treasurer, who will
join me in leading the delegation of 140 Victorians to
San Diego very soon.
Victorian biotech companies will be on show at the
biotech conference in San Diego, which will involve
about 10 000 people from around the world and is the
world’s biggest biotechnology conference. I am pleased
to say that Victoria is on the front foot of what is a
growing job area around the world and one which will
help job growth in the state.

Manufacturing: employment
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I refer the Premier to the
government’s commitment to promote Victoria as
Australia’s manufacturing heartland and further refer to
Australian Bureau of Statistics figures released today
that reveal that full-time employment in Victoria’s
manufacturing sector has declined by a net 19 400 in
the six months to May 2001 and ask: when will the
Bracks government stop playing games with industry
audits and reviews and start to grow employment in
Victoria’s vitally important manufacturing sector?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
Ms Overington interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Ballarat West!
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — The key question for the
shadow Treasurer is: when will she start reading the
figures properly? If you compare the figures that were
released today with those for the period when
opposition members were part of the Kennett
government in 1999, you find that over 33 500 more
people are employed in Victoria today than when they
left office. There has been a 10 per cent increase in the
number of people employed in manufacturing, an
additional 33 000 since 1999 when they left office. Our
manufacturing sector is going well.
Dr Napthine interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition!
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Mr BRACKS — The government knows that
across Australia and throughout the world there has
been a slowdown in the economy. We are aware of
that, and that has been reported on — —
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr BRACKS — Oh, there is not! That has been
reported on in the federal budget.
Mr McArthur interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Monbulk!
Mr BRACKS — Importantly, Mr Speaker — —
Ms Asher interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition to cease interjecting.
Mr BRACKS — Victoria is the stand-out economy
in Australia. It is the best economy in Australia and a
stand-out economy. We have had more job growth in
Victoria than the rest of Australia. Victoria is
performing well and has had 10 per cent more
manufacturing jobs, or 33 000 more jobs than when the
crowd opposite left office. This government is able to
hold its head high in relation to other states.

Hospitals: services report
Ms BEATTIE (Tullamarine) — Will the Minister
for Health advise the house of the latest hospital
statistics outlined in the March quarter Hospital
Services Report?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Health) — I thank
the honourable member for her question and her
continuing interest in health matters. This morning the
honourable member for Bennettswood claimed that in
some way there was some delay in releasing the
Hospital Services Report. There is absolutely no delay
whatsoever. I read it for the first time last night and I
am happy to be releasing it today.
I will compare that to the honourable member for
Bennettswood who was the ministerial adviser to the
previous Minister for Health. Do you know that
between January 1999 and October 1999 when it lost
office the Kennett government did not release the
Hospital Services Report once. Not once! And why was
that?
Mr Viney interjected.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Frankston East!
Mr THWAITES — During the last 12 months of
the Kennett government ambulance bypass increased
by 359 per cent.
Government members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask government
benches to come to order.
Mr THWAITES — I am pleased to advise that the
Hospital Services Report does show some
improvements in a number of areas of hospital statistics
that people are most concerned about. In relation to
waiting lists the report indicates that they have
decreased by more than 1000 in the past two quarters.
The report also indicates that ambulance bypass is
down by 2.6 per cent and 25 per cent over the last two
quarters. Interestingly, the report notes that this
improvement has occurred at the same time as a
massive increase in the number of bed days that are
being utilised by patients who should be in
commonwealth nursing home beds. The report
indicates — and this makes the improvement all the
more — —
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — They do not like to hear this.
The report indicates that there has been a 46 per cent
increase since November in the number of bed days in
hospitals taken up by patients who should be in
commonwealth nursing homes. There are 19 467 bed
days being used by patients who have been assessed as
needing commonwealth nursing home beds.
Mr Doyle interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Malvern!
Mr THWAITES — This is the equivalent of a
hospital the size of the Royal Melbourne Hospital being
taken out of our system. The Howard federal
government should stop dumping on our older citizens
and give them the nursing home beds that they deserve.
The government can see the importance of collecting
patient management statistics.
A number of hospitals are achieving particular
improvements as a result of better patient management.
In particular I commend the Frankston Hospital, which
is doing a good job despite the fact that there are not
enough beds. There has also been a 25 per cent
improvement in ambulance bypasses at the hospital
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because of the patient management strategies that are
being undertaken.
There are continuing problems at a number of hospitals,
notably the Northern Hospital, where there is simply
not enough space or enough beds. That is why this
government is committing some $12 million to grow
the hospital, build more beds and put more staff on —
something the other side never did.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Bentleigh shall cease interjecting.

Roads: cattle underpasses
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — Given the
importance of the dairy industry to East Gippsland and
rural Victoria generally and the popularity with farmers
of the under-and-over cattle pass program, will the
Minister for State and Regional Development tell the
house whether the government is prepared to continue
funding this important program?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the honourable
member for Monbulk to cease interjecting.

2071

Mr BRUMBY — This is just another hopeless
failure of the opposition parties.
Mr Wells interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Wantirna!
Mr BRUMBY — Do you know how many cattle
underpasses the Liberal Party and the National Party
subsidised, supported, funded or assisted in seven
years? The answer is zero!
Mr Maxfield interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Narracan!
Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — What are you on today? Eight per
cent? Eight plus two is 10! The Liberal and National
parties were stuck in a cattle grid for seven years. They
would not provide money for the dairy industry, but the
Bracks government is! It has provided $4 million. I will
tell the house what the Victorian Farmers Federation
said in a press release of 7 May:
Farmers and motorists benefit from under/overpass funding.
…

Mr BRUMBY (Minister for State and Regional
Development) — Honourable members will recall that
prior to the last election, as part of its agriculture policy
Labor promised to provide $4 million to assist
Victorian farmers to meet the cost of constructing cattle
underpasses and overpasses.
We did that because it was a specific request of the
Victorian Farmers Federation, with which we work
very closely. On coming to government — —
Honourable members interjecting.

The government’s initiative to provide assistance…

An honourable member interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — ‘Under/overpass funding’, yes.
Mr Ryan interjected.
Mr BRUMBY — That’s what the headline of the
VFF press release says.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr BRUMBY — Mr Speaker, can I get some
protection from these people?

Mr BRUMBY — Some they build over and some
they build under.

The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!

The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Leader of the
National Party to cease interjecting, and I ask the
minister to cease responding to interjections.

Dr Napthine interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition to cease interjecting.

Mr BRUMBY — Next time I will bring in some
crayons for the National Party so I can draw a picture of
what these look like. I will read the headline again:
Farmers and motorists benefit from under/overpass funding.

This is what — —
Mr Robinson interjected.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Mitcham!
Mr BRUMBY — This is what is funded in this
Bracks government program, which neither the
National Party nor the Liberal Party ever funded once
in seven years.
Mr McArthur — On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
I listened to the question carefully. It simply asked
whether the minister would continue the funding. It
seems to me that he is debating the issue rather than
responding to the question.
The SPEAKER — Order! I uphold the point of
order and ask the minister to come back to answering
the question.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Bentleigh is not assisting the proceedings.
Mr BRUMBY — As I was saying, the VFF has
described this program as an outstanding success. I say
with some pride that to date 215 applications have been
submitted to the VFF for cattle underpasses, and to date
190 have been approved. As at 31 May more than
$900 000 had been paid from the Regional
Infrastructure Development Fund (RIDF) to 45 farmers
for completed underpasses. Of these there have been
21 payments in Gippsland, 6 payments in the western
region, 2 payments in the north-eastern region and
15 payments in the south-western region. Farmers right
across the state from Allansford in the south-west to
Poowong in South Gippsland have benefited from this
program.
The honourable member for Narracan raised this issue
last week during an adjournment debate, and the
honourable member for Gippsland East has raised the
issue again today. I understand the Victorian Farmers
Federation has applied to the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund for an additional $2 million in order
to meet the extraordinary demand for this program from
farmers right across the state. I am able to inform the
honourable member for Gippsland East that the
application will be considered by the RIDF committee,
and then it will come to me. If it comes to me with a
supporting recommendation, I can assure the
honourable member that the Bracks government will be
favourably disposed towards extending this
outstandingly successful program.
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Attorney-General: former Chief Magistrate
Dr DEAN (Berwick) — My question is for the
Attorney-General. I refer to the fact that early last year
the Attorney-General summonsed Deputy Chief
Magistrate Barrow to see him concerning changes to
the Chief Magistrate’s powers and that the Chief
Magistrate, Michael Adams, refused permission for
Mr Barrow to see him during court time. In response to
that, did one of the Attorney-General’s then advisers,
Ms Kathy Ettershank, ring Michael Adams and threaten
him with the words, ‘You will regret this.’?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The opposition benches
will come to order! The honourable member for
Mitcham!
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I repeat what I
have said on numerous occasions, which is that I expect
Michael Adams would still be the Chief Magistrate
today had serious complaints not been made against
him and had a motion of no confidence not been moved
in relation to him.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Footscray!

Rail: Holmesglen collision
Ms BARKER (Oakleigh) — Will the Minister for
Transport inform the house of the findings of the
independent investigation into the Holmesglen train
crash that occurred in July 2000?
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — Last
July when an empty passenger train was returning to
Flinders Street — —
Mr Ryan interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
National Party!
Mr BATCHELOR — When an empty passenger
train was returning to Flinders Street station from
Glen Waverley it collided with the rear of a passenger
train that was stationary at the Holmesglen railway
station. Both trains sustained serious damage. Twelve
passengers were injured, thankfully none of them
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seriously. Because of the serious nature of the accident
I commissioned an independent investigation and asked
that it be carried out by the safety and technical services
branch of the Department of Infrastructure. Today I
released that report.
The investigation, which looked into a range of issues
relating to the accident, included extensive interviews
with the drivers of the two trains, signalling and
maintenance systems and driver training issues. The
investigation found that the passenger train was delayed
at Holmesglen while the driver attended to a faulty
door. The empty train was running express to Flinders
Street station and, after the train was delayed at a red
signal between Jordanville station and Holmesglen
station, the driver proceeded at a speed greater than the
recommended travel-with-caution rule from the book of
rules and operating procedures.
The investigation also found that train control was not
informed of the delay at Holmesglen station. The report
found, too, that vegetation on the approach to
Holmesglen had limited the driver’s ability to sight the
stationary train.
The recommendations of the report include that a
maximum speed be set for passing a signal at red and
that technology be explored that would allow train
speeds to be automatically limited following the
passing of the signal at red. The report also
recommends that the government set minimum
standards for training, assessment and continuing
competence of drivers. It recommends that driver safety
audits be carried out concerning medication and the
wearing of glasses by drivers if that is required by
prescription. It further recommends that a permanent
program for trackside vegetation be implemented.
The Department of Infrastructure has already carried
out works consistent with the recommendations,
including a whole-of-system analysis of vegetation and
lines of sight. Testing has also begun to determine a
safe speed for passing signals at red. The government is
committed to having the recommendations of the report
acted upon and to ensuring the safety of the passenger
rail system.
I would also like to acknowledge the commitment of
Connex and Melbourne’s other private operator,
M Train, as well as that of the Rail, Tram and Bus
Union in responding to the recommendations in the
report.

Attorney-General: former Chief Magistrate
Dr DEAN (Berwick) — My question is again to the
Attorney-General. No, my question is to the Premier,

2073

I’m sorry. I think I will ask the Premier. Why don’t we
ask the Premier?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order! The Treasurer! The Deputy Premier!
Dr DEAN — My question is to the Premier. Given
the very large amount of evidence that suggests the
Attorney-General — —
Government members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Treasurer! I ask
government benches to come to order. The Chair needs
to hear the question that is being asked.
Dr DEAN — There is plenty of time to do this.
Plenty of time!
I ask the Premier: given the very large amount of
evidence that suggests the Attorney-General and his
Labor lawyer mates such as Stary, Puncheon and
Dreyfus were clearly involved in the removal of the
former Chief Magistrate of Victoria, if the Premier, the
Attorney-General and his so-called open government
have nothing to hide, why hasn’t the Premier agreed to
a full judicial inquiry into the Adams affair to clear the
stench of allegations of impropriety that surrounds the
chief law officer of Victoria — none of which have
been denied?
Government members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! the Minister for
Agriculture! The honourable member for Keilor!
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I can see now why the
honourable member left his previous occupation. There
is no such evidence as alleged, and there will be no
inquiry.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The honourable member
for Bentleigh! The honourable member for Monbulk!
The Leader of the Opposition!

Education Week
Mr NARDELLA (Melton) — Will the Minister for
Education inform the house of how Victorians can
participate in Education Week?
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Education) — I
thank the honourable member for his interest in
education. This year Education Week will be celebrated
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from Monday, 25 June, right through to Friday,
29 June. What will we be celebrating? This year we
will celebrate the revival of public education under the
Bracks government. We will celebrate the reinvestment
in public education under the Bracks government. We
will be celebrating the exorcising of the demons of the
dark destructive days in education under the Liberals.
The week will begin with a Softnet cross to all schools.
Students from all schools across Victoria will be able to
participate in the Softnet broadcast to discuss images of
education in 2020. I invite all members of Parliament
from both sides of the house to participate with their
local schools in Education Week.
The government will be hosting a parents’ forum to
celebrate parents as partners in education. It will
recognise the high-achieving public schools — some of
the outstanding public schools that are achieving good
outcomes in retention rates, the Victorian certificate of
education, the Middle Years of Schooling program and
the student welfare program, Students at Risk.
At the gala dinner during Education Week — —
An honourable member interjected.
Ms DELAHUNTY — The government will be
inviting some opposition members but not too many. At
the gala dinner the government will be saluting some
leading Victorians who have attended public schools.
Hundreds of events will be held across Victoria with
our community partners. There will be programs at the
Melbourne Aquarium, the Melbourne Museum,
Scienceworks, the Australian Stock Exchange, the
Parliament of Victoria and the Melbourne Zoo, which
is important for the National Party.
It will be an outstanding Education Week, because the
government will be saluting what education means
under the Bracks government. What does it mean? E
stands for excellence in everything we do in education,
and providing the highest opportunities and standards in
Victoria’s schools for students.
Opposition members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the opposition
benches come to order.
Ms DELAHUNTY — ‘E’ is for excellence. ‘D’ is
for delivering. This government promised to bring
down class sizes, and they are coming down at every
level across Victoria. What would ‘U’ be for? ‘U’ is for
understanding — understanding what really matters in
education and understanding the new thinking in
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education. The old thinking is represented by that side
of the house, the new thinking is represented by this
side of the house.
‘C’ is for caring for kids. The government is committed
to offering our kids opportunities and not treating
students as just numbers. ‘A’ is for action. The
government is building new schools, hiring more
teachers and putting more — —
Mr Honeywood — On a point of order on the issue
of relevance, Mr Speaker, the opposition understands
why the minister is getting appearance money today,
but she is being tediously repetitious and irrelevant, and
you should bring her back to order.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order raised by the honourable member for
Warrandyte. However, I remind the minister of the
need to be succinct, and I ask her to conclude her
answer.
Ms DELAHUNTY — I hope the honourable
member for Warrandyte will attend some of the
Education Week forums, where we will be celebrating
precisely the investment made by the Bracks
government.
‘T’ is for teachers, who are the difference between a
good education and a better education. The government
has hired more teachers, it is paying them more and it is
valuing them more. ‘I’ is for innovation. Innovation and
opportunity. ‘O’ is for onion. Why onion? Because the
opposition’s education policies are like an onion. If you
peel them away, there is nothing left but a bad smell!
‘N’ is for now.
Opposition members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the opposition
benches to cease interjecting in that manner. I ask the
minister to conclude her answer.
Ms DELAHUNTY — If honourable members need
to know all the events that are happening during
Education Week, I invite them to have a look at the
education web site at www.deet.vic.gov.au. Contrast
that with the Liberal Party’s web site, where the
government looked for the opposition’s education
policies but found there are none. There are no ideas
and no policies, which is no good for education!
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister has now
been speaking for 8 minutes and has concluded her
answer.
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The time set down for questions without notice has
expired, and a minimum number of questions have
been dealt with.

APPROPRIATION (2001/2002) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.

Mr LENDERS (Dandenong North) — It gives me
great delight to make my contribution to the budget
debate. I have listened to the debate over the past few
weeks since the Treasurer brought down the budget,
and it has been a good debate.
As a member of the Bracks government I am delighted
to be able to speak on this budget. As the honourable
member for Mitcham said, as the son of Dutch
immigrants it gives me great joy to speak on this
budget! In all seriousness, there are three matters I wish
to speak on regarding the budget.
Firstly, what is a budget and where does it fit into the
context of this debate; secondly, the local issues in my
electorate of Dandenong North; and thirdly, some
comment on the contributions of other honourable
members to the appropriation bill debate.
Firstly, what is a budget? We have been debating that
question in a fairly general way for a long time. The
budget is clearly the time when the government puts its
set of priorities into place and leaves its mark on a
community. The release of the budget is a critical time
for a government, which is why we have the general
debate on budget legislation in this place. I have taken
great pride in being part of the communication of this
budget, which is the government’s statement of its
priorities, to my electorate of Dandenong North.
I turn to the reasons why a government formulates a set
of priorities and why the budget is such a key part of
that process. The Labor Party went into an election in
September 1999 committed to a number of fairly key
issues. In my electorate of Dandenong North, as in most
parts of the state, Labor was totally committed to
restoring services in health and education, and in
community safety in particular.
This is the second budget in which those services are
being delivered — and delivered in spades. That is why
it gives me, as a member who was elected on a platform
to do that, enormous pride to speak yet again on these
issues. I have had great joy in distributing in my
electorate a report card on what this government has
done in its budget. This is the second report card I have
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now had the privilege of distributing in my electorate.
The great joy in doorknocking in the streets of
Mulgrave, Noble Park or Dandenong and distributing
the budget leaflet entitled ‘Getting on with the job —
delivering today, building for tomorrow’ is that the
voters appreciate a style of government where, away
from an election time, their representatives
communicate with them and talk about the issues.
It is doubly valuable to do that: firstly, electors are
entitled to see their representatives and to communicate
with them about government, and that is an important
communication device; and secondly, and more
importantly, as members of the government it means
we keep in touch with electors.
It would probably surprise the honourable member for
Doncaster and many others opposite who probably do
not have much to do with their electors that when you
knock on doors in your electorate and communicate —
and I have done that one-to-one with some 800 voters
since this budget was released — you find that they talk
to you about issues in the budget that are of importance
to them, including what to many people would appear
to be very small items. What has struck me about
doorknocking in my electorate is the local issues that
people have noticed in the budget. The big issue in the
south-east of Melbourne is clearly the Scoresby
transport corridor, and voters are asking questions about
how genuine the federal government is about this issue
and acknowledging that the state government is making
its absolutely best endeavours to work on this project.
However, among the smaller issues people talk about
are things like needles for people with diabetes, which
is quite amazing. In the overall budget process it is a
very small line item, but it has an extraordinary
resonance among the older residents in my electorate,
and in particular the people who over many years have
seen an inconsistency in governments supporting
needle exchanges and other programs while they have
not had a hearing or a say on the issue of needles for
diabetics. This government has listened and acted, and
that is an example in the health area of it having struck
an enormous chord.
I cannot let some of the statements I have heard in the
debate from members opposite go without comment. I
would be the first to admit that I have not been in the
chamber for the entire debate; however, the flavour of
what I have heard from the opposition has struck me in
a couple of areas. The first general theme I will address
is whether this is a responsible budget. We, as a
government, do not shirk from our commitment to the
electorate to be financially prudent. We will not go
running up debts or doing any of those things, but we
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are also not going to shirk from the fact that revenue
collected from taxpayers should be spent on taxpayers
for critical services and infrastructure. When there is a
budget surplus, we will use that surplus not only to
reduce debt but also to rebuild the infrastructure of the
state.
Previous speakers have commented on the previous
Labor government, but I will rest my argument on the
following considerations. The situation Victoria was in
during the 1990s was caused by a number of
circumstances, but it is unbelievably hypocritical for
those opposite to lecture this side of the house on
financial policy when, for the entire 1991–92 period,
they blocked every single proposal in the upper house
to increase revenue, and the first thing they did in
government was push up almost every tax in this state.
Let’s get the record straight on that.
However, from this government’s perspective, we have
delivered on service delivery in the three areas we
promised — health, education and community
safety — and we are doing that in spades in my
electorate of Dandenong North. We are managing a
fiscally prudent but socially responsible budgetary
strategy, and we have not deviated from that and it is
getting better as the days go by. And we have delivered
significant business tax reform — the greatest this state
has ever achieved — and wound back a lot of the
regressive features of the previous government.
It has been an absolute privilege to be able to work in a
minor role as part of this government with a very good
Premier, an exceptionally good Treasurer and a
wonderful team on the government side which has kept
focused on the main issues. It has been a privilege, and
it is great to see the government’s program put in place
in a wonderful budget.
Mr WILSON (Bennettswood) — I welcome the
opportunity to join the appropriation debate.
Honourable members have been asked to restrict their
comments so that most honourable members who wish
to make a contribution can do so, so I will restrict my
comments mainly to the health area.
I wish to reflect upon some of the views and comments
expressed by the honourable member for Preston in his
contribution. The honourable member spent a lot of
time talking about the closure of Preston and Northcote
Community Hospital, known as PANCH, during the
term of the previous government. What he failed to do
was spend a considerable time on the building and
opening of the Northern Hospital at Epping.
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The great difference between my side of politics and
the other side is that when it comes to great
infrastructure projects and policies that look forward, it
is this side of politics that takes the hard decisions. The
building of the Northern Hospital, which is certainly
not in an area where there are many votes for the
Liberal or National parties, was identified as a need in
health care, and this side of politics was committed to
building new hospitals. The Labor Party fails to realise
that there are population shifts and significant
demographic changes taking place in Melbourne.
Therefore, when the honourable member for Preston
talked about the closure of PANCH and failed to talk
about the building of the Northern Hospital, he failed to
recognise that Melbourne is changing significantly.
The honourable member for Pakenham reminded me
during lunch that in the fastest growing areas of
Melbourne — in the south-eastern suburbs of
Pakenham, Cranbourne and Berwick — we will not
have a new hospital built under this government, or if
we do, the government is certainly taking a long time to
do anything about it. There are 100 000 adults enrolled
in those electorates and probably about 75 000 to
100 000 children, and yet we do not have a public
hospital in the area of Berwick. That is an absolute
outrage and it upsets me greatly. I know the electors of
Berwick, Pakenham and Cranbourne — or whatever
the new seats will be called when we get to the next
state election — will make a very serious judgment
upon the Bracks government.
If we think things are bad in Berwick, we can also
reflect upon the area of Knox and the absolute failure of
this government to commit to the building of a hospital
in the Knox region. We are aware that in the outer
eastern suburbs there are really only two major
hospitals — the Maroondah Hospital and the Angliss
hospital — and this government is committing itself to
a patch-up job of those hospitals. Members on this side
are certainly in favour of any development or
redevelopment of those hospitals, but not at the expense
of building a brand new tertiary hospital. The
honourable member for Bayswater has often
commented to me that the area east of Springvale Road
has a population the size of the city of Adelaide, yet it is
limited to two hospitals — the Maroondah and Angliss
hospitals. The failure to build a hospital in Knox is a
disgrace. The current Minister for Health will be
condemned for his lack of action in this area.
I also reflect upon the fact that Labor was opposed to
the building of a new hospital in Mildura and the
building of the new Latrobe Regional Hospital. The
difference, as I said earlier, is that this side of politics is
committed to building and planning for the future.
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Labor politics is very much reflected in this budget,
which is aimed at getting cheap votes in marginal or
Independent seats, as distinct from the previous
coalition government, which was committed to good
public policy for all Victorians into the future.
In my members statement this morning, I reflected
upon the fact that the Minister for Health had failed to
release the Health Services Report, and I am very
pleased to see that by question time he had had a
change of mind and released those figures. It will be
very interesting to do a close analysis of that report, and
the opposition plans to do just that. I am confident that
the rosy picture the Minister for Health painted in his
answer during question time will not be reflected in the
report after some close analysis.
The last report showed that in the major indicators of
ambulance bypass, elective surgery waiting lists, the
number of patients having to wait on trolleys and
overall waiting lists, the Victorian health system has
suffered a major deterioration since the change of
government in October 1999. The only way to look at
the figures is to compare apples with apples, so the
opposition will look at the figures and will compare the
March quarter of 2001 with the March quarter of 2000
to see how this minister is performing.
At a local level I reflect on the fact that in his June 2000
report on ministerial portfolios the Auditor-General said
that the Southern Health Care Network — and I notice
the honourable member for Oakleigh is in the chamber
and she would have similar concerns to me about that
network — was displaying signs of financial difficulty.
Apparently the June 2001 report found that the situation
has not altered for the better.
At the other end of my electorate is the Box Hill
Hospital. That hospital is under significant stress. The
honourable member for Box Hill is also in the chamber;
I am sure he would share my views that the government
has performed very badly in managing this hospital.
The good citizens of Melbourne’s middle eastern
suburbs are suffering because their hospitals are not
being provided with adequate funds.
If I had longer I would talk about many other issues that
impact upon my electorate. But out of respect for my
colleagues who also wish to make contributions to the
budget debate, I will end my comments there.
Ms BARKER (Oakleigh) — I too will try to limit
my comments on this significant budget. I am pleased
to contribute, although somewhat briefly, to the debate
on the Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, the first budget
delivered by Treasurer John Brumby, which, as we
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have indicated, we believe delivers for today and builds
for tomorrow.
Education is a high priority for the Bracks government,
and it has been a high priority for me all my life. It was
a high priority for me while my children were at school,
and it still is now that they have left school. During the
election campaign Labor made a number of
commitments for the Oakleigh electorate. It committed
specific funds for the Amsleigh Park Primary School,
Hughesdale Primary School, Oakleigh Primary School
and Sussex Heights Primary School.
I am pleased to inform the house that in the past
12 months those amounts of funding have been
committed and that most of the schools, particularly
Oakleigh primary, have completed their works.
Amsleigh Park primary is about to commence its
tenders, and the last time I was there Hughesdale
primary was in the middle of having painting work
done, which was making the outside of the school look
very nice. All those schools are very happy that the
government has been able to tick off the commitments
it made during the 1999 election campaign.
The 2001–02 budget continues to rebuild the public
education system and build on the significant
investment the Bracks government has already made of
over $600 million and 2000 new staff. I note that the
Minister for Education is currently at the table; I
applaud her work in education, as do schools in my
area.
We are very proud on this side of the house that in
education we have moved Victoria from being the
lowest spending to the second-highest spending state
per capita. We are getting on with the job of repairing
education in this state.
I am also pleased that we were able to put further
significant investment into the other sector of education
I have learnt a lot about over a number of years — the
technical and further education (TAFE) sector, which I
think is one of the most exciting areas of education. The
government has committed $19 million over three years
to upgrade the information, communications and
technologies infrastructure of Victoria’s TAFE
institutes.
Just last week or the week before I was pleased to
attend Holmesglen TAFE with the Minister for Post
Compulsory Education, Employment and Training,
where she announced that as part of that funding
Holmesglen TAFE will receive a significant
$4.8 million, $3.8 million of which will be for the
development of a design and information technology
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centre. An amount of $450 000 will be allocated for
fitting out and relocating the industry skills department,
and $610 000 will be allocated for disabled access,
which is a significant amount. I must congratulate
Holmesglen TAFE on its employment programs and
training for people with disabilities.
It was great to walk through the Holmesglen TAFE
with members of the board, particularly around the area
from which the industry skills department will be
relocated to make way for a major expansion of the
institute’s bricklaying facilities. The members of the
board are very enthusiastic about the work they do, and
it was fascinating to hear the history of the place.
The honourable member for Bennettswood referred to
my seat in connection with health services, which are of
major importance to residents of the Oakleigh
electorate. Despite some of the rhetoric from the other
side, the Bracks government is committed to rebuilding
Victoria’s health system. In this budget it has put in
place a long-term approach — which is very
important — with funding and planning over four
years. That way hospitals, in particular, can work in
partnership with the government on planning how they
will deal with emergencies and patient management
and be funded appropriately over a period of years.
They can put in place strategies that will deal with the
issues today but will also ensure that the projected
demand already known about — which is at least a
3 per cent to 4 per cent growth per year — is being met.
The budget provides a $1.1 billion boost to hospital
funding over four years.
I join the Minister for Health, who outlined his
concerns in question time, in expressing my concerns
about the lack of aged care beds in Victoria. Recently
an excellent new facility has been completed in the
Ashwood area, which would assist residents in the
Oakleigh electorate. The beautiful new facility, which
was built and is operated by the Cabrini hospital, has
60 new beds — but they are empty because the
commonwealth government refuses to fund them. It is a
magnificent building, the beds are ready, and it is
waiting to go. I think the federal government and the
federal minister should fund it posthaste to get on with
providing the aged care beds that are much needed by
the people in that region.
The other area in which I am pleased to see a funding
increase is the home and community care (HACC)
program. As recently as March this year I was pleased
to announce several increases in funding in the
Oakleigh electorate as a result of the extra $5.62 million
that was announced at that time. For example, the Glen
Eira City Council received increased funding — and I
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know the honourable member for Bentleigh would
share my view that the Glen Eira council needs more
funding for HACC services. The area has an older
population and the council should be congratulated on
showing a real commitment to older people by
providing more HACC services through its own
budgetary allocations. The announcement in March of
funding of at least $48 000 as a recurrent grant to the
Glen Eira council was very pleasing.
Further funds were allocated to the Monash City
Council and to Monashlink Community Health Centre.
Those funds could have been doubled if the federal
government had matched the much-needed new growth
funding required in HACC services. As I have
indicated, health is a major priority for me and for the
residents whom I represent. I congratulate the Minister
for Health and the Treasurer on the extra funding they
have allocated in this budget — real funding which is
planned and targeted for over a period of four years.
There is additional funding for a patient management
strategy and funding for the growth in demand for
ambulance services. The new Carnegie ambulance
station was recently opened by the Minister for Health
to serve an identified area of need in Carnegie and
Murrumbeena. If I recall correctly, it is believed that
because of the high demand the placing of that
ambulance station in Carnegie will reduce the time
people wait for an ambulance by about 7 minutes,
which is a significant time for those who are waiting for
an ambulance.
There will be an expansion of public health services.
Funding will be provided for people with diabetes to
enable them to obtain needles and syringes. An issue
that is important to me both personally through family
members and as the honourable member for Oakleigh
is that there will be additional recurrent funding for
breast screening services. The additional recurrent
funding of $1.2 million to enable at least an additional
11 400 women to be screened in the coming year is so
important that I cannot emphasise it enough.
Those are some of the initiatives I am pleased to note in
the health area. As I said, the budget continues the
rebuilding of Victoria’s health system, not only in the
short term but planned and funded over a period of
four years. In all areas of government administration
the budget shows that the Bracks government is
providing responsible and socially progressive
development of this great state. The budget delivers for
today and builds for tomorrow.
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) — The
opportunity to speak on the budget is also a time to
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review the economic levels of activity in Victoria over
the past decade. When several honourable members
first entered this chamber we did so at a time when
Victoria’s record debt totalled some $33 billion. It was
suffering from record unemployment approaching
11.3 per cent, and the government of the day was
refusing to accept responsibility for its contribution to
the state’s economic plight.
Victoria again has a Labor government, which already
has reneged on its promise to achieve a 5 per cent
unemployment target. Its much-touted efficiency
dividend and public relations saving outlined in its
Access Economics document will yield only half the
expected savings. So the story continues!
One commentator in the Australian noted that the
Bracks Labor government would spend the financial
inheritance of the former Kennett government rather
than build on it. It is important that government has a
level of vision. It has sometimes been said that vision
can at the same time be strategic and constructive or it
can be blind, blurred, vision-blocked and stunted. One
need only peruse the range of private sector economic
activity that has significantly changed in recent times to
understand that Victoria is not heading down a
progressive path.
Over the past 12 months I have met with several
businesses in my electorate to ascertain their concerns.
Two principal concerns of major employers in my
electorate were the need to encourage new investment
and business confidence in the state and the
achievement of the right balance.
A range of tax cuts was proposed and several were
deferred, but none that will deliver substantive benefits
to the Victorian economy. Prospective legislative
measures included fair employment legislation.
Proposed land tax reform saw a level of uncertainty
where several propositions were not ruled out, as they
should have been, at a much earlier stage.
A person in my electorate said that Victoria needed a
government with courage that is prepared to look at
new initiatives. He nominated a few that occurred
between 1992 and 1999. Victoria today has few
visionary major projects and very few major capital
investment infrastructure projects on the public agenda
when a number could be in place. What does it have?
The answer is hundreds of job losses. They include
some 300 jobs that never came to Victoria through
Virgin Airlines setting up in Queensland; the loss of the
BHP Administration Centre to South Australia —
500 jobs; the closure of the Bonlac plants at Drouin,
Camperdown and Toora — 250 jobs; the closure of
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Heinz in Dandenong — 192 jobs; Australian Cutting
Systems in Brooklyn — 120 jobs; IBM moving to New
South Wales — 400 jobs; Oracle moving to New South
Wales — 150 jobs; the closure of Tenix in
Williamstown — 250 jobs; and the transfer of
Email-Chef to South Australia — 550 jobs. Those were
only the direct job losses. A local company in my
electorate has provided a range of componentry to
Email-Chef for many years. The impact on that
company and myriad other suppliers is significant.
The job losses continue: Budget Direct Financial
Services moving to Queensland — 200 jobs;
Bonlac–Spring Valley, Cheltenham — 170 jobs;
Qantas Maintenance moving to Queensland —
500 jobs; a reduction in the output of Ford at
Broadmeadows — 160 jobs; Denso Auto Parts,
Altona — 170 jobs; the closure of Arnotts Biscuits,
Burwood — 600 jobs; Solectron Corporation IT,
Wangaratta — 225 jobs; and Diamond Press,
Sunshine — 200 jobs. Those are all real jobs involving
real people, which in turn affects local communities.
Governments need to be strategic in their planning and
in their vision. Over the past few days the people of
Victoria have seen the loss of an opportunity through
the failure of the government to process its marine
parks legislation. I have some active constituents in my
electorate who are keen environmentalists and
conservationists. They have put a lot of work into
constructive developments around Victoria.
The American Association for the Advancement of
Science has stated as part of its scientific consensus:
Reserves result in long-lasting and often rapid increases in the
abundance, diversity and productivity of marine organisms.
These changes are due to decreased mortality, decreased
habitat destruction and to indirect ecosystem effects.
Reserves reduce the probability of extinction for marine
species resident within them.
Increased reserve size results in increased benefits, but even
small reserves have positive effects.

A small reserve and marine sanctuary was proposed for
Ricketts Point, which, to the dismay of people in the
real world who have these real concerns, has fallen off
the government’s agenda. Those people are not
concerned about the politics but about life in the streets,
life in the community and developing a worthy
environment in a community with the prospect of
gainful employment.
The budget does not address those concerns, which is
unfortunate because it translates to a lack of opportunity
for both the environment and the people of Victoria.
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Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — I rise to support the
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill and congratulate the
Treasurer on the budget. In the short time allocated to
me I will not waste my time refuting the
doom-and-gloom view expressed by the honourable
member for Sandringham.
After the budget was released on 16 May the Herald
Sun ran a front-page headline ‘Spend up — Brumby
unveils $2.1 billion spree to build state’. That totally
contradicts the views expressed in the house a few
minutes ago. As honourable members know, the
Herald Sun is not a Labor supporter. On that day the
newspaper ran another article headed ‘It’s a bush
bonanza’. Indeed, the country and the bush had been
completely forgotten by the previous government.
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr SEITZ — It is not me saying it. It is your own
Tory newspaper.
A further positive report is seen in that newspaper
under the heading ‘Cash to stop brain drain’. A
building-the-state article appears in the Australian
Financial Review of 16 May under the title ‘Bracks
pumps $2.1 billion into infrastructure’. Some further
headlines include ‘Business backs high-tech focus’,
discussing the state budget once again, on 16 May in
the Australian Financial Review, and ‘High marks for
Brumby’s budget’ in the Australian.
Page after page of headlines and articles appeared in
well-respected daily Victorian and national newspapers,
but time does not allow me to go through the whole
stack of positive comments on the budget. All agree
that it is a well-balanced budget. If I had the time I
would go through each one of these items and present
them to the house, but unfortunately due to the
opposition’s antics this week time is cut short.
In contrast, the federal budget is lacking. The federal
Treasurer tries to buy voters with his giveaway to
senior citizens. In the meantime in my electorate in the
western suburbs 200 nursing home beds are being
closed and there are no places for the elderly. It is a
desperate situation. People in my electorate can ill
afford to pay the extra costs of being cared for and
looked after in a public hospital because of the federal
government’s mean-spirited attitude towards the care of
elderly Victorians.
I quote again from the Herald Sun of 16 May. The
article, headed ‘5 minute guide’, focuses on budget
sectors:
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Health
$1.1 billion increase …
Education
$654 million over the next four years —

I repeat, ‘education’ —
Business and industry
$12 million to create the Essential Services Commission.
Transport
$203.2 million over four years …
Ambulance
$42 million to buy 24 ambulances and build two new stations.
Roads
$71 million over two years …
Environment
$77.5 million over four years …
Law and order —

the opposition tries to be the party of law and order —
$64.1 million
Prisons
$334.5 million
Country Victoria —

which the National Party forgot about when it was in
the coalition government; it never defended country
Victoria —
$50 million to create a statewide network of science and
education precincts.

The article also reports a budget allocation of
$31.6 million over four years for film and television
production. Further:
Sports and recreation
$15 million upgrade of facilities, including $3.2 million for an
indoor velodrome at Northcote.

My electorate has done very well. I only wish I had the
time to enumerate the benefits the change of
government has given my electorate, particularly in
new growth areas such as Keilor and Sydenham. I
acknowledge that the Minister for Education, who is
now at the table, allocated funds for the establishment
of the Copperfield Secondary College campus.
Negotiations with the school council led to plans to
extend the hall on the site so it can be used for netball
games and can be used by the general community.
Sydenham will also benefit from improved
kindergarten facilities.
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Only the other week the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services was in that district opening a new,
fully staffed fire station. If honourable members care to
check their records they will see that I raised the needs
of my electorate before the budget speech. Sydenham is
part of the Keilor–Melton corridor and is well known to
a number of honourable members and recognised as the
fastest growing area. The government has a
commitment to provide bus services in that area. Well
do I remember in the past presenting petition after
petition to try to get an extra 2 or 3 kilometres of bus
service into Albanvale, Delahey, Sydenham and
Sugargum.
We do not need to go through that process now, we can
gain access to the minister, and the community has
access to the government and to the ministers, the
public servants can speak out on what the needs are and
discuss it with their local members. They do not have to
fear that they will have to face the wrath of the minister
or have the government on their backs if they speak to
local members.
We are in a changing world. The funds that have been
made available in my electorate, not to mention the
information technology units in schools and the
provision of computer services, will assist us in our
attempts to keep abreast of those changes.
Opposition members interjecting.
Mr SEITZ — I get the message that it is time for
me to wind up. As I said, I could go on all afternoon
talking about this budget and my electorate, but I
respect my colleagues. This budget is a budget that has
taken into consideration seven years of deprivation in
the west. I hope that in the future more funding
allocations will be coming to the west.
Mr MACLELLAN (Pakenham) — At the outset I
want to say that every family in my electorate is going
to be worse off under this budget — —
Ms Delahunty — Oh rubbish!
Mr MACLELLAN — I hear the interjection by the
Minister for Education, who does not wait to hear what
anyone has to say. She merely starts on the
interjection — —
Mr Maxfield interjected.
Mr MACLELLAN — And she is supported by the
honourable member for Narracan.
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Every family in my electorate will be worse off under
this budget. For a start, the $60 electricity bonus has
been cancelled by this government.
Mr Maxfield interjected.
Mr MACLELLAN — The honourable member for
Narracan can interject as much as he likes, but the truth
of the matter is that every family in my electorate will
be $60 worse off this winter because of this
government’s electricity pricing policy.
With every tax identified in the budget, whether it is
payroll tax, stamp duty, gaming taxes or land tax, the
amount the government collects will increase. As the
Leader of the Opposition has said, the government
holds the record as the highest taxing state government
Victoria has ever known. Who pays when companies
and businesses add those costs on to the prices of the
goods and services they provide? The answer is every
family in my electorate.
Honourable members will have to make an exception
of the Minister for Education and allow that some
special families in my electorate may be better off
under a Labor government. If you happen to be a
member of the teachers union and are a government
teacher you may have received a pay rise that may be
more than the $60 you will lose in the electricity bonus;
and if you are a member of one of the other chosen
unions you may have had a pay rise. The rest of the
families in my electorate, however, will be worse off.
I wish I could, as the honourable member for Keilor
did, rattle off a list of all of the good and wonderful
things in my electorate that are being funded from the
budget. Unfortunately, however, even though the
Bracks Labor government has spent $5.5 billion-worth
of GST money, I do not see anything for my electorate
that will make my families better off.
Mr Stensholt interjected.
Mr MACLELLAN — For the benefit of the
honourable member for Burwood, the amount of GST
money that has been spent is almost the exact
equivalent of the amount that will be spent in the
budget on human services. In other words, the GST —
that hated tax, which is perhaps to be rolled back — is
what pays for human services in Victoria. Or is it
education, because that item has a $5.1 billion price tag.
However, it is not always about the big-ticket items,
because small items can sometimes illustrate what is
wrong with a government. Take, for example, a visit by
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services and the
Deputy Premier to the Pakenham police station. That
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complex includes an old courthouse, a sergeant’s
residence and an old police station. The police in the
area are struggling to provide a proper 24-hour service
from a building that should be completely relocated and
rebuilt. It was pointed out to the Deputy Premier that
over the fence was an underutilised ambulance depot
comprising two buildings, one of which could have
been added to the police complex simply by putting a
gate in the fence.
After the ministers left, what happened? It was a bit too
difficult. It was not too difficult to spend millions of
dollars on a stupid royal commission into the
ambulance service, but supposedly due to a lack of
money it was too difficult to build a proper police
station or a proper ambulance depot on a new
emergency services site. What happened after that? A
rebuild job was approved down in Wonthaggi in the
electorate of the honourable member for Gippsland
West. I am glad the government is building a police
station there. On the other hand, the government got an
old shed for Pakenham and spent $26 000 on it — and
the police will not even use it! That is an illustration of
what is wrong with this government.
The government cannot see the problem that is in front
of it. This is a deficit government, a big-taxing
government and a government that has left families in
my electorate worse off.
Ms GILLETT (Werribee) — It will be a pleasure to
speak for 6 minutes on the Appropriation (2001/2002)
Bill, which is the time we each have available to us. For
my community of Werribee the budget is a celebration
and a recognition of the commitment of this
government to the people of the western suburbs.
For 11 years I was told in numerous letters from the
former Minister for Health, the Honourable Rob
Knowles, that an integrated primary health care centre
for the community of Wyndham was the highest
priority for health in the western region of Melbourne. I
took the former minister at his word, and during my
time on the other side of the house I fervently hoped for
tangible evidence of that commitment in one of the five
budgets the previous government handed down.
It never happened. I never saw any tangible sign of that
commitment to build the centre, even though I and
others were told repeatedly as representatives of our
community that it was the government’s highest
priority.
When the Bracks Labor government came to office in
October 1999 I asked the new Minister for Health, John
Thwaites, if he would investigate what had happened in
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all those years to explain why our community still did
not have an integrated primary health care centre. It did
not take long for the minister to come back to me with
an answer. He said plainly that although I had been
assured of the top-priority status of the centre, it had
never been through the previous government’s budget
processes.
It was a high priority, but there was no tangible or
demonstrated commitment to delivering on that priority
because no money had ever been attached to it. On a
number of occasions I asked the new Minister for
Health to see, within the responsible and enormous
constraints the government has through the budgetary
process, what he would be able to do. In the first
Brumby budget, the Bracks Labor government has
delivered to the community of Wyndham an
$11 million integrated primary health care centre.
Budget day was probably the best day I have spent as a
member of Parliament because my community
achieved $11 million for primary health that had been
promised and had been on the books for over a decade.
It has finally been delivered and this government is
absolutely committed to delivering the important and
fundamental needs of people who have been promised
a lot, but delivered little. It seems to be the general
theme of opposition members in their replies to the
budget that this budget promises a lot but delivers little.
I will advise the house how different that is from my
experience and my community’s experience with the
budget.
There have been no new bus services in the last eight
years in the growing community of Wyndham. Yet
there are thousands and thousands of new residents who
need to use the bus service to connect to other public
transport — the train service. I am absolutely overjoyed
with the budget, even though the Minister for Transport
was careful in my advocacy with him to say that there
would be no money in this budget for new services. He
said it clearly and plainly, but then in the lead-up to the
budget he was able to provide $900 000 for the
beginning of some new bus services and to promise
$1.1 million in recurrent funding that would allow new
bus services to come into my community for the first
time in eight years. Far from promising a lot and
delivering little, this budget has actually delivered on
promises made and not kept for years and years.
The other area I refer to is schools. I congratulate the
Minister for Education. Iramoo Primary School is a
great school which is 21 years old. It has been allocated
almost $1 million for facilities funding that it should
have had five or six years ago.
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Overall this is a budget that promises, delivers and
demonstrates a tangible commitment to the people of
the western suburbs. I congratulate all of the ministers
who were involved. I also congratulate the fine
government backbenchers who are fabulous advocates
for their communities. I will finish just a minute early!
Ms BURKE (Prahran) — I commence my
contribution to the debate by saying that the budget
holds no joy for the constituents of the Prahran
electorate. Not even the Alfred hospital gets a guernsey.
Yet this government is keen to ride on the coat-tails of
the previous government’s redevelopment success at
the Alfred.
Honourable members’ constituents continually tell
them that until government can spend their money as
well as they can, they would like to give it as little as
possible. For all the talk about GST, no state Premier
asked the Prime Minister to wind it back at last Friday’s
Council of Australian Governments meeting in
Canberra. The states get every cent of the GST revenue
which might as well be called the gross state tax. It is
how it is spent by each state that will make the
difference.
There is real anger in our communities about the stamp
duty on insurance, property and the like, particularly the
fact that those who are being hit by the extras are those
who are trying to protect themselves with insurance and
looking after themselves with things like new homes.
In this budget women are treated as badly as
Liberal-held seats. Issues such as date rape are not even
mentioned, which is a major concern to young women
in this state. CASA houses, or centres against sexual
assault, do not even have a 1800 number, and rape
victims do not know quite where to call. Even if they
do call, most of the time they will get minimal service.
If you are raped or a victim interstate or overseas, forget
it! You will get absolutely no counselling, even if you
are a registered voter and someone who lives in
Victoria normally.
Citizens who spend their after-tax funds on investments
such as property as a safety net for their retirement
should not be penalised for their self-funded pension
planning. Increasing stamp duty, land tax, government
fees and even local government fees cruelly erode their
already taxed nest eggs. The tax on a tax is
unreasonable. This government can use the same old
catchcry, ‘It’s someone else’s fault’, but after this
second Labor budget we are all pretty tired of it,
especially when one considers that the state purse was
full when the Labor Party came to government in 1999.
That was far better than the empty cupboard the
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previous government came to in 1992, with a
$32 billion debt. It is important that people do not
forget it because Victoria could end up back there
before long.
I will touch on the local government portfolio. I start
with the Best Value Commission. The best value cry
throughout local government is failing to be heard. It is
hard to understand why we need $3 million for the Best
Value Commission to go on sorting out whether there is
a state and local government partnership and whether it
is achieving anything. The scheme has hardly been seen
by ratepayers as an accountable and low-rating system.
This year extra cost burdens from wages and increases
in the Workcover premiums and insurance costs are
skyrocketing. It is hardly viewed by ratepayers as best
value.
Municipalities should be drivers and facilitators of
economic development throughout the state. They are
the fundamental stones that we as a state build on.
Taking land use as an example, municipalities tell
government where and how land will be used for
housing, business, recreation, mining, forest, retail,
airports or even institutions to help those in real need.
This government’s hands-off approach might seem the
politically safe thing to do, but Victorians want true
partnership, not safe political speak.
I turn to the area of rail transport. We all agree that
directing funds to passenger rail is politically safe, but
the real advantages for this state are in the collaboration
between industry and rail, in waste minimisation and
rail transport from rural areas. One could go on and on.
I realise that there are other honourable members who
want to speak today, but let me say that Prahran got
nothing out of this budget, women got nothing out of it
and Liberal seats got nothing out of it. Let’s just hope
like hell that Victoria gets something out of it.
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I support this
budget which delivers today and builds for tomorrow
by being both financially responsible and socially
progressive. This budget delivers improved services
and is directed to promoting long-term growth right
across Victoria. We see the continuation of change by a
responsible government which is in touch with the
people and delivering responsible outcomes. Let me tell
you that they like the budget in the suburbs and streets
of the Burwood electorate. People appreciate that more
is going into education, health services, community
safety, community services and the environment as well
as into democratic institutions.
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The electorate of Burwood appreciates the strong fiscal
performance of the Bracks Labor government. The
budget papers show the substantial surpluses that are
being delivered and the fact that liabilities and debt are
due to halve over the next three to four years by the end
of June 2005.
A key feature of this budget is the long-term vision of
the Bracks Labor government and the investment that it
has put into infrastructure right across the state. The
budget delivers a record $2.13 billion in investment in
new infrastructure throughout Victoria. This includes
$780 million for transport, $514 million for health and
$336 million for community safety and community
services.
There is extraordinary new investment in education.
During the term of this government about a quarter of
our schools will expect to get new and improved
facilities as will technical and further education (TAFE)
institutes. This budget delivers $287 million for schools
and TAFE institutes. The effects of this investment can
be seen in schools throughout my electorate. In the last
fortnight I opened new facilities at Wattle Park Primary
School and Hartwell Primary School and I was more
than happy to play a part in getting additional funds for
Hartwell and help with the planning and construction
phases at Wattle Park. Solway Primary School is
having new facilities built. I was happy to assist that
school in ensuring that a new library was included in
the tender documents that went out only a couple of
months ago. The budget is also delivering $2.5 million
for the new Princess Elizabeth Junior School for Deaf
Children in Burwood. Late last year I was delighted to
announce that on behalf of the minister.
For those who think that nothing is happening in other
electorates, I point out that $1.48 million and
$1.34 million have been allocated for Box Hill Senior
Secondary College facilities, $1.9 million and $793 000
for Kew High School and $869 000 for Mont Albert
Primary School. These are some of the schools
receiving allocations in the south-eastern suburbs and
which look after schools in my area. These schools will
benefit from investment in school programs. Class sizes
are falling and more teachers and programs are
available.
Independent schools, including the local Catholic
primary schools in my electorate, are also benefiting
from the budget from the $50 million which is allocated
to them over the lifetime of the Bracks government.
TAFE is also a big winner in this budget. There is great
investment in the budget for this sector. This area was
forgotten by the previous government, but the TAFE
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sector is now alive and well and thriving. There are
more traineeships and apprenticeships in Victoria than
ever before. Holmesglen Institute of TAFE has received
$4.86 million. I was pleased to inspect it with the
minister just the other day. I even discovered during my
visit that my father had probably worked there
designing tanks during the war. At the other end of my
electorate, the Box Hill Institute has been allocated
$6.5 million for new facilities. This is an excellent
achievement by the government.
Health is a major sector gaining from the budget:
$849 million in new services over four years and with
$514 million going into infrastructure. I applaud the
$5.5 million allocated for a public transport upgrade in
Box Hill and look forward to the results of the
feasibility study for the Burwood tram extension which
is expected to be released later this year.
Community services is another area of vital importance.
Funding has been allocated for 800 more police
officers. I was in the Ashburton police station just the
other day, which used to have four police officers; it
now has seven. I also visited the Camberwell police
station, which had fewer than 20 police officers; it now
has 27 and expects to reach 32 early in the new year.
Contrary to the views of the honourable member for
Hawthorn, who does not seem to have an idea of what
goes on around the place, $700 000 is being provided
for the upgrading of the Camberwell police station.
These are positive achievements by a government
which is supporting business. Small business in
Burwood is appreciative. I get support from traders in
Burwood, Ashburton and Ashwood. They appreciate
the $774 million in business tax cuts. I have consulted
with them extensively and they are happy with the
result. The government is ensuring that these voices are
being heard. It is a great budget now and for the future
of Victoria.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — The honourable
member for Burwood never once mentioned Arnott’s; I
wonder why! In my electorate one of the biggest fears
in this budget situation is the future of the Beechworth
prison. It was named as one of the prisons likely to
close, and it is suggested that within two years the
decision will be made, with no decision to build another
prison in that area.
One of the good things in the budget relates to the
federal government’s commitment to the relocation of
the railway line out of the central business district of
Wodonga. The federal government has committed
$20 million to that and the state government has
committed $11 million on top of the $19 million
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committed by the Kennett government. This is a great
project, and I am very appreciative of the government
for its commitment to it.

have some of those 350 volunteers in the seat of
Benambra. We desperately need more support for them.
This budget is not doing enough for regional Victoria.

But budgets are about taxes — the raising of them and
the spending of them. There is no doubt about this
government, it is good at both. If you look at the taxes,
despite the rhetoric, there is in fact an increase in
revenue. The government is a bigger tax gatherer. And
when you look at spending, you find it is damn good at
spending them too. The increased expenditure in almost
all areas is quite extraordinary.

There are two areas I would like to quickly touch on.
One is Workcover and the other is tertiary education at
Wodonga Institute of TAFE. Some examples in respect
of Workcover premium increases are that for Wodonga
Plant Farm the premium has gone from $500 to $2000;
Butko Engineering, an increase of 60 per cent; and
Riverina Truck Wheel Alignment, 80 per cent. I could
go on indefinitely, but I will not.

In my electorate we are building a new police station
and courthouse — again funded by the Kennett
government — but we need some of those extra police
we hear about. So much for the extra 800 police; we are
not getting any of those 800 police at Wodonga. We
need them desperately with the new police station and
courthouse we are building. The Kennett government
spent about $18 million to $19 million rebuilding the
Wodonga hospital. We need to see the stage 2
development of the Wodonga hospital. There is nothing
in this budget to suggest that is going to happen.

But I do want to say that the Wodonga Institute of
TAFE is vital. It has provided 30 000 training contact
hours for which it has not been funded. That is
$300 000. I request the government to look at that. I
believe negotiations are going on at this stage, and I
hope the government successfully concludes those
negotiations.

There is a need for cross-border drug rehabilitation in
Albury-Wodonga. Again, I was hoping to see
something in the budget to support that drug
rehabilitation program. Nothing.
The victims of crime in our area have substantial
problems. There is a cut in funding for victims of
crimes.
Mr Hulls interjected.
Mr PLOWMAN — It is unbelievable that in our
area the requirement for those victims of crime services
is quite extraordinary.
As to preschool funding, preschools and preschool
teachers are underfunded, which is reflected in the
difficulty in attracting preschool teachers. When you
live on the border you get that direct comparison.
Where are those preschool teachers going? They are
going either into primary teaching or across the border
into New South Wales, where they are paid more
appropriately. Again, nothing in the budget.
As to support for aged care facilities, we have a classic
with Vermont Court in Wodonga, in the grounds of the
Wodonga hospital, which desperately needs assistance
for relocation — nothing at this stage coming from the
state government.
Support for ambulance volunteers — one of the most
important groups of people right across the state. We

Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — I rise to speak on two
important issues in what has been widely regarded as
another excellent budget from the Bracks government.
One of the issues I want to speak about specifically is a
local issue — public housing in my electorate — and
the second is a general issue that concerns some
initiatives in the justice portfolio, in which I have the
pleasure of being parliamentary secretary to the
Attorney-General.
As honourable members are aware, the seat of
Richmond is home to some of the largest public
housing estates in Victoria, particularly the high-rise
estates of Fitzroy, Collingwood and Richmond, which
house approximately 10 000 families. During the years
of the former Kennett government the investment in
public housing in the inner city was absolutely pitiful.
The only initiative of the former Minister for Housing
to redevelop public housing in the inner city was to pull
down a public housing high-rise tower in Kensington.
Everyone knew the economics of that were completely
wrong.
This government has said — and it is an excellent
policy position — that we will maintain the high-rise
towers. Their structural integrity has been assured.
They are an important form of housing for low-income
families who are seeking to make a start in this
community and to get a leg up. We want to ensure that
our public housing estates offer secure and affordable
housing. To that end I must commend the Minister for
Housing and the Bracks government for the
announcement in this budget of a further allocation of
$154 million to upgrade public and community
housing. What has been highlighted has been the inner
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city public housing estates, so long neglected by the
former government.
If you come to my area and you look at an estate like
the Elizabeth Street walk-up flats in Richmond, you can
see the flats literally subsiding into the ground. What
did the former government do? Nothing. It did nothing.
This government is doing a complete redevelopment of
the Elizabeth Street walk-up flats, and importantly it is
doing it in consultation with the tenants. What a new
concept, that you actually go and consult with the
people who live there! That would be complete
anathema to the opposition benches, to go to talk to the
people who live in the estates about how they would
like to see their estate redeveloped.
I turn briefly to a couple of initiatives that have been
delivered by the Attorney-General through the justice
portfolio. There are some excellent initiatives here. The
judicial education program was widely supported by
both sides of the house — $2.7 million over the next
four years. The criminal justice enhancement
program — $6.1 million for further efficiencies in the
court process.
I turn finally to an area where I had the pleasure of
chairing the committee: the Aboriginal justice
agreement. This was a groundbreaking agreement
between the Bracks government and the Aboriginal
community through its local representatives and the
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission. We
are delivering on the ground an agreement that will go
to the fundamental question of access to justice for the
Aboriginal community and will ensure that diversion
programs are in place so that people have to interact
with that community. In that respect there is an extra
$4.4 million for the Aboriginal justice strategy.
The Attorney-General suggests I should wind up at this
juncture. This is a great budget. The justice budget has
been fantastically well received, particularly by the
Aboriginal community. Public housing tenants in my
area are delighted with the initiatives of the Minister for
Housing. I commend the budget to the house.
Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) — I thank members of the
government for giving us the opportunity to speak. That
is the only help my electorate has had in the budget.
In conservation and environment what have we got?
Weed infestations right through the forest. We have
wild and feral dogs destroying livestock and lyrebirds;
fencing that is dilapidated and not maintained; letters
that are not answered by the department. In transport
there has been a lot of talk about fast trains. We do not
want fast trains. We would just like buses; we do not
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care if they are slow. We would just like a bus service
out in the Upper Yarra. We would like the Met fare
extended.
There has been much ado about hospitals and
improvements in health. We do not have an after-hours
emergency service. What have we got in Upper Yarra
for education? The answer is very little. But what we
have got is absenteeism averaging 16 to 18 days per
student per year, which means that some students are
taking 25 or 30 days off. The state average is only
101⁄2 days. Have we got any welfare officers? Have we
got any extra support? No. These children are not going
to go on to high school because absenteeism in primary
school is something that carries through, and they will
not be attending high school. They will not be able to
get further education.
And what have we got with further education? We have
got Swinburne doing an excellent job. We have a
proposal for Northern Melbourne Institute of TAFE to
do a wine training course. Not needed! We already
have a wine training course at Swinburne. We do not
need another university moving in. What we need are
welfare officers for the students who really need
support in their primary years.
Do we have natural gas? Do we have anything like the
situation on the Bellarine Peninsula? No, definitely not
in Upper Yarra.
The Upper Yarra has lost its main industries. As well,
we are disadvantaged because of our geographical
position. Although ours is a rural area, it is not entitled
to funding from the Rural Development Fund. Not one
cent comes our way to help us to encourage businesses
to come back to the region. We are suffering from
higher taxes and increased Workcare premiums, yet
despite that and despite our geographical disadvantage,
we do not get any assistance from the government.
The region lacks police and emergency services. I
received a letter from the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services saying that the Mount Evelyn
police station would be rebuilt. The announcement was
made on 7 February, and the letter was dated 21 March,
yet still nothing is happening.
The situation in tourism is interesting. I could refer to
the minister’s speeches during his time in opposition,
but I am conscious of having only 1 minute left.
Occupancy rates in bed and breakfast accommodation
are down, not just in the Yarra Valley but also in
Beechworth, Avoca, Warrnambool, Portland and
Port Fairy — all around country Victoria.
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The minister proudly announced that $4 million is
being spent on marketing Victoria overseas, but that is
not extra money, because it is coming from the tourism
budget. I am thankful of the opportunity to speak,
although I could go on for hours yet about the faults in
the budget, including the ways in which it
disadvantages the Yarra Ranges. However, I advise the
minister that I would be delighted to write a letter to my
local paper listing all of them!

trains; reopening country rail service; improving the
bus system; and introducing accessible low-floor buses.
It is about economic growth. It is about improving
access to Melbourne and the rest of Victoria by
improving connections between trains, trams and buses.
It is about producing reliable and safe travel for all
Victorians, particularly schoolchildren. This is a
wonderful, integrated initiative by the government that
will radically improve transport in the state.

Mr CARLI (Coburg) — I am pleased to speak in
support of this marvellous budget. It is rebuilding
Victoria after the damage done by the previous
government to the education system and the social
fabric of our community. It is also reinvesting in the
infrastructure of the state, particularly in rural and
regional Victoria. The previous government
underinvested in all those areas, including closing
country rail lines.

Mr McINTOSH (Kew) — The people of Victoria
have been betrayed by the government and by the
budget. They have been given higher taxes, higher
spending, lower growth and lower employment growth.
Despite the rhetoric of the turkeys on that side of the
house, particularly the chief turkey, Victoria has a
record level tax, when you accumulate land tax, stamp
duty and payroll tax. The government is also becoming
more dependent on gambling revenue. What does the
government do with it?

An example of the damage caused by the previous
government can be seen in the audit report that was
released on the weekend on the Onelink ticketing
system, which took so many years to develop.
Although it was supposed to be an important piece of
the public transport reforms made by the previous
government, it has proved to be absolutely inadequate.
It is disliked by Victorians; it breaks down all too often;
and it is part of the legacy of seven years of
conservative rule that the government now has to fix.
In the brief time available to me I will focus on
transport and infrastructure. The honourable member
for Mordialloc, who purports to be the shadow Minister
for Transport, said that the budget does nothing for
transport. He also said that the few things that are
happening in transport are initiatives of the previous
Liberal government. That is absolutely wrong! We are
the ones who are reopening the train lines to Mildura,
South Gippsland and Ararat.
We are the ones who are standardising the rail gauge
throughout Victoria. The previous government never
contemplated doing it. We are the ones who are
systematically cleaning up and investing in the
transport system after the neglect and the mess left by
the previous government. There is no way you can
compare the $1.5 billion that is being spent on Linking
Victoria — our transport commitment — to the lack of
investment and destruction caused by the previous
government.

In recent months the government has been talking about
petrol excise and the GST. Petrol excise is collected by
the commonwealth government but paid back to the
states in full. The money is in the government’s hands
to do with it as it chooses. The state government gets
$500 million a year — that is, $10 million a week.
What did it offer the fishers as part of its recent marine
park package? Only $1.2 million.
Again, the GST is returned to the state governments in
full. This government therefore collects $5.5 billion
every year. I do not see the Victorian Treasurer, the
chief gobbler, writing any cheques for the people of
Victoria. He collects the GST revenue from Peter
Costello, the federal Treasurer, but returns nothing to
Victorians. That is another indication that this is a
high-taxing government. I repeat: decisions about how
the GST revenue is spent are in the state government’s
hands, not the commonwealth’s, as are decisions about
what it does with gambling taxes and petrol taxes. The
government should do the right thing, but instead all we
get from the budget is total incompetence.
We are going back to the bad old days of Cain and
Kirner. Workcover is $600 million in the red for the
first six months of this year. The government has
increased superannuation liabilities, and the Federation
Square budget is getting bigger and bigger. What do we
get for it? One extra shard — —
Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

It is worth thinking through some of the initiatives the
government is undertaking to see what they mean for
Victoria. We are building the fast rail links;
redeveloping Spencer Street Station; providing flyer

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The time for the completion of debate on the bill
has arrived.
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important, and we should all take driver fatigue
seriously.

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

PAPER

Patrick Street, Stawell: speed limit
Mr DELAHUNTY (Wimmera) — On behalf of the
Stawell community, particularly St Patrick’s School
and the Stawell Secondary College, I request that the
Minister for Transport review the speed limit on Patrick
Street, Stawell.

Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Annual Plan 2001–02.

Remaining business postponed on motion of
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister for Gaming).

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

Taxis: contract drivers
Mr ROWE (Cranbourne) — I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Transport relating to taxis
and taxi licences. This week I received a couple of
phone calls from taxi owners concerning contract
drivers and their hours of work. The concern is that
currently there is no way of controlling the number of
hours worked by taxidrivers — there are no regulations
governing their hours of work. As we all know, there
are limits on the number of continuous hours heavy
vehicle drivers and bus drivers are able to work.
One owner, who is a constituent, told me that on a least
two occasions this week one of his drivers had worked
for 18 hours straight. The owner did not find out about
it until later. The worker drove for some time in the
owner’s cab and then drove another cab owned by
another licence-holder. The owner was greatly
concerned about that, not only for the driver’s safety
and the safety of his cab, but also for the community
and the road-using public in general.
Obviously, a great amount of fatigue can set in after
driving for that long. Driving around the suburbs all day
can make you quite tired, even though you are sitting
down. The concentration needed to drive a motor
vehicle for that length of time is high, and it can be very
draining on the driver.
I ask that the Minister for Transport look into this
matter and perhaps refer it to the Road Safety
Committee for investigation. Road safety is very

The St Patrick’s School committee has written to me
and given me a petition, which unfortunately does not
meet the criteria for presentation in Parliament. I have it
with me, and I will pass it on to the minister. The
petition is about the committee wanting the speed limit
for Patrick Street to be reduced. I will read the top line
of the petition:
We, the undersigned, request that a government-funded
reduced speed zone be established in Patrick Street …

The committee wants the speed to be reduced from
60 kilometres an hour to 40 kilometres an hour at peak
periods before and after school times — from 8.30 a.m.
to 9.15 a.m. and from 3.00 p.m. to 3.45 p.m.
The committee has discussed this matter with the
Stawell Secondary College, the Stawell police, the
Northern Grampians Shire Council and Vicroads.
Patrick Street has two school crossings. Three buses
service St Patrick’s School and many more service the
Stawell Secondary College. The parking areas are
limited by their proximity to corners and narrow side
streets, which is causing further problems. Those things
contribute to higher levels of traffic movements at peak
times.
St Patrick’s School has 170 students, and the Stawell
Secondary College has about 650 students, so the
volume of traffic, which includes cyclists, cars, buses
and pedestrians, is of major concern to the college.
As we all know, a program to reduce speed limits in
residential streets to 50 kilometres an hour was initiated
by this government, and I congratulate it on that.
However, Vicroads looked at the problem in Patrick
Street and said the speed limit should be lowered to
40 kilometres and flashing lights and signage should be
installed. That would cost about $12 000. Vicroads is
prepared to put in about $6000, but it has asked the
schools to pay the other $6000.
The schools encourage safe traffic practices, but they
do not have the money to pay the $6000. Patrick Street
is a state road under the responsibility of the
government, and it should not be the responsibility of
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the schools to provide the funds to fix this traffic
management problem. I call on the Minister for
Transport to review the decision of Vicroads and pay
the extra $6000 to put up signage and flashing lights
and reduce the speed limit near St Patrick’s School.

Disability services: south-eastern suburbs
Mr LIM (Clayton) — I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Community Service, and in
her absence the Minister for Gaming, seeking her action
to address the accommodation needs of disabled people
in the south-eastern region of Melbourne, particularly in
the Springvale, Noble Park and Dandenong areas.
I understand the disability services division of the
Department of Human Services funds and provides a
range of programs designed to improve the quality of
life of people with either intellectual, physical, sensory
or neurological disabilities or an acquired brain injury.
I particularly draw to her attention the demonstrated
needs of a community-based accommodation service
for disabled people in the south-eastern region. Those
needs are made more acute due to the profile of the
population of the community in that area, who are
mainly people from working-class backgrounds or
newly arrived migrants or refugees struggling with the
task of settling into their new homes and new country.
Many of those people need the attention and assistance
of the disability shared support accommodation
services of the minister’s department.
I venture to suggest to the minister that those members
of our community, despite their disadvantaged
backgrounds and their misfortune to be suffering with a
physical or intellectual disability, would benefit from
the provision of properly targeted community-based
accommodation to allow them to enjoy a good quality
of life, take their proper place in the mainstream
community and hopefully realise their full potential as
fellow members of the Victorian community.
I therefore urge the minister to address this compelling
and demonstrated need as a matter of priority.

Italo-Australian technologies exhibition
Dr NAPTHINE (Leader of the Opposition) — I
seek the Premier’s urgent action to ensure that the
Victorian government secures the Italo-Australian
Exhibition and Conference on Innovation Technologies
for Melbourne and Victoria.
The Italian government, through its Australian
embassy, is seeking to hold in early 2002 a major
conference on information technologies in either
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Melbourne or Sydney. The Italian government has
allocated $400 000 to support the conference. Further
support has been gained from the federal government,
Qantas and a range of other major companies.
That very significant conference will involve leading
industries in technology, information technology and
communications innovations in both Italy and
Australia. More than 200 Italian technology companies,
together with Australian companies, are expected to
attend the combined exhibition and convention, which
will be held over four days. The conference will be
worth millions of dollars in direct benefit to the city and
state that hosts it, and it will be worth untold millions of
dollar in investment and jobs for the future. Indeed, the
Italian embassy has said that the conference will be
used to encourage a strong Italian attraction for
high-tech industries for South-East Asia.
I am very concerned that the Victorian government has
ignored the approaches from the Italian embassy and
the Italian government to hold the conference in
Melbourne. I am advised that the Italian government
would prefer to hold the conference in Melbourne,
because of the high prevalence of Italian companies
that have invested here and the Italian background of
many people in Melbourne and Victoria. However,
when it approached the Victorian government it
received only a lukewarm response. Whereas the New
South Wales Carr Labor government has been very
helpful in offering support with venues and conference
management, the Victorian government has done little
or nothing to attract the conference to Victoria.
The convention is a real opportunity for Victoria, and
the opportunity should not be allowed to slip through
our fingers, like so many jobs and opportunities have
slipped through the fingers of the Bracks Labor
government.
I urge the Premier to take up the challenge — by
contacting the Italian embassy and pursuing it when he
is in Italy — to secure this conference for Melbourne
and Victoria so that we can get not only the direct
benefit of the millions of dollars that will come here as
a result but also the many indirect benefits in
investment and jobs for years to come.

Plenty–Gremel road intersection: traffic lights
Mr LEIGHTON (Preston) — I refer the Minister
for Transport to the intersection of Plenty Road and
Gremel Road in Reservoir. I am calling for the
installation of traffic lights at the intersection. Over the
years that intersection has become increasingly busy,
and while one may think of Reservoir as a
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well-developed suburb, it is an area that has been
subject to growth. Plenty Road leads, of course, to the
Plenty corridor, with La Trobe University, the RMIT
Bundoora campus and housing growth further out along
the corridor. In the Gremel Road area there are now two
residential villages — the Latrobe Retirement Village
and the Summerhill Residential Park — each of which
has about 400 residents.
The area now has a nursing home and medical centre
and a number of other shops, including two
supermarkets and a Red Rooster store. The intersection
of Plenty and Gremel roads has no lights or signage and
it is becoming increasingly difficult for motorists,
especially elderly drivers, to come out into the
intersection, given the volume of traffic on Plenty
Road, including two tramlines.
I ask the minister to pursue with Vicroads the
installation of traffic lights at that intersection, which I
believe are necessary. There has certainly been a strong
push for traffic lights from the local residents. In
examining how the traffic lights should be installed, I
suggest that Vicroads should also look at the needs of
the nearby secondary school, Reservoir District
Secondary College, which I understand has a
preference to keep its set of lights and to synchronise
them with any traffic lights installed at the intersection.
I congratulate one of the local residents, Mr Frank Cox,
for the work he has done in organising the residents and
chasing the various authorities. Those who know
Mr Cox will know that he will not give up until he gets
those traffic lights. I also congratulate Ms Silvia Tabban
from the City of Darebin for the work she has done.
I believe such a set of lights is justified. Whenever I
cross the intersection with my two young children I
insist they each hold my hand tightly before we set off.
It is a very busy road and it is becoming an increasingly
dangerous intersection. I call on the minister to come to
the party with a set of traffic lights for the Gremel Road
and Plenty Road intersection.

Schools: rural principals
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meetings. It could also be argued that the more isolated
the school the greater the need for principals to attend
such meetings, for both their own benefit and that of the
school community.
Frequent absences from a principal’s duties or from
normal classroom teaching duties can disadvantage
students. For a principal with a teaching load,
attendance at those meetings can often result in a very
rapid using up of the school’s allocation of casual relief
teaching days. Those CRT days need to be kept to
ensure that teachers who are ill are not forced to attend
schools, which sometimes happens in our little schools,
and to ensure that students are not disadvantaged.
Principals of rural schools without full-time
administrative support are often teaching a class,
answering the phone, completing administrative duties,
counselling students and talking to parents visiting the
school — all at the same time. That load can at times be
considerable.
Every principal I know about in a small rural primary
school seems to work the most extraordinary hours in
order to finish their administrative tasks outside
classroom teaching times. It is not productive to burn
out our primary school principals too quickly. I accept
that this problem is longstanding, but I ask the minister
to look at primary staffing entitlements and ways to
alleviate the pressure that results from primary school
principals being counted within the staffing entitlement.

Templestowe Valley Primary School
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — I refer the Minister
for Education to the Templestowe Valley Primary
School in my electorate. It is a great school with a great
principal whose first priority is the staff and students of
the school.
I ask the minister to investigate the claim that a blocked
drain on the northern boundary of that school is causing
some water seepage. A constituent of mine, Neil
Mackay, has come to see me about a problem he has
with his property, which seems to be getting a lot of
water in the backyard.

Ms DAVIES (Gippsland West) — I ask the Minister
for Education to look for ways to alleviate the pressure
on small rural primary schools in particular which
results from the impact of principals being included in
the school’s staffing entitlements.

I have spoken to Manningham City Council and to
Yarra Valley Water, and they both claim they have
undertaken extensive tests and are of the opinion that it
is not their fault or problem.

The principal’s role includes a need to liaise with the
department, regions, community groups and other
schools. That means that at times principals need to be
outside their schools, and the more isolated the school
the greater the time needed for attendance at those

I have since been advised of a blocked drain in the
north-west perimeter of the school. I have spoken to the
regional office, which has advised me that if the
amount for the work is substantial the education
department will pay for the works.
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I therefore ask the minister to investigate the matter and
to provide the appropriate funding for the school to fix
the problem. I have written to the minister and have
received a holding letter from a junior office staff
member advising me that the minister will look into the
matter. It is very important that the minister provides
the money and that the school is not required to spend
its own money to fix the problem.

Victims Referral and Assistance Service
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — The matter I raise for the
attention of the Attorney-General relates to the many
valuable services that provide support to victims of
crime throughout Victoria. I ask that he take action to
ensure that the services continue to receive the
government’s support.
I am proud to be a member of the government that
reintroduced pain and suffering compensation for
victims of crime. I am also proud to be a member of the
government that has made this compensation more
accessible to rural and regional Victoria by taking the
tribunal to all Magistrates Courts throughout the
state — unlike the previous government, which cut out
access and pain and suffering compensation in many
cases. I am aware that the government is now
conducting a review of all government-funded services
to victims of crime. The Brimbank Community Centre,
which provides invaluable services to the people in my
electorate and throughout the wider area, has made a
submission to this important review. However, the
review has been the subject of a scare campaign by the
opposition.
The opposition has been claiming that the Victims
Referral and Assistance Service, just one of the many
services provided by the government, has run out of
funds and is about to close. That has naturally put fear
into my constituents, one of whom is now receiving
support services because she was harassed on a train —
so much so that her husband is now on a carer pension
so he can look after her at home. Needless to say, the
scare tactics put extra pressure on people in those
situations. The opposition claims that it cares about
victims of crime and that it is on top of this important
issue. I can only assume that the opposition has made a
number of recommendations in a submission to the
review of services to victims of crime.
I ask the Attorney-General to set the record straight
about this important service, and that he take action to
ensure that the victims of crime continue to receive the
government’s support, particularly the people in my
electorate of Keilor. In the particular case I have
mentioned the victim’s husband has become a full-time

2091

carer and has to live on the carer’s pension to support
his partner, who has been a victim of crime on a train
and is still undergoing medical treatment. These sorts of
scare tactics by the opposition do no service to the poor,
unfortunate people in Victoria who find themselves in
such a situation.
These matters are not trifling; they are very important.
Some years ago my son was a victim of crime in an
unprovoked attack after a disco function, and he ended
up in hospital. I am well aware of the trauma he
experienced and the trauma my wife and I experienced
when we had to take him to hospital.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member’s time has expired.

Berwick Primary School
Dr DEAN (Berwick) — I ask the Minister for
Education to explain a discrepancy between a press
release of hers and a letter issued by the person whom
she has defamed. I also ask her to come out to Berwick
to explain the mess surrounding the two-year delay in
relocating the Berwick Primary School. In attempting
to explain the two-year delay the minister issued a press
release in which she states:
The relocation of Berwick Primary School could be delayed
by up to two years —

that is, two years from now —
following a developer’s rejection of an offer to purchase the
education department’s preferred site on Highfield Road —

which does not exist, as a matter of interest. Further the
minister states:
This is not simply about cost, the developer refuses to
guarantee the provision of roads and other services to the site
for up to two years …

Unluckily for her, the developer decided to respond. He
has written a letter to her and faxed it to everybody else.
In the letter he states:
To suggest in any way that either myself or my family have
been uncooperative —

is simply not true. He says that to say:
… ‘the developer refuses to guarantee the provision of roads
and other services to the site for up to two years’ is
defamatory.

Further on he says:
I was advised on 3 April 2000 by … your department that
you —
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that is, the minister —
formally approved the purchase of 3.5 hectares of land next to
Haileybury College, the High Street site …
On 29 May 2000 Mr Sullivan wrote to me advising that a
valuation would be prepared by the department. As we had
already prepared valuations we were keen to start
negotiations …
Despite our preparedness we did not receive an offer for the
land, or any substantial communication from your department
for the remainder of 2000.
On 5 April 2001 (more than 14 months after I was formally
advised of your decision to purchase the High Street site and
more than 18 months after you were elected into government)
an offer was made.

It is clear from the press release and letter that what the
minister said in her press release is totally untrue. If the
minister wants to know what is going on she should
read the Pakenham Gazette, which has been following
this issue all the way through. It will tell her what she
does not know — that is, the real reason for these
delays and what is going on. I ask the minister to come
and face the people of Berwick and explain to them not
only why there has been two-year delay in buying this
site but why she is now suggesting another two-year
delay. A four-year delay on a school is outrageous. The
minister has issued a press release which is clearly
untrue, and the developer has come out and exposed it
as being untrue. I ask the minister to explain her press
release and tell us whether it is incorrect — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member’s time has expired.

Housing: Macedon Ranges
Ms DUNCAN (Gisborne) — The matter I raise is
for the attention of the Minister for Housing. I ask the
minister to take action to alleviate the housing shortage
in my electorate. The Office of Housing rental report
for the September 2000 quarter indicated that median
private rents for two-bedroom houses in the Shire of
Macedon Ranges, which forms a substantial part of my
electorate, have risen by up to 7.7 per cent over the
preceding year. That is consistent with what is
happening across the state, where the median rate
increase has been in the vicinity of 7.4 per cent.
Recent valuations in the shire would also indicate the
extent to which housing prices have risen. Obviously
that is because the area is growing and there is a lot of
pressure for housing in the area. Not only are housing
costs high, but rental vacancy rates are very low —
below the 3 per cent mark. As I understand it, once
vacancy rates get below that point it is extremely
difficult for people to access housing. Parts of regional
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Victoria are experiencing an affordable housing crisis.
That is being reflected in my area, which, as I said, has
high rents and a shortage of rental properties. It also has
an increasing ageing population, which creates its own
housing needs.
In April I was pleased to join the minister in Kyneton to
announce an $866 000 project, which is fantastic. It is a
social housing partnership between the government,
Windarring Central Highlands for People with
Disabilities and the Shire of Macedon Ranges, in which
the government will provide six two-bedroom
properties for people with disabilities in the Kyneton
area. The announcement was obviously an enormous
relief for the carers of these people, who are often
elderly parents. I am pleased that the government has
recognised that affordable, social housing is an essential
element in building stronger communities and getting
people’s lives back on track.
I ask the minister to take further action to help address
the social housing needs for the people of the Shire of
Macedon Ranges, and to continue to assist in
alleviating this very great need. We recognise that other
than your health, if you have a roof over your head
there is not much else you require. Without stable and
affordable housing, life is extremely difficult.

Local government: public liability insurance
Ms BURKE (Prahran) — I ask the Minister for
Local Government to take action to relieve the burden
the government is placing on local councils given that
the Department of Natural Resources and Environment,
the Department of Education, Employment and
Training and many other departments use a range of
local government services and facilities such as
playgrounds.
The onerous local government waivers and indemnities
that are demanded where the joint use of properties is
proposed for the benefit of the community places a
great burden on local councils, which are currently
managing a great deal of Crown land on behalf of the
state. The councils are reluctant to take ultimate
responsibility for all the land that has devolved to them
on a permanent basis because of the additional public
liabilities involved.
The major increases in public liability exposure are a
real cause for concern. Councils may already have a
high rate of exposure, depending on the level of
services and facilities they offer. A large number of
community groups have been insured by Royal and Sun
Alliance Insurance Australia Ltd. Due to the disasters
over the past 12 to 18 months, we have seen examples
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of personal hardship and a hardening of the market.
Brokers have indicated that insurance underwriters will
not renew policies on the existing terms. Of more
concern is the impact on the current premium costings,
which have increased fivefold.
The situation is getting to the point where public
services will be closed because no-one wants to carry
the liabilities. A council that has established a special
committee under section 86 of the Local Government
Act is entitled to be insured under Civic Mutual Plus.
Once notified, Civic Mutual Plus will check out the
site, give advice and take note of the section 86
committee.
I ask the minister to evaluate the concerns of local
government that have been caused by the government
passing on the public liability expenses of government
departments to the residents of local municipalities.
Rural councils, which are better at combining their
services with other organisations, appear to be suffering
more than metropolitan councils. I know of a Weight
Watchers group that uses a public hall each week and
must now pay public liability insurance to speak about
health and services to their community, which seems
ridiculous.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member for Tullamarine has
10 seconds.

Housing: outer suburbs
Ms BEATTIE (Tullamarine) — I ask the Minister
for Housing what she is doing about improving the
housing needs of people in the outer suburbs.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member’s time has expired.

Responses
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Education) — The
honourable member for Gippsland West raised an issue
about principals’ workloads in small, remote regional
schools. She referred to the casual relief teaching
budget, administrative support and the inclusion of the
principals of those tiny schools in the primary staffing
entitlement.
The government is aware of the pressure on principals
and has taken action to alleviate some of it. One of the
recommendations of the fine report into public
education in the next generation is that the government
set up local bureaus to coordinate and streamline the
performance of administrative tasks, particularly by the
smaller schools.
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I am happy to inform the house and the honourable
member that already those administrative bureaus are
being trialled in the Central Highlands–Wimmera
region. The trial involves some 20 schools — it is quite
advanced work — and is about lifting the
administrative load from principals in regional and
remote schools. The results should be available by the
end of term 3, which will be of some relief to the sorts
of schools represented by the honourable member.
Through its funding arrangements the government has
acknowledged the pressures on small schools. The
disadvantages faced by remote rural schools are largely
addressed in the rurality and isolation component of the
school global budget. Honourable members will be
aware that already the government has delivered
$27.6 million under the rurality component to support
small schools.
The government also provides support to principals for
professional development, which also has a rurality
component weighted into it. Today a departmental
officer delivered $250 per year for each principal in a
remote school, compared to $125 per principal in a
metropolitan school. It is acknowledged that regional
schools need support, and the government is trying to
deliver on that issue.
The honourable member referred to the casual relief
teaching (CRT) budget. Principals know about the
regional replacement country fund, which is there for
emergencies. If principals are under pressure due to
sick leave or other contingencies that draw them or
other staff away from school, they have access to that
fund if they have run out of the CRT budget. That is a
good story!
The honourable member for Bulleen raised for my
attention a matter concerning a blocked drain. Victoria
has 1631 schools across the state, which give rise to
many issues, including the big mess that has to be
cleaned up after seven years of the former Kennett
government. I did not know that the government had a
responsibility to fix the drains. Nevertheless, the matter
has been raised with me.
My department wrote to the honourable member for
Bulleen explaining that the eastern metropolitan
regional office has been assisting Templestowe Valley
Primary School to find suitable contractors and
consultants to fix the blocked drain. It is obviously the
responsibility of the school, as the honourable member
and I have discussed privately, and I wrote back to the
honourable member only on 8 June, explaining that we
are giving assistance to the school for it to fix the drain.
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The other issue concerns problems with excess water
on a property and the allegation of the property owner,
Mr Mackay. The honourable member should be aware
that I am advised that Mr Mackay’s property does not
adjoin the boundary of the school, so where there is
excess water on Mr Mackay’s land I am not sure that it
is coming directly from the school. However, I repeat,
the eastern metropolitan regional office is working with
the school to fix the blocked drain.
The honourable member for Berwick raised an issue
that he gets into a terrible tizz about: the relocation of
Berwick Primary School. This saga is longer than Blue
Hills! The problem is that the Bracks government,
again, has to fix the mess left behind by the Kennett
government.
Dr Dean interjected.
Ms DELAHUNTY — It started with the
opposition, when in government, promising that it
would build a new school in Berwick. Loudly and with
great fanfare it announced the relocation in July 1998.
But there was a problem: it got the wrong site. And
there was another problem: it did not provide any
money. You can talk long and loud about a new school,
but you have to have a site and money. That is a real
problem, and it is a mess the government has to clean
up.
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The government set up negotiations with the
community. I know that that is a novel idea —
absolutely novel — to this lot!
Dr Dean interjected.
Ms DELAHUNTY — I am talking about the
parents, the school community and those who have to
live and work in a new school. The government came
back to a negotiated position, and that is what the
department has been trying to prosecute. I am saddened
and disappointed that the Berwick — —
Dr Dean interjected.
Ms DELAHUNTY — You had your turn.
Dr Dean interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member for Berwick!
Dr Dean interjected.
Ms DELAHUNTY — I am laughing at you
because you are trying to make a lot of political mileage
out of this. You do not give a damn about the kids of
Berwick. You do not give a damn about them! You are
being duplicitous, and those kids are waiting for a new
school. They waited a long time when you guys were
doing nothing.

Dr Dean interjected.
Ms DELAHUNTY — You had several years and
you made a terrible mess of it.
Dr Dean — They want to see your face.
Ms DELAHUNTY — They can see it any time. I
will send them a tape. I’ve got loads of them. Do you
want a tape from 1988 or going back to 1970? I have
probably got one lying around.
The department had to do an evaluation of the site
chosen and loudly announced by the honourable
member for Berwick. What did the then Liberal
government’s own department’s site evaluation say?
The report given to the Kennett government on
1 March 1999 said, ‘Site not suitable’ — I repeat: not
suitable. So here we go, the Bracks government has to
clean up another mess. These poor parents and young
students were led down the garden path by a
government that did not give a damn about education.
The Bracks government has come in and it is faced
with more problems to fix up in education.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! It is nearly the end of the parliamentary sittings
and we all want to go home. I ask honourable members
not to interject across the table, and I ask the minister to
direct her remarks through the Chair.
Ms DELAHUNTY — I will adhere to the protocols
of this place.
The government is quite disappointed and saddened
that the developer has rejected the government’s offer
to purchase the preferred site. However, the
government will continue to negotiate with the
developer and discuss the matter with the school
community. I can report to the honourable member for
Berwick that there was a very positive meeting two
nights ago at which the school council, the school
president and the school principal had discussions with
departmental representatives to find a solution. It was a
positive meeting. I hope we can have bipartisan support
to solve — —
Mr Hulls — Good luck.
Dr Dean interjected.

ADJOURNMENT
Thursday, 14 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

Ms DELAHUNTY — Obviously, the honourable
member for Berwick is not interested in solving this.
He is interested in playing politics. However, we will
find a solution, and I hope the developer will work with
the school community and the government to find a
resolution for these young people.
Ms PIKE (Minister for Housing) — I thank the
honourable member for Gisborne for drawing to our
attention the urgent need for affordable housing in her
community and for highlighting that over the past year
median rents for people living in two-bedroom houses
have risen 7.7 per cent. We clearly have a crisis in
accommodation.
I was, as the honourable member said, pleased to join
her a few weeks ago in announcing funding of
$866 000 as part of our social housing partnership
program for people with disabilities. That initiative is
just one of the many initiatives across the state that are
now being funded out of the $94.5 million social
housing innovations project.
What a fantastic project this is! What a fantastic
example of the government’s commitment to some of
the most needy and vulnerable people in our
community! It is the first investment of state money in
housing in over 10 years and is a very tangible
acknowledgment of the government’s commitment to
housing. The project is doubly exciting because it
brings together government money and local resources.
In the first round of grants $34.3 million, plus
$13.3 million from the community itself, will allow
provision of more homes right across the state. In a
joint venture partnership with the Lancefield-Romsey
Lions Club and the Macedon Ranges Shire Council, for
example, the government will provide for the
construction of 10 one-bed properties — just another
example of the kinds of things a government can do
when government and community work together. The
government will provide approximately $175 000
towards the project.
When government money is joined with the money,
resources, commitment, time and energy in local
communities, a major social policy initiative of the
government is expressed, one that defines this
government. Projects of this kind do not just settle for
the minimum, for what comes through the
commonwealth–state housing agreement; they look to
enhance and increase the government’s efforts in
partnering with local communities, so that an
opportunity for building a more cohesive and inclusive
society emerges.
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The government knows that such initiatives not only
promote cohesion but also invite people to participate
with and care for their neighbours. They also create
other opportunities, jobs and economic stimulus, so
they are good news all round.
I am pleased to advise the honourable member for
Gisborne that her community is one that has put its best
foot forward and invited the government to be a partner
with it. That is what the government is all about, and it
is good news.
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — The
honourable member for Cranbourne outlined an
incident reported to him about taxi licence owners in
his electorate and the drivers who work for them. The
story he outlined is of concern to me — as it was to
him — and related to taxidrivers managing to do
double shifts working some 18 hours straight by
swapping between one taxi owner and another, thereby
concealing their dangerous behaviour and practices.
The matter is of concern because driver fatigue is a very
serious workplace issue that, in the case of bus and
heavy vehicle drivers, is being addressed at a national
level and has been the subject of limitations at a
national level. I will take up the matter with the
Victorian Taxi Directorate and the Victorian Taxi
Association.
A review of the taxi industry is under way at the
moment to develop a response to competition
requirements. That is an all-embracing review and has
been under way for some time. Perhaps that is an
appropriate place for issues of this kind to be addressed.
If that does not eventuate the government will ask the
taxi directorate to establish some ground rules and
procedures to make sure that when taxidrivers are
working late they do not extend their continuous hours
of work to the extent of putting themselves, their
passengers and other road users in danger.
The honourable member for Wimmera raised the issue
of a request for the installation of variable speed signs
in a street in his electorate. A petition on the matter was
passed on to him and he has subsequently passed it on
to me.
The request is for the installation of variable speed
signs on Patrick Street, Stawell, adjacent to St Patrick’s
School. The petition is signed by a very large number
of community members and is quite an impressive
effort. It indicates clearly a widespread concern about
the traffic conditions outside St Patrick’s School and
the nearby Stawell Secondary College
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I will have Vicroads look at the issue. It falls within
existing policy settings that have been in place for some
years, predating the entry of the honourable member for
Wimmera into this house. Under those policy settings,
which were in operation under the former coalition
government, the imposition of lower speed limits
during morning and afternoon peak times can be
achieved through a partnership arrangement between
the relevant road authority and the school community.
The Ararat–Stawell road, known locally as Patrick
Street, is the responsibility of Vicroads. The application
of those longstanding policy settings would mean that
Vicroads, as the responsible authority, would pay half
the cost of the variable speed limit signs, with the
school community arranging the balance by paying, by
arranging sponsorship or perhaps with the support of
the local municipal authority.
The school community has indicated that that is not
within its resources. Given the proximity of the two
schools, the request for a solar-operated unit means that
the cost is very high. It was looked at in the past, when
it was thought it might cost $12 000. However, a more
contemporary cost could be as high as $20 000 because
of the extensive nature of the signs. I will ask Vicroads
to have another look at the proposal. If it is within
existing policy, its application would require some local
contribution.
Variable speed zones outside schools, particularly
primary schools, are an important issue. Concern about
the issue is being expressed right across Victoria. The
introduction of a speed limit of 50 kilometres per hour
in local residential streets has stimulated interest in a
further lowering of speed limits near schools. The
government is looking at that as a policy position.
I note that Parents Victoria has been campaigning
actively on the issue for a short time. The government
has already taken steps to try to arrange a meeting with
the organisation. Subject to establishing a mutually
convenient time, I will talk to Parents Victoria about the
appropriate policy settings and how the government
might respond to the issue on a statewide basis. We will
look at the situation in Stawell, and I will get back to
the honourable member for Wimmera in due course.
The honourable member for Preston raised for my
attention the difficulties of the residents of the Latrobe
Retirement Village and people visiting the local
shopping centre in getting safely onto and off Plenty
Road. He referred to the support given to the issue by
Frank Cox.
Not only has the issue been raised by the honourable
member for Preston, but Michael Smith, the manager of
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the Latrobe Retirement Village, has raised it with a
member for Jika Jika Province in another place and
people have raised it with my electorate office staff.
Their concerns are being backed by people who have a
tenacious capacity to pursue their interests. I will take
the request on board. That section of Plenty Road is
busy and difficult to access. Along the 700 metres
nearby there are already four sets of traffic lights.
I can advise the honourable member for Preston that on
8 May a meeting on the site was held between officers
of Vicroads, members of my ministerial and electorate
office staff, and representatives of the retirement
village, the secondary college and the City of Darebin
to identify short and long-term solutions to the problem.
The aim is to ensure that measures can be set in place to
ease the difficulties people leaving the retirement
village experience in getting out onto Plenty Road as
well as off Plenty Road into Gremel Road.
I understand that short-term measures have already
been agreed to and may have put in place. If not, they
will be being worked on at the moment. They include
line marking in Gremel Road for left and right-hand
turn lanes on the approach to Plenty Road. ‘Keep left’
signs have also been installed in the median break in
Plenty Road to further guide motorists. All that is being
done while Vicroads is carrying out investigations as to
how it can implement a long-term policy, which may or
may not include traffic lights. In the meantime it will
also investigate reducing the speed limit on that section
of Plenty Road between, say, Barwon Avenue and
Darebin Creek, which is currently 70 kilometres per
hour. It might be that one of the suite of treatments will
be to reduce the speed limit to 60 kilometres per hour.
I will follow up on the matter, but it is in hand. We are
looking at both short-term and long-term measures. I
thank the honourable member for Preston for raising
the matter and looking after the interests of his electors.
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) — I thank the
honourable member for Keilor for raising an important
issue. I know many of his constituents use the valuable
services provided by the Brimbank Community Centre
and other agencies in the area.
It is fair to say that the Bracks government has an
excellent track record when it comes to assisting
victims of crime. One of my proudest moments in
government has been to stand in this place and
introduce legislation to restore compensation for the
pain and suffering of victims of crime, which as
honourable members know was abolished by the
current opposition in 1997. The government has also
made the scheme more accessible, with the Victims of
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Crime Assistance Tribunal sitting in Magistrates Courts
throughout Victoria to ensure that rural and regional
Victorians are able to access that important service.
In this financial year $40 million has been committed to
support victims of crime. That is an increase of
$8.6 million, which is in stark contrast to the
$28-odd million committed in the last year of the
Kennett regime. In addition, the government is now
conducting a review, chaired by the honourable
member for Burwood, of all government-funded
services for victims of crime. It is fair to say that the
review is crucial in examining the effectiveness of all
services, identifying any gaps or duplication, and
predicting future demand for victim support services.
I do not mean to be complacent about the services that
the government provides to victims of crime. I want to
ensure that the best possible services reach the people
who are most in need. To do that, the government must
ensure that all services are working together and
providing comprehensive support across the board.
The review committee has received about
75 submissions from a wide range of agencies, private
service providers and individuals. As the honourable
member for Keilor notes, the Brimbank Community
Centre is just one of a number of support services that
have taken the time to contribute to that important
review. However, I regret to inform the honourable
member that, despite its vigorous scare campaign in
recent weeks, the opposition has failed to put in any
submission about or make any recommendations on the
crucial issue of support for victims of crime.
Dr Dean interjected.
Mr HULLS — Is it because members of the
opposition do not care about victims of crime, or are
they too lazy to put in a submission? They claim to be
concerned about victims of crime and the Victims
Referral and Assistance Service, yet they have not
taken the time to put in a submission about or show any
support at all for victims of crime support services.
Dr Dean interjected.
Mr HULLS — They have obviously been far too
busy peddling gossip and innuendo about victims
support services to bother putting in a submission to the
review that will take victims of crime support services
into the 21st century.
This is the Stensholt review. Bob Stensholt, the
honourable member for Burwood, is a person who is
easily approachable. There could have been a verbal
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submission or a written submission, but there has been
no submission at all.
Dr Dean — Give them some money, as you
promised you would!
Mr HULLS — The interjection is, ‘Give them some
money’. As I said, there has been a huge $8.6 million
increase in funds for victim support services. The
government has also provided an additional injection of
funds to the Victims Referral and Assistance Service
counselling scheme on top of the core funding of
$2.7 million to meet the increased demand.
Dr Dean interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member for Berwick!
Mr HULLS — I can understand the honourable
member’s absolute embarrassment over this. The
government took the total provided for counselling
schemes to $5.2 million last financial year and
$6.1 million in this financial year. Guess what was
provided in the last year of the Kennett regime? The
answer is $2.6 million. The government provided
$5.2 million last year and $6.1 million this year as
opposed to $2.6 million in the last year of the Kennett
government. Is it any wonder that the honourable
member for Berwick is so embarrassed? He was a lead
advocate in cutting pain and suffering compensation for
victims of crime and no doubt a lead advocate when the
Kennett government provided only $2.6 million in its
last year of government.
The Bracks government has reinstated compensation
for victims of crime. It provided $5.2 million last year
for counselling services and $6.1 million this year. The
core funding has been reallocated in the budget for this
financial year. Anyone who has read the budget papers
would know — —
Dr Dean — I’ve read them!
Mr HULLS — The honourable member says he has
read them! He will know that there is a footnote in the
budget papers that says quite specifically — —
Dr Dean interjected.
Mr HULLS — Perhaps he read them upside down!
Perhaps he had someone read them for him! But the
fact is — —
Dr Dean interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member for Berwick!
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Mr HULLS — The core funding of $2.7 million has
been allocated and the budget papers clearly state that
this is only an interim figure depending on the outcome
of the review that is being conducted by the honourable
member for Burwood. It is written in the budget papers.
Dr Dean interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The honourable member for Berwick!
Mr HULLS — It confirms yet again that the
opposition is incapable of reading the budget papers
and has been claiming that the core budget allocation
will be the only funds available to victims of crime.
That is not the case. The honourable member for
Berwick knows it has not been the case in the past, and
that is not what the budget papers say. The fact is that
the government is absolutely committed to victims of
crime as is the honourable member for Keilor. The
government has increased funding. Is it any wonder that
the opposition is embarrassed about its track record in
relation to victims of crime?
The honourable member for Clayton raised an issue for
the Minister for Community Services and referred
specifically to disabled people in the Springvale and
Noble Park areas. As he would know, the minister —
who is not here today — is absolutely committed to
providing appropriate services for disabled people in
the honourable member’s electorate. I will refer the
matter to the minister.
The honourable member for Prahran raised a matter for
the Minister for Local Government and I will refer that
matter to him.
The Leader of the Opposition raised an issue for the
Premier about the Italo-Australian Exhibition and
Conference on Innovation Technologies. The
honourable member would be well aware of the
government’s commitment to science, technology and
innovation and the huge injection of funds that it has
put into the area since coming to office. The
government intends to ensure that Victoria is at the
cutting edge in innovation and technology, but I will
refer the matter he raised to the Premier.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) — I take
this opportunity to wish all honourable members and
staff well until we sit again in August.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 5.05 p.m.

Thursday, 14 June 2001

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Wednesday, 13 June 2001

ASSEMBLY

2099

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 Assembly.
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, 13 June 2001
Premier: racial and religious tolerance bill
302. MR KOTSIRAS — To ask the Honourable the Premier— (a) what are the names of all consultants and
outside researchers used to advise the Government on — (i) its proposal to introduce a racial and religious
tolerance bill; (ii) the draft bill’s consultation process; (iii) any further work required to finalise the bill; and
(b) what is the total cost for each consultant and researcher.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) Sweeney Research Pty Ltd was engaged to research and assist in developing a communication strategy to
promote the Government’s proposed Racial and Religious Tolerance legislation.
The Strategy Shop was engaged as part of the consultation process to facilitate the public and Indigenous
consultations.
Sweeney Research Pty Ltd is located at 232 Dorcas Street, South Melbourne, Victoria 3205. The cost of
research undertaken by Sweeney Research totalled $35,200 GST inclusive.
The Strategy Shop is located at 248 Coventry Street, South Melbourne, Victoria 3205. The total cost of the
facilitation process was $42,128.75 GST inclusive.
(b) Relevant units within the Department of Premier and Cabinet and other government departments and agencies
were consulted in the drafting of the Racial and Religious Tolerance Bill.
(c) Subsequent to Cabinet consideration of recommended amendments to the Bill, Parliamentary Counsel has
made all necessary drafting changes.

Premier: FOI requests
303. MR KOTSIRAS — To ask the Honourable the Premier whether any individuals have been employed
within the Department of Premier and Cabinet to police and monitor Freedom of Information (FOI) requests;
and if so — (a) what does the role entail; and (b) how is the role different from that of FOI officers.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
There are no individuals employed within the Department of Premier and Cabinet that police Freedom of
Information (FOI) requests.
However, two officers of the Department of Premier and Cabinet are duly appointed Authorised Officers under s
26 of the Freedom of Information Act 1982 (Act). They have been vested with the powers and functions that have
been conferred on the Secretary of the Department (the Principal Officer under the Act). The two officers have
been authorised to make decisions in respect of FoI requests for access to documents made to the Department under
the Act. They also:
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(i) manage the receipt and processing of those requests;
(ii) advise the Secretary, staff and senior management of the Department and its agencies on the application and
interpretation of the Act and the regulations made under the Act; and
(iii) maintain statistics and reports on FOI activities across the Department and its agencies.
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QUESTION ON NOTICE
The answer to the following question on notice was circulated on the date shown.
The question has been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Assembly.
The answer has been incorporated in the form supplied by the department on behalf of the appropriate minister.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts the heading.

Thursday, 14 June 2001
Local Government: Greater Geelong candidate
292. MR PATERSON — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Local Government — what are the details of
the Victorian Government Solicitor’s advice regarding the candidacy of Mr Alex Di Natale in the recent City
of Greater Geelong election.
ANSWER:
The Department of Infrastructure’s Local Government Division has received advice from the Victorian
Government Solicitor in relation to allegations made in relation to the candidature of Mr Alex Di Natale in the
March 2001 elections for Greater Geelong City Council’s Cheetham Ward.
The detail of this advice is for internal purposes relating to an investigation.
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McINTOSH, Mr (Kew)
Questions without notice
Housing: funding, 1969

LONEY, Mr (Geelong North)
Adjournment
Geelong Business and Trade Centre, Southbank, 1923
Members statements

Bills
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment)
Bill, 1886
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2087
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1886
Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1886
Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Bill, 1886
Corporations (Consequential Amendments) Bill, 1886

Joan Lindros, 1877
Privileges Committee
Right of reply, 1866

LUPTON, Mr (Knox)
Adjournment

MACLELLAN, Mr (Pakenham)
Bills
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2081
Constitution (Parliamentary Privilege) Bill, 2007
Points of order, 2021, 2039

Sheen Panel Service, 2027
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee
Crime trends, 2036
Rulings, 1911, 1912, 1913, 1914, 1915, 1918, 1936, 1937, 1938,
1940, 2009, 2010, 2050, 2057

MADDIGAN, Mrs (Essendon)
Bills
Appropriation (Parliament 2001/2002) Bill, 1996
Petitions
Women’s Petition, 2035

McARTHUR, Mr (Monbulk)
Bills
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment)
Bill, 1890
Barley Marketing (Amendment) Bill, 1939
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1890
Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1890
Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Bill, 1890
Corporations (Consequential Amendments) Bill, 1890
Business of the house
Program, 1869
Points of order, 1960, 1988, 2033, 2072

McCALL, Ms (Frankston)
Adjournment
Alfred hospital, 1921

MAUGHAN, Mr (Rodney)
Bills
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2066
Members statements
Bridges: Echuca–Moama, 1934

MAXFIELD, Mr (Narracan)
Questions without notice
Rail: country lines, 1964

MILDENHALL, Mr (Footscray)
Bills
Constitution (Parliamentary Privilege) Bill, 2009, 2013
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Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee
Public drunkenness, 1932

MULDER, Mr (Polwarth)
Bills
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2023, 2051
Appropriation (Parliament 2001/2002) Bill, 2004
Members statements
Camperdown: soup kitchen, 1875

PATERSON, Mr (South Barwon)
Bills
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment)
Bill, 1898
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1898
Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1898
Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Bill, 1898
Corporations (Consequential Amendments) Bill, 1898
Members statements
Gas: Barwon Heads supply, 2036

Points of order, 1914

Points of order, 2023

NAPTHINE, Dr (Portland) (Leader of the Opposition)

PERTON, Mr (Doncaster)

Adjournment

Bills

Italo-Australian technologies exhibition, 2089
Bills
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2060
Constitution (Parliamentary Privilege) Bill, 2005
National Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine Sanctuaries)
Bill, 1980

National Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine Sanctuaries)
Bill, 1905, 1971
Business of the house
Program, 1872
Points of order, 1905, 1960, 1961, 1962, 1963, 1970, 1979, 1984,
1985, 1986, 1991

Business of the house
Bendigo sitting, 2041

PIKE, Ms (Melbourne) (Minister for Housing, Minister for Aged
Care and Minister assisting the Minister for Health)

Points of order, 2039
Adjournment
Questions without notice
Member for Ivanhoe: comments, 1963
Rural Victoria: employment, 2068
Workcover: premiums, 1859

Responses, 2095
Questions without notice
Housing: funding, 1969

NARDELLA, Mr (Melton)

PLOWMAN, Mr (Benambra)

Questions without notice

Bills

Education Week, 2073
Rulings, 2094, 2097, 2098

OVERINGTON, Ms (Ballarat West)
Questions without notice
SRO: relocation, 1861

PANDAZOPOULOS, Mr (Dandenong) (Minister for Gaming,
Minister for Major Projects and Tourism and Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs)
Points of order, 1984

Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment)
Bill, 1892
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2084
Appropriation (Parliament 2001/2002) Bill, 2002
Barley Marketing (Amendment) Bill, 1946
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1892
Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1892
Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Bill, 1892
Corporations (Consequential Amendments) Bill, 1892

RICHARDSON, Mr (Forest Hill)
Business of the house
Program, 1874
Members statements
Volunteers: Forest Hill, 1935
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ROBINSON, Mr (Mitcham)

SAVAGE, Mr (Mildura)

Adjournment

Bills

Laburnum Primary School, 2027
Bills
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment)
Bill, 1897
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2057
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1897
Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1897
Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Bill, 1897
Corporations (Consequential Amendments) Bill, 1897

12, 13 and 14 June 2001

Barley Marketing (Amendment) Bill, 1943
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Members statements
Chances for Children, 2038
Questions without notice
Bridges: Robinvale, 1862
Rulings, 1929, 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988, 1989, 1990, 1991,
1992

Questions without notice
Tobacco: under-age sales, 1967
SEITZ, Mr (Keilor)
ROWE, Mr (Cranbourne)
Adjournment
Taxis: contract drivers, 2088
Bills
Appropriation (Parliament 2001/2002) Bill, 1998

Adjournment
Victims Referral and Assistance Service, 2091
Bills
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2080
Members statements
Paul Azzopardi, 1935

RYAN, Mr (Gippsland South) (Leader of the National Party)

Rulings, 1907, 1908, 1909, 1910, 1911, 2025, 2028, 2029, 2030,
2031, 2032, 2033, 2034

Adjournment
Ambulance services: community officers, 2024

SHARDEY, Mrs (Caulfield)

Bills
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment)
Bill, 1883
Barley Marketing (Amendment) Bill, 1952
Constitution (Parliamentary Privilege) Bill, 2006, 2011
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1883
Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1883
Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Bill, 1883
Corporations (Consequential Amendments) Bill, 1883
National Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine Sanctuaries)
Bill, 1915, 1976
Whistleblowers Protection Bill, 2049
Business of the house
Bendigo sitting, 2042
Program, 1870
Standing and sessional orders, 1932
Points of order, 1960
Questions without notice
Marine parks: establishment, 1859, 1965
Preschools: Kirby report, 2068

Bills
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2055
Members statements
Citizens Electoral Council, 2038

SMITH, Mr (Glen Waverley)
Bills
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment)
Bill, 1893
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1893
Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1893
Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Bill, 1893
Corporations (Consequential Amendments) Bill, 1893

SPEAKER, The (Hon. Alex Andrianopoulos)
Absence of minister, 2068
Distinguished visitors, 1859, 1964
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1873, 1905, 1932, 1933, 1959, 1960, 1961, 1962, 1963, 1964,
1965, 1966, 1967, 1968, 1969, 1970, 1972, 1994, 2006, 2007,
2008, 2039, 2040, 2041, 2042, 2043, 2048, 2068, 2069, 2070,
2071, 2072, 2073, 2074

VINEY, Mr (Frankston East)
Bills
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2063
Points of order, 2063

SPRY, Mr (Bellarine)
Adjournment
Drysdale kindergarten, 2025

VOGELS, Mr (Warrnambool)
Bills
Barley Marketing (Amendment) Bill, 1950

STEGGALL, Mr (Swan Hill)
Bills

Members statements
Natural Resources and Environment: staff, 1874

Barley Marketing (Amendment) Bill, 1867, 1958
WELLS, Mr (Wantirna)
STENSHOLT, Mr (Burwood)
Bills
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment)
Bill, 1893
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2083
Constitution (Parliamentary Privilege) Bill, 2013
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1893
Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1893
Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Bill, 1893
Corporations (Consequential Amendments) Bill, 1893
Points of order, 2028

Adjournment
Knox hospital, 1923

WILSON, Mr (Bennettswood)
Bills
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2076
Appropriation (Parliament 2001/2002) Bill, 2001
Members statements
Hospitals: services report, 2038
Petitions

THOMPSON, Mr (Sandringham)
Adjournment

Police: Mount Waverley, 1931

WYNNE, Mr (Richmond)

Police: Sandringham station, 1926
Bills
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2078
National Parks (Marine National Parks and Marine Sanctuaries)
Bill, 1987
Points of order, 1929

THWAITES, Mr (Albert Park) (Deputy Premier, Minister for
Health and Minister for Planning)
Adjournment

Adjournment
Centre for Adult Education, 2024
Bills
Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Victoria) (Amendment)
Bill, 1885
Appropriation (2001/2002) Bill, 2085
Constitution (Parliamentary Privilege) Bill, 2012
Co-operative Schemes (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1885
Corporations (Administrative Actions) Bill, 1885
Corporations (Ancillary Provisions) Bill, 1885
Corporations (Consequential Amendments) Bill, 1885

Responses, 1928, 2030
Questions without notice
Points of order, 1933
Questions without notice
Alfred hospital, 1864
Hospitals: services report, 2070
Preschools: Kirby report, 2068
Tobacco: under-age sales, 1967

St Heliers site: redevelopment, 1860
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