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ROYAL ASSENT
Tuesday, 31 October 2000

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 31 October 2000
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. A. Chamberlain) took the
chair at 2.04 p.m. and read the prayer.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent to Local Government
(Restoration of Local Democracy to Melton) Act.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Snowy River
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra) — I refer the
Minister for Energy and Resources to the Premier’s
statement on the Snowy River, as reported at page 34 of
the Legislative Assembly Daily Hansard of
26 October:
In achieving the 21 per cent flow in the next 10 years the
government does not anticipate, nor does it have plans to
examine, the purchase of water.

Is that a factual statement about government policy, or
is it completely wrong?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I welcome the opportunity the
opposition has provided me to again refer to the historic
agreement between the New South Wales and
Victorian Labor governments in achieving the
restoration of environmental flows to the Snowy River
in line with the commitment the government took to the
last election.
As I previously indicated to the house, the federal
government is completing an environmental impact
statement into the corporatisation of Snowy Hydro and
determining its own position on the matter of restoring
environmental flows to the Snowy River. Until the
commonwealth has completed its deliberations and
until the New South Wales Parliament has had the
opportunity to examine the water licence to implement
the agreement, which must be laid before the New
South Wales Parliament, the corporate enterprise to be
established to implement the agreement cannot
commence its work on the funding of the water savings
project or the acquisition of water.
Hon. M. A. Birrell — On a point of order,
Mr President, my question is a simple one, particularly
for a minister who is part of the cabinet system. I asked
whether the Premier’s statement was an accurate
reflection of government policy. It is quite simple —
whether the Premier’s statement is accurate. The
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minister has not addressed the Premier’s statement or
its accuracy. I can only take it that the minister must
think the Premier did not tell the truth. Otherwise, I
would be happy for the minister to respond to the
question and to deal with the Premier’s statement and
whether it is accurate.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have not detected
anything in the answer that responds to the question.
Certainly the minister has quite appropriately given the
house a background to the agreement that has been
reached. I believe the question was specific about a
statement made in another place by the Premier that the
government does not intend to buy water; is that
correct?
Hon. M. A. Birrell — Purchase water.
The PRESIDENT — Purchase water. That is the
question that was put and I have not detected an answer
to that yet. Perhaps the minister might like to address
that question.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — Thank you, Mr President. I
believe I was being responsive to the question. I will
continue my answer if the member opposite wants to
hear it, rather than his raising under the guise of
so-called points of order other — —
Hon. M. A. Birrell — Get on with your answer!
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I was trying to before I was
interrupted. As I indicated earlier, until such time as the
corporate enterprise is established it is not possible to
provide funds for water savings projects or for the
purchase of water, which in any event is only to be a
very limited part of the enterprise’s business. Therefore,
no water savings projects or purchases of water are
occurring at this time, and they will not occur until the
enterprise is put in place and provided with the funding
necessary for it to conduct the task.

Industrial relations: outworkers
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I ask
the Minister for Industrial Relations: what action is the
Bracks government taking through its Fair Employment
Bill to assist exploited outworkers?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — I thank Mr Nguyen for his question. He is
always concerned about the exploitation of outworkers.
A significant plank of the Bracks government’s
pre-election policy was to legislate to end the
exploitation of clothing outworkers. The independent
industrial relations task force, through its consultations
around the state, was presented with stark, first-hand
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evidence of the plight of Victorian outworkers. They
are Victorians who are often working women and their
children who come from non-English-speaking
backgrounds and have come to Australia to seek a new
start and decent wages and working conditions.
The task force was told stories by people such as
Mai — I ask honourable members to listen to the story
of Mai — who worked with her daughter Vivien for
12 hours a day, seven days a week for $2.20 an hour.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — That happens regularly in
this state. Mr Smith may dismiss it as not being the
case, but it occurs regularly.
Mai went to the company to get her wages and, guess
what, the company had disappeared. It had shut down
and she did not get her wages. The Fair Employment
Bill the government proposes to introduce will give
urgent support to those vulnerable, disadvantaged
workers.
The bill will be the first step in bringing Victoria into
line with legislative protections that already exist in
Queensland, New South Wales and South Australia.
Conservative governments in South Australia have
recognised the plight of those workers.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Mr President, my point of
order goes to the issue of anticipation. As I understand
it the minister is reflecting on legislation that is
currently before Parliament. I ask you to rule on that
precise matter.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The legislation is not
before this house. There has been public comment,
including in newspapers, that such legislation is around,
but that does not preclude members of this house from
making reference to it as the minister has done.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — It is actually before
Parliament. Be very careful!
Hon. M. M. GOULD — Thank you for your ruling,
Mr President, on an issue on which I sought guidance
from you and others.
The government is concerned that over the past decade
or so there have been numerous reports about the
exploitation of outworkers. Neither the previous
government in this state nor the commonwealth
government responded to those reports. They did
nothing to assist exploited outworkers. It is anticipated
that the Fair Employment Bill will result in outworkers
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employed in the clothing industry for the first time
being deemed employees, as clerical workers are.
The only real difference between a clothing outworker
and a person using a sewing machine in a factory is that
the outworker works at home in a garage or spare room,
yet the outworkers do not receive minimum wages and
conditions. They are paid only between $2.20 and
$3.20 an hour. The government maintains that the
conditions that apply to people in factories should apply
to people who work from home. It is important that
they be entitled to minimum conditions.
The legislation will also assist people like Mai, who
went to her immediate contractor to obtain unpaid
wages. It will also ensure that appropriate protection is
built in for the principal contractor and the
subcontractors. It is proposed, firstly, that no claim will
be able to be made against the principal contractor
where the subcontractor has provided a guarantee in the
form of a correct written statement that the wages have
been paid and, secondly, that where the wages have not
been paid, the principal contractor may be — —
Hon. K. M. Smith — On a point of order,
Mr President, the minister is debating the question.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. K. M. Smith — I ask you to require that the
minister conclude.
The PRESIDENT — Order! As I said, the house is
not precluded from having a dissertation from the
minister on the matter because the bill is not on the
Legislative Council notice paper. The point of order
concerned whether, in giving her explanation, the
minister was debating the question. The minister was
starting along that trail. The minister will have plenty of
opportunity to speak on the bill when it comes before
the house. If the minister moves towards the end of her
answer, we will all be happy.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — To wind up, I want to
ensure — —
Hon. M. A. Birrell — Keep this for the committee
stage. You’ll have plenty of time!
Hon. M. M. GOULD — I look forward to it. I
assure the house that the legislation seeks to protect the
principal contractors. It will be done in a balanced way,
in line with what has existed for some time in New
South Wales and Queensland. The bill takes a balanced
approach and will ensure that there is a catch-up, which
is what Victoria requires to complement what exists in
other states.
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I assure the house that this government is committed to
protecting outworkers. The previous government did
nothing, but this government intends to do something
through the Fair Employment Bill.

Snowy River
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I ask
the Minister for Energy and Resources whether, in
respect of the government’s Snowy River policy, it
anticipates purchasing water in the next 10 years.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — It is quite apparent that the
disappointment of members of the opposition that the
government has actually honoured its election
commitment on the Snowy River means they are
unable and unwilling to welcome, let alone embrace,
the agreement in the way their federal colleagues,
including the Prime Minister, have shown they are
willing to do.
The enterprise, which I have previously talked about in
this place, is to be charged with the responsibility over
the next 10 years of acquiring 21 per cent of annual
flows for the Snowy River, acquiring that water within
a budget to be provided by the New South Wales and
Victorian governments under this agreement and
acquiring that water at least cost. It is envisaged that the
great bulk of that water will be acquired through
funding water savings projects.
It is already on the record that the enterprise will have
within its charter a capacity to do so from within its
budget and within that time frame at least cost to
acquire water if it is opportune to do so. However, as
has already been indicated, it is not envisaged that that
will be a significant part of its operations. As the
opposition has been very keen to point out, it would be
entirely counterproductive for significant quantities of
water to be acquired in that way because of the effect it
would have on the water market, which would mean
that that would have an adverse effect on the
government’s stated objective. The government is
determined to achieve its objective and believes this
enterprise will do so.
The comments of the honourable member for Mildura
in another place have not been particularly
complimentary about the misinformation that has been
put around the place by the opposition.

Small business: showcasing strategy
Hon. G. D. ROMANES (Melbourne) — I ask the
Minister for Small Business how the Showcasing Small
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Business strategy will promote small business in
Victoria.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — One of the most important aspects of the
Showcasing Small Business strategy is its recognition
of the contribution small business makes to both local
economies and the Victorian economy. The
government wants to encourage small business to gain
access to local expos. It will also be making available
access to trade delegations and visits overseas to ensure
that small business has access to world markets.
Previously small business may not have had the
opportunity to expand into world markets.
It is also important that the government recognise small
business through awards. It is happy to continue its
association with the Telstra and Victorian government
small business awards, the Australian Retail
Association’s Victoria Young Retailer of the Year,
local government awards and, for the first time, the
Australian businesswomen network awards. Recently I
participated in the Leader Newspaper business awards,
which recognise small businesses from the customer
perspective. Customers vote for them and it directly
links the customer bases to small businesses. It is
important that the government recognises the crucial
element that small business provides in customer
relationships that goes beyond one-to-one transactions.
The government is very pleased to be able to assist
small business by opening up its options and expanding
its marketplace and market share, but it is also
important that the whole of the Victorian community
recognises the contribution of small business to the
economy.
The government also showcased a number of
businesses in the ‘Showcasing small business’
supplement, which it had inserted into the newspapers
and which honourable members opposite have
mentioned. Those businesses comprised 4 of the
600 small businesses with which I have now met in the
Listening to Small Business program.

Snowy River
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I refer the
Minister for Energy and Resources to her answer to my
question last Thursday regarding the public release of
the agreement she so proudly designates ‘historic’
regarding the Snowy River. Bearing in mind there is no
statutory provision contained in the Snowy
hydro-electric corporatisation legislation to which she
referred last week preventing release of the document,
is the house to believe the only reason she is not
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releasing this secret document is simply that she is not
required by law to do so?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I indicated to the house that on
completion and finalisation of agreements, including
that with the commonwealth government, all the
documents that will become public in due course,
including the water licence, will be published.

Nagambie: canoe championships
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — I refer my
question to the Minister for Sport and Recreation. In
light of the government’s commitment to major
sporting events for rural and regional Victoria, will the
minister advise the house of any developments in
relation to the 2001 national canoe sprint
championships at Nagambie?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I received a letter recently from the
Shire of Strathbogie seeking financial assistance to
reconfigure its rowing course at Nagambie to secure
and retain the rights to stage the 2001 national canoe
sprint championships.
I am pleased to advise the house that I have made a
special grant to the Shire of Strathbogie for $32 000,
which will enable the ninth lane of buoys to be installed
on the existing watercourse.
Honourable members may be aware that the current
course is configured in an arrangement of eight
13.5 metre rowing lanes, but the conduct of the national
canoeing titles requires nine lanes on the course. The
rowing course will be reconfigured to enable them to
hold the titles. I understand the Nagambie Lakes
Authority will provide funds so the starting pontoons
can be adjusted for the event and the title rights
retained. That is another example of the Bracks
government’s commitment to major events, particularly
in rural and regional Victoria.

Electricity: Yallourn dispute
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Last week I
asked the Minister for Industrial Relations what she
was doing to settle the protracted dispute threatening
power supplies this summer. The minister advised she
was waiting for the outcome of Australian Industrial
Relations Commission deliberations. This week
Latrobe Valley power unions have threatened to shut
down brown coal generation in an escalation of a
dispute that will lead to blackouts. Will the minister
advise whether she will now do more than sit and wait?
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Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — As I advised the house last week, officers
of my department have been in touch with Yallourn
Energy daily — and more often than once a day — and
with the relevant unions. Commissioner Lewin has
reserved his decision, and my advice is that he is
expected to hand it down on Thursday this week, when
he will rule on the application to terminate or suspend
the bargaining period. I have been in touch with the
company and the unions to assist in a smooth transition
of that decision once the commission hands it down.
There is concern about the Latrobe Valley action
proposed to take place on Thursday based on issues that
have arisen in the past few days and dependent on the
outcome of the commission’s decision. The federal
Workplace Relations Act allows both the company and
the unions to take protective action. That issue has been
substantially debated before the commission. As I said,
the commission has reserved its decision and the parties
await the outcome. We are assisting the parties in
working through and identifying issues on which
agreement can be reached. Meetings to identify areas
where agreements can be reached versus areas that are
likely to require arbitration have taken place regularly.
The ongoing concern is contracts and contracting out,
an issue that began under the former government.
Agreement has not been reached on the issue during the
past 18 months. We will continue to work with the
company and unions and will encourage and assist
them to resolve this protracted dispute.
Hon. Philip Davis — You’re doing nothing.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — Rubbish!

Schools: energy efficiency
Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — Will the
Minister for Energy and Resources advise the house
what steps the government is taking to fulfil the ALP’s
election commitment to reduce energy use in
government buildings, especially schools?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I thank the honourable member for her
question and interest in the issue. The election policy of
the ALP prior to the last election included a target to
reduce energy use in all government buildings by
15 per cent by 2005. Schools were to be included in the
facilities that must implement that policy commitment.
Every year Victorian schools spend about $25 million
on energy requirements and are responsible for the
emission of about 240 000 tonnes of carbon monoxide.
The introduction of the 15 per cent target is one of the
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key initiatives of the government and is designed to
reduce the reliance on fossil fuels and the demand on
the existing power generation system. The additional
benefit is a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. That
commitment demonstrates the government’s leadership
in reducing greenhouse gases.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Hallam and
Mr Theophanous will cease their conversation across
the chamber and allow the minister to continue.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I am pleased to advise the
house that some 550 government schools and
167 independent schools have joined the Energy Smart
schools program, which provides practical advice and
support to schools in implementing energy
management programs. Assistance will be provided by
the Sustainable Energy Authority (SEA) to support
schools in reducing their energy consumption. The
support includes training seminars offered throughout
the metropolitan area and in regional Victoria.
During school term 2 some 30 Energy Smart schools
were funded for casual relief teachers to free up regular
staff members to establish school Energy Smart
programs. That overcame one of the major barriers for
schools in implementing energy efficiency measures.
More grants will be offered to other schools during the
remainder of the financial year.
The Sustainable Energy Authority provides energy
efficiency advice to the Department of Education,
Employment and Training regarding new government
school building designs and other major works in
addition to the assistance I have already referred to.
There are still many opportunities to save energy in
Victorian schools through the uptake of plant and
equipment. The government is committed to ensuring
that government schools have energy systems that are
economical and efficient while providing excellent
conditions for students and staff. The department and
the SEA are working together to ensure schools can
meet their part of the government’s energy reduction
targets and be centres where energy conservation is not
only demonstrated but also learnt.
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rural Victoria. Officers from Industrial Relations
Victoria will now be located in major metropolitan and
regional centres. What is the anticipated annual cost of
those new services?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — To elaborate, it is proposed to locate
people from Victorian business centres in outlets across
Victoria. At present they are operating only in Geelong,
Ballarat and the Melbourne CBD. A large proportion of
those people would be across the areas that are most
affected — that is, in regional and rural Victoria.
The government is committed to ensuring that there is
sufficient staff in those areas to assist business and that
there are appropriate funding arrangements to cover the
staff and ensure resources are sufficient to enable
information for those areas to be produced. It also aims
to ensure there is sufficient information available to
produce pamphlets and so on.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Pamphlets?
Hon. M. M. GOULD — That is the sort of
information employers have been asking for. We
acknowledge that need. They need to know about the
appropriate rates of pay and conditions applying to their
staff.
It is a matter of ensuring they receive access to
telephone information. Currently when they telephone
it is a federal work relations number, and they cannot
answer questions referring to state issues, only federal
awards. We wish to ensure that services for employers
and staff and accommodation and information are
appropriately funded.
Hon. M. T. Luckins — On a point of order,
Mr President, my question was specific: what is the
anticipated annual cost of the services?
The PRESIDENT — Order! As the minister is
embarking on a new venture she cannot quantify those
costs at the moment, but she said that adequate funding
will be provided. I suggest the honourable member
follow up her question in the future to ascertain that
information. I believe the minister’s answer was
responsive to the question.

Industrial relations: small business

Job Watch

Hon. M. T. LUCKINS (Waverley) — I refer the
Minister for Industrial Relations to her statement on
Labor’s proposed industrial relations changes that a
centrepiece of the changes would be better and
improved information and advisory services for small
businesses and employees in metropolitan, regional and

Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Jika Jika) — Will
the Minister for Industrial Relations advise the house of
action the government is taking to ensure the financial
future of the state’s only community-based
employment rights watchdog, Job Watch?
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Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — I am pleased to inform the house that the
Bracks government has substantially increased funding
of the community-run employment rights advocacy
service, Job Watch.
The previous government froze the funding in 1992–93
at $337 000 a year in an attempt to diminish the role of
the watchdog, Job Watch. Taking into consideration
that freeze, it basically reduced the funding
arrangements each year over the past seven years. The
inspection service that was in place was disbanded. Job
Watch was the only community-based organisation that
allowed workers to receive advice on their entitlements.
The independent industrial relations task force was
highly critical of the fact that the former government
had diminished the operation of the state’s industrial
relations regulatory inspection service and that no
proper facilities were available for workers to receive
the appropriate information.
I am pleased to inform the house that the government
has increased funding by more than 130 per cent from
$337 000 to $777 000 a year. This additional funding
will expand Job Watch’s capacity to provide an
increase in the number of telephone inquiries from
12 000 to 20 000 a year. It has developed a new rural
outreach program and there will be a minimum of eight
visits to rural and regional areas a year. I am sure
country members would welcome that initiative. There
will be an increase in Job Watch’s assistance to clients
wishing to undertake their own legal representation and
the number of clients who are directly represented by
Job Watch, an increase in Job Watch’s staff, the
employment of additional solicitors and new telephone
inquiries staff.
This is an important funding arrangement the
government has entered into with Job Watch. Recently
Job Watch celebrated its 20th anniversary, and in doing
so a poster was developed which I have undertaken to
send to all members of Parliament, with the telephone
number, so that honourable members can pass it on to
their constituents. The telephone number is
1800 331 617. I urge all honourable members to make
that available to their constituents who have issues
about employment. The government is proud that it has
been able to assist Job Watch in its ongoing support for
working people in Victoria who have not had the ability
to raise issues with employers and Job Watch. The
additional funding will assist in the taking of telephone
calls and the offering of advice.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — By leave, I move:
That so much of the standing orders as require answers to
questions on notice to be delivered verbally in the house be
suspended for the sitting of the Council this day and that the
answers enumerated be incorporated in Hansard.

The question numbers are: 869–70, 872–4, 883–94,
896–914, 949–51, 961–3, 965–8, 971, 977–8, 980,
981–5, 994–1000, 1030–39, 1041, 1044–5, 1047,
1056–8, 1077, 1090–93, 1095–9, 1101, 1103, 1105–7.
Motion agreed to.

COMMONWEALTH TREATY
DOCUMENTS
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial Relations),
by leave, presented the following treaty documents:
(a) bilateral agreement tabled in the commonwealth
Parliament on 6 June 2000, together with national
interest analysis, dealing with:
remunerated employment for dependants of
diplomatic, consular, administrative and
technical personnel of diplomatic and consular
missions, between Australia and the Kingdom
of Spain.
(b) multilateral agreement tabled in the commonwealth
Parliament on 6 June 2000, together with national
interest analysis, dealing with:
international trade in endangered species of
wild fauna and flora.
(c) bilateral agreements tabled in the commonwealth
Parliament on 15 August 2000, together with
national interest analysis, dealing with:
treaty on extradition, between Australia and the
Republic of Latvia.
cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy, between Australia and Japan.
space vehicle tracking and communication
facilities, between Australia and the United
States of America.

Laid on table.
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ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL
RESOURCES COMMITTEE
Ovine Johne’s disease
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) presented
report, together with appendices, extracts from
proceedings of committee, minority report, minutes of
evidence and research investigation reports.

Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) (By
leave) — Ovine Johne’s disease is a wasting disease in
sheep, and there is no cure. In 1996 a program of
quarantine and compensation was introduced.
However, implementation of the program caused grave
financial and emotional hardship for many farmers.
The report arrives at a series of recommendations that
are a logical conclusion to the evidence that was given.
The minority report, signed by four committee
members, also includes three recommendations that
were arrived at after the logical assessment of the
evidence. They are not in the main report because they
were voted out.
The eight-member committee travelled extensively
throughout rural Victoria last winter, when it heard
evidence and submissions from hundreds of people.
Much of the evidence was of a highly personal nature.
It was about how farmers were traumatised by the
implementation of the program.
What we were told in evidence had a profound effect
on everybody concerned — the committee, the staff,
Hansard reporters and the people from the country and
from Melbourne who came in large numbers to hear
every bit of evidence that was submitted to us.
I pay a special tribute to Hansard staff, who had a very
difficult time. They worked under great difficulty, often
for 3 hours at a stretch in cold country halls with very
poor acoustics. They also had to deal with the nature of
what was said. In fact, one person who gave evidence
and later received a copy for correction said that he
changed only one minor word and could not believe
how accurate the Hansard report was in such difficult
circumstances.
I wish to say a special thankyou to the staff — Brad
Miles, Andrea Lindsay, Katherine Karlevski and Gina
Arpea. But the most special thanks must go to the
farmers. They were prepared to tell it as it was. They
were prepared to give evidence with their neighbours,
families and friends present. They were the ones who
were affected, and it was their cooperation that made it
all possible.
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Laid on table.
Ordered that the report, appendices, extracts from
proceedings and minority report be printed.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 10
Hon. M. T. LUCKINS (Waverley) presented Alert Digest
No. 10 of 2000, together with appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be printed.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Deputy Clerk:
Adult, Community and Further Education Board — Report,
1999–2000.
Agriculture Victoria Services Pty Ltd — Report, 1999–2000.
Albury–Wodonga Development (Victoria) Corporation —
Report, 1999–2000.
Architects Registration Board — Report, 1999–2000.
Australian Grand Prix Corporation — Report, 1999–2000.
Board of Studies — Report, 1999–2000.
Building Control Commission — Report, 1999–2000.
Casino and Gaming Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Channels Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Children’s Court of Victoria — Report, 1999–2000.
Cinemedia Corporation — Report, 1999–2000.
Docklands Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Education, Training and Employment Department — Report,
1999–2000.
Emerald Tourist Railway Board — Report, 1999–2000.
First Mildura Irrigation Trust — Report, 1999–2000.
Gambling Research Panel — Report, for the period 10 May
2000 to 30 June 2000.
Gascor Pty Ltd — Report, 1999–2000.
Geelong Performing Arts Centre Trust — Report,
1999–2000.
Gippsland and Southern Rural Water Authority — Report,
1999–2000.
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Goulburn–Murray Rural Water Authority — Report,
1999–2000.
Grants Commission — Report, 1999–2000.
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Cardinia Planning Scheme — Amendment C3.
Darebin Planning Scheme — Amendment C14.

Greyhound Racing Control Board — Report, 1999–2000.

Hobsons Bay Planning Scheme — Amendments C3 and
C13.

Heritage Council — Report, 1999–2000.

Maroondah Planning Scheme — Amendment C9 Part 1.

Human Services Department — Report, 1999–2000.

Mitchell Planning Scheme — Amendments C2, C4 and
C5.

Infertility Treatment Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Legal Practice Board — Report, 1999–2000.
Legal Practitioners’ Liability Committee — Report,
1999–2000 (two papers).

Wangaratta Planning Scheme — Amendment C6.
Plumbing Industry Commission — Report, 1999–2000.
Premier and Cabinet Department — Report, 1999–2000.

Library Board — Report, 1999–2000.

Public Record Office — Report, 1999–2000.

Marine Board — Report, 1999–2000.

Public Transport Corporation — Report, 1999–2000.

Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games Pty Ltd — Report,
for the period 15 July 1999 to 30 June 2000.

Regulator General’s Office — Report, 1999–2000.

Melbourne and Olympic Parks Trust — Report, 1999–2000.
Melbourne Convention and Exhibition Trust — Report,
1999–2000
Melbourne Market Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Melbourne Port Corporation — Report, 1999–2000.
Melbourne Water Corporation — Report, 1999–2000.
Met Train 1 — Report, for the period 1 July 1999 to
23 December 1999.
Met Train 2 — Report, for the period 1 July 1999 to
23 December 1999.
Met Tram 1 — Report, for the period 1 July 1999 to
23 December 1999.
Met Tram 2 — Report, for the period 1 July 1999 to
23 December 1999.
National Gallery Council — Report, 1999–2000.
Overseas Projects Corporation Limited — Report,
1999–2000.
Parks Victoria — Report, 1999–2000.
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968 — Minister’s response
to recommendations in Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee’s Report upon Reforms for Scrutinising the
Budget Estimates.
Parliamentary Contributory Superannuation Fund — Report,
1999–2000.
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of Approval
of the following amendments to planning schemes:
Baw Baw Planning Scheme — Amendment C11.

Roads Corporation — Report, 1999–2000.
Royal Botanic Gardens Board — Report, 1999–2000.
State and Regional Development Department — Report,
1999–2000.
State Sport Centres Trust — Report, 1999–2000.
State Superannuation Fund — Report, 1999–2000.
State Training Board — Report, 1999–2000.
State Trustees Limited — Report, 1999–2000 (including
financial statements of the Common Funds No. 1) (two
papers).
Sunraysia Rural Water Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Tourism Victoria — Report, 1999–2000.
Transport Accident Commission — Report, 1999–2000.
Treasury and Finance Department — Report, 1999–2000.
Tricontinental Holdings Limited — Report, 1999.
Urban Land Corporation — Report, 1999–2000.
VicFleet Pty Ltd — Minister’s report of failure to submit,
1999–2000 report to her within the prescribed period and the
reasons therefor.
Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal — Report, 1999–2000.
Victorian Coastal Council — Report, 1999–2000.
Victorian Energy Networks Corporation — Report,
1999–2000.
Victorian Government Purchasing Board — Report,
1999–2000.

Boroondara Planning Scheme — Amendment C4.

Victorian Institute of Sport — Report, 1999–2000
(two papers).

Buloke Planning Scheme — Amendment C1.

Victorian Meat Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
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Victorian Medical Consortium Pty Ltd — Report,
1999–2000.
V/Line Passenger Corporation — Report, 1999–2000.
Wimmera–Mallee Rural Water Authority — Report,
1999–2000.
Workcover Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Young Farmers’ Finance Council — Report, 1999–2000.
Zoological Parks and Gardens Board — Report, 1999–2000.

Proclamation of His Excellency the Governor in
Council fixing an operative date in respect of the
following Act pursuant to an Order of the Council on
4 November 1999:
Dairy Act 2000 — Section 65 — 27 October 2000 —
Remaining provisions — 31 October 2000 (Gazette No. G43,
26 October 2000).

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Sessional orders
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — I move:
That so much of the sessional orders be suspended as would
prevent new business being taken after 8.00 p.m. during the
sitting of the Council this day.

Motion agreed to.

TRANSPORT ACCIDENT (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

The main purpose of this bill is to amend aspects of the
Transport Accident Act that:
are out of step with the Transport Accident
Commission’s current policies or community
expectations;
contain anomalies that need to be rectified; or
require changes to realign the operation of the act
with its original intentions.
This bill follows a comprehensive review of the act
undertaken by the TAC. It will ensure that the
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provisions of the act remain consistent with the
continued success of the transport accident scheme.
The bill contains a number of measures that will
provide additional benefits to TAC claimants:
TAC claimants who receive loss-of-earning-capacity
benefits will not have the purchasing power of their
benefits eroded by the introduction of the GST. The
government will alleviate the effects of GST on
TAC claimants who are entitled to long-term income
support by increasing the benefits payable by 4 per
cent, backdated to 1 July this year. This increase is
consistent with those provided to pensioners and
other commonwealth social welfare recipients.
the bill provides for the payment of a lump sum
benefit to a surviving spouse following the death of a
spouse who was responsible for the care of children.
This will ensure that the same compensation will be
payable for the loss of a father or a mother regardless
of their earnings. The loss of a partner is difficult
enough to bear without the addition of financial
strain in adequately caring for the children alone, and
the government is concerned to ensure that the act no
longer discriminates against full-time homemakers.
the bill also extends access to TAC benefits to a
cyclist who is injured in a collision with a parked
vehicle while riding to or from work. Honourable
members will be aware that a cyclist, such as a
bicycle courier, who collides with a parked motor
vehicle during the course of his or her work is
eligible for Workcover benefits. However, as their
respective acts currently stand, neither Workcover
nor the TAC provide access to benefits for cyclists
injured in a collision with a parked vehicle while on
their way to or from work. That anomaly is now
corrected.
the bill provides additional access to counselling by
a claimant’s family. In 1994 counselling for family
members was introduced in the event of a death in a
transport accident. This is now extended to the
family of a severely injured claimant to help them to
cope at a very difficult time.
provision is made for the first time for the
reimbursement of expenses totalling up to
$5000 incurred by a spouse and dependent children
of a claimant in visiting their partner or parent who is
a hospital patient more than 100 kilometres from
their home. This benefit will be particularly helpful
to the families of rural and regional claimants whose
extensive injuries require specialist hospitalisation in
Melbourne.
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The act currently contains an anomaly that results in a
claimant injured in more than one accident receiving a
different level of impairment benefit depending on the
order in which the accidents occur. For example, a
claimant who has an accident resulting in 5 per cent
impairment followed by an accident resulting in 15 per
cent impairment will receive more than $11 000. If the
person was impaired in similar accidents in the reverse
order, he or she would receive less than $4000. The bill
corrects this anomalous position.

Secondly, the act changes the calculation of the
entitlement of a minor to loss of earning capacity
benefits by using a figure of 80 per cent of average
weekly earnings instead of 60 per cent. This will
increase the amount of this benefit payable for a minor
after they turn 18.

Seriously injured TAC claimants and their families
have often expressed confusion about the provisions of
the act relating to home and vehicle modifications.
Coverage of the costs of home and vehicle
modifications is currently included in two separate
areas of the act: firstly, as part of the definition of a
rehabilitation service, and secondly, as part of the
specific provisions of section 60. The TAC has received
legal advice that section 60 only covers the
modification of an existing home or vehicle of a
claimant, which in many cases does not meet the needs
of claimants.

The package also contains a number of measures that
are designed to improve the speed and accuracy of the
TAC’s decision making and to minimise the need for
formal appeal processes. These measures include:

The bill therefore includes a significantly expanded
provision specifically covering the TAC’s obligations
to provide appropriate modifications of a home or
vehicle. This provides for the first time that the TAC
will contribute to the purchase of a vehicle where the
claimant’s current vehicle cannot readily be modified,
and will assist a claimant to obtain modifiable
accommodation where his or her current residence is
unsuitable.

The bill contains some amendments that are designed to
improve dispute resolution and ensure that, as much as
possible, disputes can be resolved without the need for
formal review by the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal.

The bill also clarifies current requirements for
modifications with a value in excess of $5000 to be
subject to an agreement between the claimant and the
TAC covering issues such as ownership, maintenance,
insurance and subsequent modifications.
The bill requires the TAC to preserve the entitlement to
loss of earning capacity benefits of a claimant who
participates in a return-to-work program but is
unsuccessful in achieving a lasting return to
employment. This will overcome a disincentive for
seriously injured claimants to attempt a return to work
that may exist under the current provisions of the act.
Two important amendments are included in the bill for
the benefit of minors. First, the act will allow a minor
who did not have a claim for compensation lodged on
his or her behalf at the time of the accident an
opportunity to lodge a claim in their own right upon
reaching 18.

I will now turn to some of the provisions of the bill that
are designed to improve the efficiency of the scheme
and maintain its viability.

reducing the time in which the TAC must accept or
reject a claim for compensation from 28 to 21 days.
removing the requirement for a claim for
compensation to be accompanied by a statutory
declaration. This will enable claims to be lodged
electronically rather than by completing and
forwarding a written form to the commission.

The act currently requires the TAC to conduct an
informal review of a decision within 28 days after an
application for review by VCAT is lodged. It can be
difficult for a claimant or their representative to provide
TAC with appropriate evidence within 28 days so that
the commission can review its decision effectively.
This results in the TAC being obliged routinely to
sustain its original decision, shifting the onus for the
disclosure of information associated with a review to
VCAT and so increasing costs and prolonging disputes.
The bill enables TAC to use a more extensive process
to conduct an informal review of decisions by allowing
a longer period for the claimant to provide information.
It also provides for a conference to try to resolve
disputes before drawing on the resources of VCAT. If a
dispute cannot be resolved informally, claimants can
still proceed with a claim before VCAT.
The bill also contains measures designed to improve the
determination of entitlements to impairment benefits
under the act. The determination of impairment is
required to take place after 18 months or upon
stabilisation of the injuries, whichever occurs later.
Impairment decisions represent nearly two-thirds of
disputed TAC decisions, and on average take more than
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two years to conclude. Delays occur through extended
disputation and through applications for impairment
assessments being received much later after an accident
than the time allowed by law for assessment.

of disputes, and deliver benefits more quickly. Together
with the improvements to the informal review process
they will improve the speed and reduce the cost of
disputation surrounding impairment reviews.

Impairment disputes are increasingly expensive to
resolve, and tend to rely on obtaining excessive
numbers of medico–legal reports, with the claimant
submitting to multiple examinations to determine their
degree of impairment. The increasing cost of these
procedures and the delays in delivering impairment
benefits reduce the value of the benefit to the claimant
and can hamper a claimant’s recovery effort.

The amendments also make it clear that provisions of
VCAT legislation that relate to the making of offers of
compromise apply to reviews under the Transport
Accident Act.

The number of medico–legal reports obtained in
connection with impairment disputes has been growing
steadily over the last three years, notwithstanding a
reduction in appeals over the same period by more than
half, from 1425 in 1996–97 to 696 in 1999–2000. By
contrast, the number of reports obtained to determine
impairment has grown from around 9400 in 1996 to
13 350 in 1999–2000.
The effect of this growth has been to drive up the cost
of delivering impairment benefits to a point where it
now costs more than half the total benefit —
$11 million out of $20.5 million — to deliver
impairment benefits to claimants. The measures
contained in the bill that are designed to improve the
impairment process are:
imposing a restriction on the funding of
medico–legal reports, unless the reports are
authorised to be obtained by the TAC. This
replicates provisions in the Accident Compensation
Act 1985 to ensure that the number of reports is
limited to no more than a second opinion from a
relevant specialist and reports from treating
practitioners.
imposing a six-year time limit after an accident to
make an application for an impairment
determination from the commission.
making it mandatory for TAC to pay the full amount
of the entitlement to impairment benefits to the
claimant without a set-off of legal costs.
introducing a broader discretion to determine
impairment earlier than 18 months after an accident,
provided the claimant’s injuries have substantially
stabilised. This will enable claims for compensation
for seriously injured claimants to be fast-tracked
through statutory and common-law processes.
These measures will assist TAC to reduce the time
taken to make an impairment decision, reduce the costs

This will mean that if TAC makes an offer of
compromise in relation to a review of impairment, then
the applicant for the review will have to exceed the
offer made or be required to meet the costs incurred by
TAC after making the offer.
The VCAT legislation sought to apply these provisions
when it was enacted, but it was not clear that the
provisions applied in all cases as they were inconsistent
with the provisions of section 79 of the Transport
Accident Act, which enable VCAT to award costs at its
absolute discretion. This provision will be subject to the
VCAT act, in line with the original intention.
The bill contains other measures to address anomalies,
and restore the original intent of the legislation. Most
notable among these provisions are:
ensuring that a plaintiff’s right to common-law
damages is not affected if the defendant dies before
the plaintiff is granted a serious injury certificate.
This overcomes an observation made by the Court of
Appeal in its decision in Swanell v. Farmer.
amending the definition of serious injury to clarify
that the reference in paragraph (a) to physical
injuries is confined to consideration of those injuries
and not the impact of the injury on the claimant.
Psychological effects and physical injuries are to be
considered separately under paragraph (c), which
deals explicitly with long-term mental and
behavioural disturbances. This will reflect the
existing understanding of the treatment of functional
overlay in the determination of serious injury, as
outlined in the recent decision of Wylie and
Richards. This does not change the basis of the
definition in the act, which remains founded upon
the longstanding interpretation of the term set out in
the decision Humphries and Poljak.
enabling blood alcohol and breathalyser readings
lawfully taken after an accident to be used in
common-law proceedings under the act. This will
enable the court to be made aware of any such
readings, but will retain the court’s discretion in
relation to the weight given to evidence of alcohol
consumption.
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clarifying the intent of the legislation that
common-law actions in relation to motor sport
accidents are not indemnified under the act.
The bill also revokes the order in council gazetted on
6 May 1993 that established the TAC as a ‘reorganising
body’ under the State Owned Enterprises Act. This was
apparently done in preparation for possible significant
change to the structure of the commission in
conjunction with the previous government’s
consideration of options for the privatisation of TAC.
In the event, the structure of the TAC was not changed.
However, under the SOE Act, the Treasurer is able to
determine dividend payments and capital repayments to
be made to the state by a reorganising body, after
consultation with the body and the relevant minister. It
is considered that the dividend-setting and
capital-repayment arrangements under the SOE Act are
formulated more clearly than those under the Transport
Accident Act.
Ending the status of the TAC as a reorganising body
under the SOE Act could on one interpretation preclude
the payment of dividends and repayment of capital by
the TAC. The bill therefore inserts into the Transport
Accident Act 1986 specific powers to enable these
payments to continue. This does not involve any
change to the current dividend determination policy and
administrative processes.
In conclusion to these amendments to the Transport
Accident Act I make the following statements in
respect of section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975
concerning the reasons why clauses 31 and 32 of the
bill, which respectively alter or amend section 93 of the
Transport Accident Act 1986 and insert new
sections 93A, 93B and 93C into that act, alter or vary
section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975.
Clause 31 of the bill inserts new subsections in
section 93 of the act to impose limited conditions on the
determination of serious injury by a court, including the
Supreme Court. These new subsections require that a
determination of serious injury must be made on the
balance of probabilities, and that the monetary
thresholds and statutory maximum amounts of damages
must be disregarded when making a serious injury
determination.
These conditions, which have the effect of limiting the
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, are necessary to
clarify the standard of proof required and the issues to
be considered by the court in determining serious
injury. The amendments are consistent with the
requirements made of the court in respect of Workcover
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cases. The government believes that a consistent
approach to these issues is highly desirable.
Clause 32 of the bill inserts new sections in the act that
mirror provisions in the legislation covering the
Workcover scheme in relation to appeals concerning
serious injury.
New section 93A has the effect of permitting an appeal
as of right to the Court of Appeal from a decision
granting or refusing leave made on an application under
section 93 of the act. Without this amendment, an
appeal to the Court of Appeal from such a decision
could only be made by leave of the Court of Appeal.
New section 93B requires that, on the hearing of an
appeal from a decision on an application under
section 93, the Court of Appeal shall decide for itself
whether the injury is a serious injury on the evidence
and other material before the judge who heard the
application and on any other evidence which the Court
of Appeal may receive under any other act or rules of
court.
New section 93C requires that the reasons given by the
court — which could be the Supreme Court — in
deciding an application under section 93 shall not be
summary reasons but shall be detailed reasons which
are as extensive and complete as the court would give
on the trial of an action.
The bill also contains some amendments to other acts
relating to dangerous goods and to Workcover.
The first of these is a technical amendment to the
Dangerous Goods Act 1985. The definition of
‘dangerous goods’ in section 3(1) of that act relies
largely on the contents of a document described in the
act as the transport code. The transport code has now
been superseded by the Australian code for the
transport of dangerous goods by road and rail, known
as the ADG code.
The ADG code is the successor to the transport code,
but it has been updated and was created in a different
administrative environment by different bodies from
those specifically referred to in the Dangerous Goods
Act 1985. There does not appear to be any explicit
provision, in either the Dangerous Goods Act or the
ADG code, for succession from the old transport code.
To put the application of the ADG code beyond doubt,
the bill removes the definition of ‘transport code’ from
the Dangerous Goods Act and replaces it with a
definition of the ADG code. The bill also implements
other consequential amendments flowing from the
adoption of the new definition.
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The bill also amends the Accident Compensation Act
1985 to extend the time limit within which the
Victorian Workcover Authority must determine the
eligibility of certain applications for access to common
law under the serious injury criteria. These applications
relate to injuries occurring before 12 November
1997 — that is, so-called old common-law actions.
They have nothing whatever to do with new
common-law actions that utilise the access to common
law reinstated by the Bracks government earlier this
year.
The Accident Compensation Act set a cut-off date of
31 August 2000 for these old common-law applications
to be lodged. In the six months or so leading up to that
cut-off date, applications were being received at the rate
of 50 or so a week. While the authority expected an
increase in the rate of applications being lodged as the
cut-off date drew near, possibly to the rate of 100 or so
a week, there was no general indication that application
lodgments would go far beyond that level.
In the event, over 2000 new applications were lodged
during the last few weeks of August. The increase was
not predictable given the information available to
Workcover and its actuaries. This influx of pre-1997
claims applications will impose severe strains on the
ability of Workcover, legal firms, medical practitioners
and employers to complete all inquiries and
assessments within the 120-day time period required by
the act. This strain is compounded by the fact that for
these additional 2000 applications, the final two weeks
of that 120-day period will cover the Christmas
holidays, when many employers, solicitors and medical
practitioners are unavailable.
The act makes no provision for extension of the time
period within which the Victorian Workcover
Authority must make determinations of eligibility. The
authority and the government have rigorously
examined the possibility of administrative actions that
would enable proper determinations to be made in
respect of all these applications. It is clear that, given
the demands on administrative, medical, legal and
employer resources, there is no possibility of
completing the process to the required standards within
the time available.
The bill therefore provides for the time period for
determinations in respect of applications received after
10 August and before 1 September 2000 to be extended
from 120 days to 210 days. This additional time will
ensure that every application is properly scrutinised so
that the interests of potential claimants, employers and
of the state are fully protected.
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This amendment has been included in this bill as it is
the only available vehicle for passage of the
amendment within the necessary time.
All honourable members have an interest in supporting
the financial viability and fairness of the Workcover
scheme. This minor amendment will ensure that
legitimate claims get the attention and support they
deserve, while expedient claims are rejected.
I also make the following statement under section 85 of
the Constitution Act 1975 concerning the reasons why
section 19 of the Accident Compensation (Common
Law and Benefits) Act 2000, as amended by this bill,
alters or varies section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975.
Section 19 of the Accident Compensation (Common
Law and Benefits) Act 2000 was enacted earlier this
year but has yet to come into effect. It inserts a new
section 134AG into the Accident Compensation Act
1985 that, as originally enacted, empowers the
Governor in Council to issue orders in council, known
as legal costs orders, specifying the legal costs that may
be recovered by a legal practitioner acting on behalf of
a worker in respect of any claim, application or
proceedings under new section 134AB and prescribing
or specifying any matter or thing required to give effect
to the legal costs order.
Clause 43 of this bill amends section 19 of the Accident
Compensation (Common Law and Benefits) Act 2000
by extending it to cover claims, applications or
proceedings under section 135, 135A or 135B of the
Accident Compensation Act 1985. The government
believes that it is highly desirable that there is a
consistent approach to the recovery of legal costs by
practitioners across all common-law claims,
applications and proceedings, regardless of the
particular sections of the Accident Compensation Act
under which those proceedings have been brought.
New section 134AG and any legal costs order made
under that section will have full force and effect
notwithstanding anything to the contrary in the Legal
Practice Act 1996, the Supreme Court Act 1986 or the
County Court Act 1958 or in any regulation, rules,
order or other document made under any of those acts.
The reason for this limitation of the jurisdiction of the
Supreme Court is that the government wishes to make
provision for a more direct mechanism for regulating
legal costs recoverable by a practitioner acting on
behalf of workers in relation to the operation of the
common-law provisions of the Accident Compensation
Act.
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With the support and assistance of the authority’s board
of management, the government has put in place
programs to control the administrative costs of the
Workcover scheme and to control, and hopefully
reduce, the total costs of benefits payments by reducing
the numbers and severity of workplace injuries. Control
of legal costs within the Workcover scheme is another
essential component of the government’s overall
program to minimise costs. Controlling all of
Workcover’s costs is the key to Victoria having a fully
funded scheme that combines adequate compensation
to injured workers with low employer premiums.
The core of this bill covering transport accident
insurance represents a well-balanced and
comprehensive range of measures that will improve the
benefits available to Victorians injured in transport
accidents and improve the efficiency of delivery of
benefits to claimants. The bill represents further
forward steps in the transport accident scheme to ensure
that Victorians continue to receive increasing value
from the most comprehensive transport accident
insurance scheme in Australia.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. D. McL. DAVIS
(East Yarra).
Debate adjourned until next day.

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT
(RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS) BILL
Committed.

Committee
Clauses 1 to 4 agreed to.
Clause 5

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — I move:
1.

Clause 5, line 13, omit all words and expressions on this
line.

Amendment agreed to.

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
1.

Clause 5, line 14, after “owners” insert “(except persons
entitled to be registered under the Transfer of Land Act
1958 as proprietor of an estate in fee simple) and
occupiers”.

This is an amendment to section 19(1)(c) of the
principal act. It makes two changes to that section to
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ensure consistency with existing notice provisions
under statutory and common law. The first change will
mean that people who are entitled to be registered as
owners of land but have not so registered for one reason
or another will not have to be given notice of a
procedure under the act to amend the scheme or remove
or vary a covenant on the land they are benefited from.
Essentially this will affirm our Torrens system — that
is, if people have a registrable interest in some land they
should register it. It would be unreasonable to require
councils and applicants to try to track down people who
might have a registrable interest they have chosen not
to register. The amendment is sensible and logical. It
also picks up the wording of section 19 of the principal
act and ensures it is consistent.
The second of the changes made by this amendment
goes to the people who need to be given notice of the
preparation of a planning scheme amendment that will
affect restrictive covenants. It extends the notice
provisions to cover occupiers of any land benefited by a
covenant that is to be varied. This is an important
amendment. It ensures that occupiers who have the
legal benefit of a covenant are protected. In many cases
the occupiers not only have the legal benefit running
with their occupancy but also a strong practical interest
in the protection of the covenant. The opposition
submits that without the requirement to notify
occupants there would a gulf of notice. Those people
would not have the opportunity to have their interests
defended and represented in any hearing or procedure.
It should be relatively simple to identify occupiers
because the notice could be delivered to the relevant
address and addressed to ‘The Occupier’. It would not
be an extremely difficult exercise.
It should also be pointed out that under the existing
practice of the Supreme Court — as highlighted by
Jacobs in Proceedings in the Masters Office, a book
published in 1969 — the procedures require people
who are called ‘rateable occupiers’ to be given notice of
any action to amend or vary a covenant that attaches or
runs with the land they are occupying. This amendment
ensures consistency with that common-law protection
in the Supreme Court. I commend the amendment to
the house.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — The government is prepared
to accept the amendment.
Amendment agreed to.

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — I move:
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Clause 5, line 17, after “covenant” insert “; and”.

Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I
wonder if the minister could give an explanation for his
moving this amendment.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — Both the amendments are
minor changes to the drafting of clause 5. They are
made on the advice of parliamentary counsel and will
ensure that proposed section 19(1)(ca) is effectively
inserted into the principal act.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
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relevant allotments only where it is necessary to do so
because the amendment will actually affect the rights
specified by the covenant. The provision does not
specify what documentation is to be provided. It also
does not provide an open-ended power for councils to
set separate specifications. It is important in these cases
that rules and regulations be as uniform as possible to
ensure that developers have a level playing field in
which to place such applications, no matter what
council the subject land is in. The amendment allows
for the extra information to be specified by the
regulations to ensure that there is flexibility in the
system to provide for the information required and that
that information is uniform across the state.

Clause 6

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
2.

Clause 6, after line 8 insert —

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — The government is prepared
to accept the amendment.

“; and

Amendment agreed to.

(e) if the application is for a permit to allow the
removal or variation of a registered restrictive
covenant or if anything authorised by the permit
would result in a breach of a registered restrictive
covenant, be accompanied by —

Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) — I have a
question about clause 6 as amended. It is my
understanding that once the bill becomes law when an
applicant wishes to make application to the responsible
authority there will be a requirement for information
regarding a covenant to be provided to the responsible
authority.

(i)

information clearly identifying each allotment
or lot benefited by the registered restrictive
covenant; and

(ii) any other information that is required by the
regulations.”.

This amendment applies to applications for planning
permits that allow the removal or variation of a
covenant or authorise anything that breaches a
covenant. In such cases the applicant must provide
information identifying each allotment or lot — that
wording comes from section 52(1)(a) of the principal
act — benefited by the covenant and any other
information the regulations require.
The amendment derives in part from the
recommendation of the Montebello report and from the
submission the Save Our Suburbs group made to the
Montebello review. That recommendation proposed
requiring the applicant to provide a long list of specified
items. The amendment moved by the opposition does
not include a long list of specified items, but it ensures
that the additional information will be required only
when any application actually affects the covenant
under consideration. Proposed section 47(1)(d) would
have that requirement apply to every application
relating to land that is subject to a covenant.
We think the amendment is reasonable. The applicant
will need to do the additional work of identifying the

I wonder what the situation will be if the applicant
thinks, ‘No, there is no covenant on this’, and signs off
an application, and does not indicate that there is a
covenant when he or she should do so. What will
happen when that becomes known to the responsible
authority?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — I have been advised that if
that information has been withheld intentionally it is an
offence, but the council could request an amendment to
that permit if it has been withheld accidentally.
Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) — In either
case, whether it was intentional or not, is it possible that
a permit could be seen to be invalid? What would the
situation be in that case?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — I am advised that the permit
stands until the council seeks to amend or cancel that
permit at the tribunal.
Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) — What
would the mechanism be for the council or responsible
authority seeking to amend the permit in the
circumstance that it issued a permit that did not take
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into account the existence of a covenant of which it was
not aware?

“(ca) to the owners (except persons entitled to be
registered under the Transfer of Land Act 1958
as proprietor of an estate in fee simple) and
occupiers of land benefited by a registered
restrictive covenant, if anything authorised by the
permit would result in a breach of the covenant;
and”.

Hon. J. M. Madden — Could the honourable
member repeat the question?
Hon. N. B. LUCAS — What would the situation be
where the council or responsible authority issued a
permit, not being aware of the covenant? What would
be the mechanism for the responsible authority to get
the permit back in its court, so to speak, so it could
amend it?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — I am advised that the council
would make an application to the tribunal to notify it
that the information under which the permit was
granted was not at face value, and once that was
cancelled the applicant would need to reapply through
council in order to seek an approval.
Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) — Would the
minister envisage the taking on of legal action as a
result of that situation? I am concerned that a person
who has rights under a covenant could be placed in the
position of incurring cost or worry as a result of a
responsible authority issuing a permit without knowing
a covenant was present. What is the government’s view
about people who feel aggrieved as a result of permits
being issued without the knowledge of covenants
existing?
Hon. J. M. Madden — That was a fairly lengthy
question. Could the honourable member rephrase the
question so that it is more concise?
Hon. N. B. LUCAS — Has the government
contemplated the concept of aggrieved beneficiaries
under covenants taking some action in the
circumstances where permits have been issued by the
responsible authority without the knowledge of a
covenant being in existence by that authority?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — I am advised that an
aggrieved owner, as well as the council, can also make
an application to the tribunal to have the permit either
amended or cancelled.

The amendment replaces proposed section 52(1)(ca) of
the bill with a new clause that requires the giving of
notice where a permit application may breach a
covenant, and the variations to the proposed section in
the bill simply add ‘occupiers’ to those who need to be
notified in the same way as the opposition did in the
first of its amendments. It limits the definition of
owners to be notified consistent with the principal act
and it replaces the words ‘use or development’ with the
words ‘anything authorised by the permit’, which we
believe slightly widens the ambit, because things other
than those could be authorised. The opposition believes
this tighter wording will ensure that all permits are
covered and that anything authorised by a permit will
be covered by the provision. The amendment will make
the provision stronger and will improve the operation of
the act.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — The government is prepared
to accept the amendment.
Amendment agreed to.

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
4.

Clause 7, line 17, after “owners” insert “(except persons
entitled to be registered under the Transfer of Land Act
1958 as proprietor of an estate in fee simple) and
occupiers”.

This amends proposed section 52(1)(cb) of the bill.
Again it relates to the requirement to give notice, this
time where a permit application is to remove a
covenant. The amendment will add occupiers to those
people who need to be notified and it also limits the
definition of owners who are to be notified in the same
way as has been done previously. The amendment will
ensure consistency within the principal act.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — The government is prepared
to accept the amendment.

Amended clause agreed to.
Amendment agreed to.
Clause 7

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
3.

Clause 7, lines 13 to 16, omit all words and expressions
on these lines and insert —

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — I move:
3.

Clause 7, lines 21 to 25, omit all words and expressions
on these lines and insert —
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After section 52(1) of the Principal Act
insert —

“(1AA) If an application is made for a permit to remove
or vary a registered restrictive covenant or for a
permit for a use or development which would
result in a breach of a registered restrictive
covenant, unless the responsible authority
requires the applicant to give notice, the
responsible authority must give notice of the
application in a prescribed form — “.’.

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — The
government’s amendment 3 and the opposition’s
amendment 5 are similar except for the use of the
words ‘authorise anything’ which were included in the
opposition’s amendment whereas the government uses
‘for a use or development’ in its amendment. The
opposition submits that its proposed amendment will
ensure consistency of terminology across all sections
and subsections of the act as finally amended.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — It is
the practice that when an amendment is moved the
committee is given an explanation about why it is being
moved. I note that the minister proposes moving six
amendments. The committee will proceed more quickly
if each time the minister moves an amendment he gives
the committee the benefit of an explanation about its
effect.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — I am happy to do so. The
amendment amends clause 7(2). It primarily
implements the government’s new approach to notices
for applications. A proposed section 52(1AA) is
substituted for proposed section 52(1D). Proposed
section 52(1AA) requires a sign on the land and a
newspaper notice independent of the requirement to
give notice to owners under proposed sections 52(1)(ca)
and (cb) in clause 7(1). Section 145 of the principal act,
which states the general requirement to give notices
personally, then operates to ensure that notice under
proposed sections 52(1)(ca) and (cb) is given
personally.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I am
glad that while the bill was between here and the other
place the government has decided to support the
amendment originally proposed by the opposition
because, as the minister points out, it ensures that
beneficiaries of registered restrictive covenants will
receive actual notice of any applications to remove,
vary or otherwise deal with those covenants rather than
simply relying on newspaper advertisements or signs
that are placed on the land. The opposition maintains
that beneficiaries of provisions of restrictive covenants
have property rights and if any action is to taken to
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alter, vary, restrict or remove those property rights, they
should be given personal notice. They should not have
to rely on constructive notice by looking at newspaper
advertisements or hoping to see signs on the land. This
important amendment will ensure that the rights of
those people are protected.
I point out that the opposition’s amendment 5 is
identical in almost every respect to the government’s
amendment, except for the use of the words ‘which
would authorise anything’ in place of ‘for a use or
development’. That change was accepted by the
government in my amendment 4. It would strengthen
the bill to ensure consistency among the provisions of
the bill once it is fully amended. I trust that the minister
accepts that as a reasonable proposition.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — The government is prepared
to waive its other proposed amendments and, on the
basis that the amendments are so similar, is prepared to
accept the opposition’s amendments except for
amendment 20.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! Will the minister
withdraw his amendment 3 to allow Mr Katsambanis to
move his amendment 5?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I withdraw amendment 3.
Amendment withdrawn by leave.

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
5.

Clause 7, lines 21 to 25, omit all words and expressions
on these lines and insert —
‘(2)

After section 52(1) of the Principal Act
insert —

“(1AA) If an application is made for a permit to remove
or vary a registered restrictive covenant or for a
permit which would authorise anything which
would result in a breach of a registered
restrictive covenant, then unless the responsible
authority requires the applicant to give notice,
the responsible authority must give notice of the
application in a prescribed form — “.’.

The application of the amendment has been discussed. I
commend to it the committee.
Amendment agreed to.

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — I move:
4.

Clause 7, after line 30 insert —
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‘(3) In section 52(1A) of the Principal Act for
“sub-section (1)” substitute “sub-sections (1) and
(1AA)”.’.

5.

Clause 7, line 32 after “and (cb)” insert “and
sub-section (1AA)”.

6.

Clause 7, page 4, after line 3 insert —
‘(5) After section 53(1) of the Principal Act insert —
“(1A) The responsible authority may require the
applicant to give the notice under
section 52(1AA).”
(6) In section 53(4) of the Principal Act after
“section 42(1)” insert “or 52(1AA)”.
(7) In section 59 of the Principal Act —
(a) in sub-section (1)(a) after “section 52(1)”
insert “or 52(1AA)”;
(b) in sub-sections (2)(b) and (3)(b) for
“section 52(1)” substitute “sections 52(1) and
52(1AA)”.’.

Amendment 4 inserts new clause 7(3) and is
consequential on amendment 3. Section 52(1A) of the
principal act allows a responsible authority to refuse an
application for a permit without notice being given of it
under section 52(1). It is based on the principle that the
community need not be bothered with having to object
to or make submissions about an application if the
authority has quickly determined it intends to refuse a
permit. The amendment amends section 52(1A) so that
a responsible authority may refuse an application and
not have to give notice under section 52(1) or proposed
section 52(1AA).
Amendment 5 affects clause 7(3) and is also
consequential on amendment 3. It amends the proposed
amendment to section 52(2B) of the principal act.
Sections 52(2A) and 52(2B) of the principal act allow
an application to get on and give notice of an
application if a responsible authority is too slow in
telling the applicant what notice needs to be given.
Those sections allow an applicant to give a specified
default notice if the authority has not told the applicant
of the requirement after 10 working days.
Clause 7(3) extends the default notice in section 52(2B)
so that an applicant needs to give notice to owners of
benefited land by sign and newspaper, as provided for
in proposed new section 52(1AA).
This amendment extends the default requirement so
that an applicant would be required to place a sign or
publish a notice. It would also be required to give
personal notice to benefiting owners, which is the result
of earlier amendments.
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Amendment 6 inserts subclauses (5), (6) and (7) in
clause 7 and is consequential on earlier amendments.
Subclause (5) inserts proposed subsection (1A) in
section 53 of the principal act. Section 53(1) also allows
the responsible authority to require an applicant to give
the section 52(1) notices. The new subsection allows
the responsible authority to also require the applicant to
place the sign and publish the notice required under
proposed section 52(1AA). This ensures that authorities
can require an applicant to arrange all notices.
Clause 7(6) will amend section 53(4) of the principal
act, which requires the applicant to pay the responsible
authority’s cost of giving notice if the responsible
authority decides to give notice. The amendment
ensures that the applicant pays for notices given under
either section 52(1) or section 52(1AA).
Clause 7(7) will amend section 59 of the principal act.
Section 59 states that a responsible authority may
decide an application. Section 59(1) allows a decision
without delay if notice is not required under
section 52(1) or if referral of the application to a referral
authority is not required under section 55.
Clause 7(7)(a) will amend section 59(1) so that the
responsible authority can decide without delay an
application for which notice is not required under either
section 52(1) or section 52(1AA). This ensures
applications not affecting covenants may be decided
promptly.
Section 59(2) provides that the responsible authority
must wait until the end of prescribed periods for replies
from referral authorities and must wait 14 days after the
giving of the last notice under section 52(1) deciding an
application. Clause 7(7)(b) will amend section 59(2)(b)
so that the responsible authority must wait for 14 days
after the giving of the last notice under either
section 52(1) or section 52(1AA) before deciding an
application.
Section 59(3) provides that the responsible authority
must wait until the end of periods extended by the
minister if the application has been referred to a referral
authority and must wait 14 days after the giving of the
last notice under section 52(1) before deciding an
application.
Clause 7(7)(b) will also amend section 59(3)(b) so that
the responsible authority must wait for 14 days after the
giving of the last notice under section 52(1) or
section 52(1AA) before deciding the application.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — On the
basis that the government has moved its amendments 4,
5 and 6, I will not move amendments 6, 7 and 8
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standing in my name, which are identical and are
consequential on the substantive changes made by
amendment 5 standing in my name, which was agreed
to.
Amendments agreed to.

Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) — I have a
question on this clause. What is the minister’s advice in
situations where owners of property who under this
clause are entitled to notice of an application because
they have the benefit of a covenant, because of a
mistake in title searching, do not receive the notice they
are required to be given?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — I am advised that they or the
council have the ability to have the tribunal review the
application so that it might be cancelled or amended
and that the application can be reheard.
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — I move:
1.

Clause 7, page 4, after line 3 insert —
‘( ) After section 53(1) of the Principal Act insert —
“(1A) A requirement of the responsible authority
to the applicant under sub-section (1) must
be given in writing.”.’.

The amendment makes changes to section 53 of the
principal act, which provides that the responsible
authority may require the applicant to give the notice
under section 52(1) to the person specified by the
responsible authority. The amendment the National
Party wishes to make is that the requirement imposed
by the responsible authority on the applicant under
subsection (1) must be given in writing.
The amendment is necessary because when an
applicant goes before a council the requirements could
be given verbally, and sometimes an applicant can
phone in and ask what the requirements are and can be
told over the phone. The National Party thinks having
the requirement in writing removes the possibility of
confusion and puts on record exactly what the applicant
needs to do.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — We are prepared to accept
that amendment. There is just the matter of the
numbering and the way it comes together.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! I think it will be
possible to deal with the numbering.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
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Clause 8

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
9.

Clause 8, lines 7 to 12, omit all words and expressions
on these lines and insert —
“(1A) If the permit would allow the removal or
variation of a registered restrictive covenant or if
anything authorised by the permit would result in
a breach of a registered restrictive covenant, an
owner or occupier of any land benefited by the
covenant is deemed to be a person affected by the
grant of the permit”.

The amendment broadens proposed section 57(1A) by
ensuring that it covers permits to remove or vary a
covenant as well as permits that would breach the
covenant. The clause is strengthened to ensure it covers
all applications that deal with a change in the status of
an existing restrictive covenant. It includes ‘anything
authorised’ to cover a broader range of permits than
those in the bill which simply talk about those permits
for use or development. As argued previously and
accepted through my moving of earlier amendments,
the amendment strengthens the clause and makes it
applicable to all such applications. It extends coverage
of notice in such circumstances to cover occupiers of
land as well as owners of the land that is benefited by a
restrictive covenant to ensure full coverage and
compliance. I commend the amendment to the
committee.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — The government accepts the
amendment.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 9

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
10. Clause 9, lines 15 and 16 omit “allow a use or
development” and insert “authorise anything”.

The amendment strengthens the bill.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — The government accepts the
amendment.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 10

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
11. Clause 10, lines 25 and 26, omit “allow a use or
development” and insert “authorise anything”.
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For the reasons previously outlined, argued and
accepted, the opposition commends the amendment to
the committee.
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moved my amendment 2, I commend the amendment
to the committee.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.

Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 11

Clause 14

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
12. Clause 11, lines 11 and 12, omit “allow a use or
development” and insert “authorise anything”.
13. Clause 11, line 19, omit “allow a use or development”
and insert “authorise anything”.

The amendments enshrine a consistency of terms used
throughout the bill and the act.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — The government agrees with
the amendments.
Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to.

16. Clause 14, lines 5 to 8, omit all words and expressions
on these lines and insert —
“(g) to the owners (except persons entitled to be
registered under the Transfer of Land Act 1958
as proprietor of an estate in fee simple) and
occupiers of land benefited by a registered
restrictive covenant, if —
(i)

the amendment or the permit would allow the
removal or variation or the covenant; or

(ii) anything authorised by the permit would
result in a breach of the covenant.”.
17. Clause 14, after line 28 insert —
‘(5) In section 96M(4)(a) of the Principal Act for
“section 96C(1)” substitute “section 96C”.’.

Clause 12

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
14. Clause 12, page 6, line 3, omit “allow a use or
development” and insert “authorise anything”.

I commend the amendment to the committee.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 13

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
15. Clause 13, after line 30 insert —
“;and
(d) if the application is for a permit to allow the
removal or variation of a registered restrictive
covenant or if the grant of the permit would
authorise anything which would result in a breach
of a registered restrictive covenant, be
accompanied by —
(i)

information clearly identifying each allotment
or lot benefited by the registered restrictive
covenant; and

(ii) any other information that is required by the
regulations.”.

The amendment is identical to my amendment 2, which
was passed by the committee earlier, except that it
applies to cases where there is a combined application
for a planning scheme amendment and a planning
permit. For the same reasons outlined by me when I

Amendment 16 is similar to my amendments 3 and 4 in
their combined effect. It applies to cases where there is
combined application for a planning scheme
amendment and a planning permit. The amendment
inserts proposed paragraph (g) into section 96C(1). It
adds occupiers to the list to be notified; it limits the
definition of the owners who need to be notified to
those owners who are registered; and it removes any
requirement to notify those owners who have a
registrable interest but who have not registered. It
replaces the words ‘use or development’ with ‘anything
authorised by the permit’. It includes cases where the
planning scheme amendment or permit would allow the
removal or variation of a covenant rather than simply a
breach of a covenant.
There appears to have been an oversight in the drafting
of the bill that could be significant because owners or
occupiers may not have received notice where a permit
that breached the covenant was not sought or applied
for, and was merely one that removed the covenant
either by the scheme amendment or the planning
permit. It is not a likely event and may never happen,
but it is possible and the amendment closes a potential
loophole or problem and ensures that the scheme being
introduced by the bill will have full effect in all areas
affecting dealings to alter, remove, vary or in some
cases breach existing restrictive covenants. It ensures
coverage is extended to all areas and that there are no
slippages through the system to create loopholes.
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Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 15

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
18. Clause 15, lines 32 and 33, omit “allow a use or
development” and insert “authorise anything”.

The amendment simply omits the words, ‘allow a use
or development’ and inserts the words ‘authorise
anything’. This has been done in many previous
instances in amending bills.
Amendment agreed to.

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
19. Clause 15, page 8, lines 10 and 11, omit “allow a use or
development” and insert “authorise anything”.

I commend the amendment to the committee.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Clause 16

Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — I move:
2.

Clause 16, line 24 omit “lodged” and insert “made”.

3.

Clause 16, line 29, omit “lodged” and insert “made”.

Clause 16 omits the word ‘lodge’ and inserts the word
‘made’. Section 214(a) and (b) uses the word ‘lodged’
yet proposed section 214 (c) and (d) uses the word
‘made’. The amendment improves the consistency of
the terminology used in the principal act.
Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
Amended clause 7 recommitted.

The CHAIRMAN — Order! The committee must
now tidy up Mrs Powell’s amendment 1. It will treat
the amendment of Mrs Powell as an amendment to the
minister’s amendment.
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — I move as
an amendment to the minister’s amendment 6:
After proposed section 53(1) (1A) of the Principal Act
insert —
“(1B) A requirement of the responsible authority to the
applicant under sub-section(1) must be given in
writing.”.’

Amendment on amendment agreed to; amended
amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to.
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New clause

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I move:
20. Insert the following new clause to follow clause 5 —
‘A. Adoption and approval of amendment
(1) After section 29(2) of the Principal Act insert —
“(3) A planning authority must not adopt an
amendment or part of an amendment that
provides for the removal or variation of a
registered restrictive covenant unless it is
satisfied that the overriding public interest
requires the removal or variation despite any
detriment (including any perceived detriment)
which an owner or occupier of any land
benefited by the covenant may suffer as a
consequence of the removal or variation.”.
(2) After section 35(4) of the Principal Act insert —
“(5) The Minister must not approve an amendment
or part that provides for the removal or
variation of a registered restrictive covenant
unless the Minister is satisfied that the
overriding public interest requires the removal
or variation despite any detriment (including
any perceived detriment) which an owner or
occupier of any land benefited by the
covenant may suffer as a consequence of the
removal or variation.”.’.

The amendment inserts a new clause in the bill. It
requires planning authorities — usually councils — and
the minister to be satisfied that a removal or variation of
a covenant is in the overriding public interest despite
any detriment that may be suffered by an owner or
occupier as a consequence of the removal or variation
of that covenant.
The wording of the latter part of each part of the
amendment, including the reference to the words,
‘perceived detriment’ in each case follows as closely as
possible the wording of the existing section 60(5) of the
act. That approach has been adopted because section
60(5), which was inserted into the act in 1993 by the
former coalition government, has already been the
subject of considerable interpretation by the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal and others. The
opposition deems it preferable to use the same form of
words to avoid opening up new issues of interpretation
about the operation and wording of the clause.
The Save Our Suburbs submission to the Montebello
inquiry proposed that matters referred to in sections
60(2) and (5) of the act be taken into account. The
opposition has not taken into consideration for the
purposes of the amendment the provision of section
60(2) because the provision in section 60(5) of the
principal act was intended to be broader than the
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provision of section 60(2) and therefore covers all the
items included in subsection (2).
Unlike the provision in section 60(5), the new clause
does not impose an absolute prohibition on a planning
scheme amendment if there is a detriment. It is not as
narrow and as strict as the operation of section 60(5) of
the act. The new clause simply provides that the
planning authority and the minister must be satisfied
that the public interest in each case overrides any
detriment that may be suffered by the beneficiaries of a
restrictive covenant. It ensures the interests of the
relevant owners and occupiers are taken into account
when making determinations whether to vary or
remove restrictive covenants.
In the absence of such an amendment, decisions on
planning scheme amendments could be made purely on
planning grounds without having regard to the
detriment the owners or occupiers suffer to their
existing property rights. They could have their property
rights removed solely for the purposes of good planning
rather than the detriment it would cause to them.
At page 25 the Montebello report states that various
panels that have been appointed by ministers over time
have developed a test based on the concept of a net
community benefit or substantial net community
benefit. The amendment will establish a similar test in
the statute. I make it clear that it is not simply a
weighing exercise. When removing existing property
rights and therefore creating detriment to the owners
and occupiers of the land there must be an overriding
public interest. It reflects that the legal existing property
rights — they are often valuable property rights, as was
discussed during the second-reading debate — are
being removed without the necessity to pay
compensation to the people whose rights are being
varied or removed. It is important that where those
people are not compensated for the removal of their
rights their interests must be taken into account. It is not
a weighing exercise of convenience or good planning
laws; the opposition says the interests of the people
should be taken into account.
If the covenants over the land are dead wood and of no
genuine benefit to anybody they can be removed by
planning permit under section 60(5) of the principal act
without having to go down the path of a planning
scheme amendment.
If the bill were passed in its current state it would be
axiomatic — as night follows day — that an owner or
occupier of land who would benefit from the restrictive
covenant that is proposed to be varied or removed
would suffer some detriment. The opposition asks the
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committee to consider the public interest of this matter
and the rights of those people who would benefit by the
covenant, particularly if those rights are being
overridden by the proposed planning scheme
amendment.
The opposition strongly submits that the amendment
will ensure the bill and the scheme that it introduces
will strike a fair balance between developers, planning
laws and those people who hold existing property rights
in the form of restrictive covenants. It does not believe
it will be an onerous burden, but it will impose a
discipline on councils and ministers. It will certainly be
an objective test for those people seeking to amend,
remove, or vary restrictive covenants to provide the
benefits that will derive relating to the property rights of
others.
The opposition’s amendment has drawn strong support
from Save our Suburbs. In a media release of
20 October the president of Save our Suburbs, Mr Jack
Hammond, QC, states:
We particularly welcome the proposed amendment which
requires that overriding public interest is established before a
restrictive covenant can be removed, or varied, by a planning
scheme amendment.
… That amendment also requires that any detrimental impact
which an owner or an occupier who benefits from a covenant
may suffer as a consequence of the removal or variation of
that covenant must be taken into account.
Without such an amendment, covenants can be removed by a
council and a minister without any law requiring them to have
regard to the fact that people might be having a highly valued
property right taken away from them without any
compensation”.

That is evidence that there is significant community
support for the opposition’s amendment. The
opposition believes that people whose legal rights are
being removed should have not only a right to be heard
but also a right to a fair hearing, and that where
councils and ministers consider removing or varying
existing property rights, which are the fundamental
basis of the entire property law system, the interests of
those people and the detriment that they might suffer
should be taken into consideration.
The opposition does not believe that is an onerous
burden. As I have pointed out, it picks up as closely as
possible the wording of existing provisions in
section 60(5) of the principal act to ensure that there is
no need for protracted, judicial discussion by lawyers to
argue what the words mean. The amendment will
strengthen the legislation and will ensure that there is a
fair and equitable system in which the rights of the
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beneficiaries of covenants as well as those of
developers are taken into account.
The opposition calls on the government to support the
amendment. If the government is not prepared to
support the amendment, I seek from the minister an
explanation as to why it would not want to accept this
logical and sensible amendment which has significant
community support. I commend the amendment to the
committee.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — The government does not
accept the amendment. The clause proposed by the
opposition introduces a test similar to what now applies
under section 60 of the act. The effect of the clause will
be to defeat the intent of the bill — which is, to provide
a coordinated process for considering the removal or
variation of non-deadwood — that is, valued —
covenants which does not involve the expense and
delay of applications to the court.
The application and amendment methods of covenant
removal must have different tests so that they are
distinct and real alternatives. The amendment will force
applications for removal or variation of covenants to go
to the Supreme Court and cause residents and
developers alike to incur additional costs. The
opposition should not be concerned about opening the
floodgates to covenant removal or variation via the
amendment method in the bill. Since 1993 the
amendment method has existed for valued covenants.
Only 37 amendments have been prepared, and of them
only 27 were finally approved.
The amendment process has sufficient checks,
including agreement by a planning authority to prepare
an amendment, independent assessment by a panel, and
approval by the minister to ensure that there are no
floodgates. Industry is likely to be concerned about the
perceived entrenchment of covenants, and with the cost
and delay associated with the resulting need to
approach the court in nearly all cases. The Property
Council has described this amendment as
anti-development, anti-investment and anti-growth.
Municipal councils are likely to be concerned about a
new and uncertain barrier to their adoption of
amendments and possible consequential litigation.
Therefore, the government does not accept the
amendment.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I take
issue with the minister’s comment that the amendment
is likely to lead to protracted litigation and force people
to use the method of application to the Supreme Court
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for variation or removal of restrictive covenants. The
opposition has made it clear that it has picked up
existing wording which has already been significantly
defined so that there would not be a requirement for
protracted debate about what the test is or what the
words mean. The opposition has been very clear in its
intent to strike a fair balance.
The opposition is also very clear about its wanting to
ensure that those people making a decision have a
framework in which to make that decision. If there is no
framework, what guidance is there for council and for
the minister to make such a decision?
As I have said, the bill will remove valuable property
rights. I welcome the fact that the minister accepts that
that will only be an issue where covenants are not
deadwood. However, we are not arguing about
deadwood covenants. We are not arguing about
covenants that restrict quarrying, that restrict the colour
of a side fence, or whatever — that could or could not
be deadwood depending on the circumstances. We are
arguing about covenants in which people see a real
value, an existing property right. The fact that that right
is to be removed without compensation should give rise
to our ensuring that a fair and objective test should first
be satisfied.
In considering the interests of the applicant as against
the interests of the restrictive covenants, councils and
ministers would like a subjective test and some
guidance. The opposition does not believe that test
exists at present.
I seek clarification from the minister on the test that is
likely to be applied by councils or ministers in making
determinations. Will it be an objective test, a test in
statute law or a common-law test or will we go through
a protracted period of significant litigation in
developing a new test that will add further costs?
The opposition raised the issue of costs during the
substantive debate and the effect they have on people
who are forced to defend their property rights.
I refute the minister’s claims that the opposition’s
amendment will force people to go to the Supreme
Court for clarification. I refute the claim that it is
anti-development. It is not. The proposed amendment
will create a fair and equitable framework catering for
the interests of the applicant for removal or variation of
a covenant and people who seek to protect their existing
covenant rights. The proposed amendment will create
an objective framework under which applicants can be
assessed. It will pick up the existing wording to ensure
there is no need for long, protracted legal battles.
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I ask the minister to explain what procedures and
factors will be taken into account by a planning
authority or a minister when making those
determinations.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — I repeat my earlier comment
that the proposed amendment would introduce a similar
test to that contained in section 60 of the principal act.
The application and amendment methods of covenant
removal must have different tests so it is possible to
distinguish between the real alternatives rather than
entrenching those alternatives. The amendment process
already has sufficient checks, including an agreement
by the planning authority to prepare an independent
assessment by a panel. That is not unusual in planning
matters, and the approval by the minister is to ensure
that no floodgates are opened.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — The
minister refers to an alternative mechanism or stream. I
seek guidance and clarification on the alternative
mechanism or stream. Is the minister saying that the test
for varying or removing the restrictive covenant under
the method proposed by the planning scheme
amendment will necessarily be less strict or easier for
the applicant to satisfy compared with the existing
Supreme Court criteria?
Is the intention of the government to weaken the
existing statutory and common-law position regarding
the removal or variation of restrictive covenants and to
bring in a new system that speeds up the process not
just because that is what the rationale is — to bring in a
new process that is less costly and more efficient — but
to reduce the ability of people to protect their existing
property rights? I seek clarification on that critical
point.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — I again reinforce what I said
previously. The opposition’s proposed amendment
must seek to further the planning process rather than
stall the process. Panels have developed their own test
of substantial community benefit, which is often
referred to in the controls under which the panels
operate.
The figures on amendments reveal that it is not easy to
get such amendments approved. The government wants
to have a one-stop shop. The bill is not necessarily
designed to make it easier; it is designed to provide a
framework for a centralised system so that residents or
applicants do not incur additional costs, as has
previously been the case in most circumstances when
applications have been referred to the Supreme Court.
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Property rights are being consolidated by panels
separately from planning matters. That has often been
the case.
I refer to my earlier comments regarding the
independent assessment by panels. It is a standard
process that has worked well when considering
community benefit.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — In due
course the public of Victoria, particularly those
members of the public who are beneficiaries of rights
conferred on them by restrictive covenants, will be
thankful that the amendment proposed by the
opposition is agreed to because from what the minister
has said it sounds as though it is the intention that the
one-stop shop will become a rubber stamp for the
removal or variation of restrictive covenants.
The opposition will agree to differ with the government
on that issue. The opposition is not anti-development or
trying to create an environment where restrictive
covenants cannot be removed under any circumstances.
It wants to create a fair and equitable system under
which the rights of various parties are given due
consideration.
Having heard the minister’s comments I reiterate that
the proposed amendment will ensure that a fair and
equitable balance is struck between the applicant and
those wishing to protect their existing rights. The
opposition will put the proposed amendment to the test.
I thank the minister and his advisers for their
cooperation. The committee has worked through a
number of amendments and the government has
accepted 19 out of the 20 opposition amendments. The
opposition believes its amendments will strengthen the
bill and make it fairer and more workable.
The opposition will insist on its proposed
amendment 20 because it is crucial to the bill. It will
strike a balance between the interests of developers and
those of people seeking to protect their existing
property rights.
I thank the individuals and groups who have contacted
my office and spoken to me about the bill. I particularly
thank Save Our Suburbs and its president, Mr Jack
Hammond, who has been instrumental in ensuring that
the bill protects all parties in what is often a heated area
and that any assessment of the removal or variation of
restrictive covenants is done objectively so that a good
outcome can be achieved in what is, as I have said,
often a divisive process.
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The amendments to the bill ensure that confidence can
be maintained in the planning system but also,
importantly, that confidence can be maintained in the
system of existing legal property rights. That interface
between the planning system and property law can
sometimes be a difficult one to achieve. I know it is
hard to strike a balance in this regard, but that interface
is one that we as legislators must always strive to make
as smooth as possible, because if it is not smooth it will
lead to more disputation, angst and concern in the
community. I have seen it in my own electorate over a
number of years; and many honourable members from
both sides of politics have seen it in their electorates. It
is that angst and anxiety that we are seeking to
overcome by introducing the new system.

In other words, the test is different. The proposed new
clause allows the planning scheme to override those
rights in the case where there is a real public interest,
regardless of whether the covenant holder has a real or
perceived detriment. The test allows overriding public
interest, where it exists, to interfere with the contractual
rights between covenant holders, so it is a significantly
different test. The test is still tough. I believe it needs to
be tough because these are interests that have been
contracted between parties — namely, the beneficiaries
of the covenant — and they should not be lightly wiped
out at the whim of some council or planning authority.
Nevertheless, the test in the proposed new clause is
significantly different because it allows them to be
wiped out where there is an overriding public interest.

The combination of the bill and the amendments — not
only the opposition’s but also the National Party’s and
the government’s — in total, including my
amendment 20 which inserts the new clause into the
bill, will ensure the new system is as fair and equitable
as possible to all the parties concerned.

I submit to the minister that that is a significantly
different test. It is still tough, as it should be, because
these are important rights that individuals hold.
Nevertheless the proposed new clause allows for those
rights to be overridden where there is an important
public interest to do so. My plea is that when the
minister considers what to do next, he thinks about this
matter because it is a different test.

Hon. C. A. STRONG (Higinbotham) — One point
that the minister makes repeatedly in response to
Mr Katsambanis is the necessity for a different test
under the planning permit route and the planning
scheme route. I point out to the minister that what is
being proposed in the new clause is a different test
under both routes. I refer the committee to the test
under the planning permit route as provided for in
section 60(5) of the act, which states:
The responsible authority must not grant a permit which
allows the removal or variation of a restriction referred to in
sub-section (4) unless it is satisfied that —
(a) the owner of any land benefited by the restriction … will
be unlikely to suffer any detriment of any kind
(including any perceived detriment) as a consequence of
the removal or variation of the restriction …

That is clearly a very tough test; it provides that the
only test is the test of the detriment, real or perceived, to
the whole of the benefit under the covenant. It is a very
tough test that in essence is probably almost impossible
to get through.
The proposed new clause to follow clause 5 involves a
significantly different test. It provides that a planning
authority must not adopt an amendment or part of an
amendment that provides for the removal or variation
of a registered restrictive covenant unless it is satisfied
that the overriding public interest requires the removal
or variation despite any detriment, including any
perceived detriment, by that process.

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister assisting the
Minister for Planning) — The government believes the
amendment would defeat the intent of the bill, which is
to provide a coordinated process for considering
removal or variation of non-deadwood or valued
covenants, which does not involve expense and delay
of applications to the court. I suspect we will have to
agree to disagree and divide on this proposed new
clause.
However, I thank opposition members — the
Honourables Peter Katsambanis, Neil Lucas, Jeanette
Powell and Chris Strong — for their contribution to the
coordination of the amendment process. I thank the
advisers from the planning minister’s office, who have
been very dedicated in using the various means of
communication between opposition parties and the
government. I also thank the Clerks for their
contribution in coordinating this unusual arrangement
of amendments, which is not necessarily seen in this
chamber on a regular basis.
Committee divided on new clause:

Ayes, 26
Ashman, Mr
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr
Best, Mr
Boardman, Mr
Bowden, Mr
Brideson, Mr

Furletti, Mr
Hallam, Mr
Katsambanis, Mr
Lucas, Mr
Luckins, Mrs
Olexander, Mr
Powell, Mrs
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Coote, Mrs
Cover, Mr
Craige, Mr (Teller)
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R.
Forwood, Mr

Rich-Phillips, Mr
Ross, Dr
Smith, Mr K. M.
Smith, Ms (Teller)
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr

Noes, 12
Broad, Ms
Carbines, Mrs (Teller)
Gould, Ms
Hadden, Ms
Jennings, Mr
McQuilten, Mr

Madden, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Nguyen, Mr (Teller)
Romanes, Ms
Theophanous, Mr
Thomson, Ms

Pairs
Birrell, Mr
Hall, Mr

Darveniza, Ms
Smith, Mr R. F.

New clause agreed to.
Reported to house with amendments.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

DRUGS, POISONS AND CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES (INJECTING FACILITIES
TRIAL) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 3 October; motion of
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial Relations).

Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — On behalf of
the National Party it gives me pleasure to contribute to
what I consider to be a most important debate. Many
members of Parliament are involved with organisations
that assist people suffering from drug abuse. I have
been associated with the Bendigo regional alcohol and
drug service, and I am currently a board member of
Vichealth and work with another group in Bendigo
called Future Connections Association, which
examines the difficulties associated with the youth of
Bendigo and the problems and social pressures
confronting them.
The proposals that have been put forward in this
legislation have caused an enormous amount of
discussion and debate right across our community. All
members of Parliament will have been contacted by
various people from their communities who have
preconceived ideas about drug use and abuse, what we
should do about drug users, what we should with drug
pushers, and whether we should have a no-tolerance
approach or legislation that legalises certain types of
drugs such as marijuana. There are a number of reasons
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for those views: they may be based on a person’s
experience or religious beliefs; the person may have
worked in the field and had exposure to the work I
spoke about; or the person might be exposed to the use
of drugs through family members who are
unfortunately caught in their grip.
However, it is unfortunate that many people are
polarised in their views. Those people find it difficult to
take the emotion out of the debate and get to the facts of
the arguments.
Like all honourable members, I have been approached
by various religious groups and organisations as well as
chemists or pharmacists, HIV sufferers, youth groups
and legal services. Unquestionably honourable
members have received floods of correspondence
giving particular views or urging them to reject or
support particular legislation.
It is unfortunate that the proposal has been introduced
into Parliament and put before the community in such a
way as to force people to take sides instead of more
appropriately creating informed debate on the
destruction that drugs cause to society.
No members of Parliament want to walk away from
their responsibilities to tackle this difficult issue. We
are all aware of the problems caused across the
community by the unfortunate people who find
themselves caught in the grip of drug dependence.
However, when considering any proposal it is also
important to be sure that the information being
presented is accurate. I find it difficult at times to accept
some of the emotive language that is circulated through
both the media and particular interest groups to try to
gain support for particular approaches. It is important to
consider overseas research and experience. It is
important that information is not manipulated to get the
outcome that particular groups want.
It is also important to state that members of the
National Party are committed to ensuring that we
consider all the options that will assist those poor
unfortunate people to find their way out of the grip of
drugs of dependence.
Many social safety nets need to be provided to the
families of those people who are on drugs of
dependence or who find themselves dependent on illicit
drugs. However, National Party members believe it is
necessary to take a strategic and coordinated approach.
We need a multifaceted program that takes into account
harm minimisation. We need to provide a range of
programs right across the educational and health
spectrums, to concentrate on solutions that reduce the
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demand and supply and to concentrate on harm
reduction strategies that assist those unfortunate people.
Unquestionably members of the National Party reject
the introduction of injecting rooms as the first step in
that strategic approach. We believe it is inappropriate
and sends totally the wrong message to the young
people of today that illegal drugs will be tolerated and
that we are prepared to turn a blind eye and accept the
types of drugs that can be used in those facilities.
It is interesting to look at the ‘Youth voice of Victoria,
2000’, which lists a number of key recommendations
that were adopted by more than 2250 young Victorians
from 160 schools and organisations who attended
Youth Week held at Parliament recently.
When they were asked about injecting rooms and what
they would like to tell parents or the government they
stated that were against injecting rooms as they
encourage drug use. I was heartened by the evaluation
those young people made, obviously having taken on
board the information that was provided to them from
across the educational system and the media on this
difficult issue.
They also had some things to say about substance
abuse. Although I may not agree with everything they
say, I believe it is important for us to listen to the young
people. They suggested that marijuana should be
legalised because it is safer than alcohol and in that way
the black market would be abolished and hemp would
be available for clothes et cetera. They also suggested
that it would be appropriate to send counsellors into
drug areas to talk to young people instead of sending in
the police to drive them out. They said there should be
tougher laws in pubs and clubs, a crackdown on dealers
and more rehabilitation centres.
Clearly young people are the most exposed to what
goes on, what is available, and the normal practices at
clubs, discos and hotels or wherever they may attend.
They also probably take a more realistic approach to
deciding what is acceptable and what is not acceptable.
It is interesting that a group of nearly 2300 young
Victorians can agree that it would be wrong to
introduce injecting rooms as the first step in the
campaign against heroin addiction. That sends a salient
message to us as legislators. We should be reminded
that in Australia there are about 25 000 drug-related
deaths each year, 19 000 of which are related to tobacco
use and about 4500 of which are caused by alcohol
misuse.
I look around this Parliament and am delighted to see
that honourable members are embarking on having a
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healthy Parliament. We are even looking at the food
served in the dining rooms. I am pleased we are at least
conscious of the need to be moderate. However, the
some 1500 deaths a year are related to illicit drug use.
Therefore, unquestionably something must be done.
As I said, most honourable members have been in
contact with many of the groups and organisations in
their communities that are associated with the issues.
As a board member of Vichealth I have had the
opportunity to see many prevention and education
messages that have been financed and distributed as a
mechanism to reduce the health risks associated with
many activities in the community.
At this stage I put on record the very important role
played by the Victorian Health Promotion Foundation
and the very good work done by Rob Moodie, its chief
executive. Since he has taken control of the foundation
the issues are now being looked at in a very strategic
way. The research-based funding model will be
particularly important in creating a centre of excellence
and expertise in health prevention issues.
It is also worth noting the role that the Transport
Accident Commission has played, particularly with its
hard-hitting advertising campaigns on road safety. Now
honourable members have the responsibility of tackling
the very difficult issues associated with illegal drug use.
I seek a response from members of the government to
the question: why has the Labor Party decided that the
introduction of supervised injecting rooms should be
the first step in tackling this extremely difficult
problem? The veracity of the evidence provided from
overseas can undoubtedly be queried.
I refer to that evidence. I do not want to criticise
Dr Penington in any way. All honourable members are
aware of the role he played in helping to formulate the
policy of the previous government in Turning the Tide
and related issues and as chairman of the expert
committee formed by the current government.
To see that Dr Penington was handed a poisoned
chalice one need only consider the terms of reference,
which appear as appendix 1 to the report. For the sake
of accuracy I quote from page 54 of the report entitled
Drugs — Responding to the Issues — Engaging the
Community, where the committee’s terms of reference
are listed:
In the context of the government’s licit and illicit drug policy,
the Drug Policy Expert Committee will, following
consultation with local councils, community, business and
other stakeholders, provide reports on:
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Stage One
A.

The implementation of a local drug strategy, targeted at
municipalities with high levels of illicit drug use. The
strategy to be capable of integration with an overall local
health plan.

B.

The implementation of a trial of safe injecting facilities,
in consultation with local government and communities,
and with linkages to relevant services and an appropriate
evaluation design.

If one examines stage 2 of the terms of reference
proposed by the government one is drawn to the
conclusion that the government has put the cart before
the horse. Stage 2 lists a range of other initiatives to be
developed and provided to assist the government in
meeting the objectives of its policies.
An article by John Ferguson, the state political reporter,
in the Herald Sun of 16 October refers to Dr Penington
in the following terms:
The architect of the state’s drug strategy has conceded defeat
on heroin injecting rooms, urging Victorians to look towards
other remedies to cut the death toll.
…
These initiatives will include more drug-assisted rehabilitation
for users, greater family and community responsibility, more
emphasis on prevention, a cohesive approach to treatment by
all levels of government and greater help for groups at risk.
Special attention will be given to cutting the death rate and
restoring users’ lives to normality.

As I said, I do not want to attack Dr Penington or the
findings of his committee in any way. As I said also, I
look forward to the response of members of the
government to my question as to why they consider
injecting rooms to be the appropriate first stage in
tackling the unfortunate problem in our community.
Members of the National Party consulted widely with a
range of people across the community. In particular we
asked Dr Penington to address us. We also asked
Andrew Bolt, a features writer from the Herald Sun, to
discuss the matter. The interesting thing about the
articles written by Mr Bolt is that he challenged the
findings of the committee and proved conclusively that
the information from overseas was being manipulated
to get the outcome desired by the government.
I will not quote ad nauseam from the articles written by
Mr Bolt, but I point out that he demonstrates that claims
that the information from overseas shows that the
introduction of injecting rooms has resulted in death
rates having fallen five or tenfold are totally inaccurate.
That is important because some people have used that
evidence as the basis of their support for the
introduction of supervised injecting rooms.
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I am particularly concerned about claims that the
Frankfurt model cut deaths by 90 per cent to 1994,
when injecting rooms were not introduced in Frankfurt
until October 1994. The very basis of that claim is
inaccurate and misleading. It is unfortunate that many
of the issues associated with people’s support for the
bill are based on information that was not scrutinised to
the degree that would allow them to conclude that the
purported results of the research were accurate.
It is fair to say that there has been controversy over the
evidence given, and certainly more rigour needs to be
applied to the way in which that evidence has been used
to provide the outcomes it has.
That led me to look at the ‘Government of Victoria
injecting facilities trial framework for service
agreements’ that the government and local councils
were considering. That document raises an enormous
number of questions about the responsibilities that
would be given back to local government, particularly
the policing issues. I refer the house to one section of
the framework under the heading ‘Policing’ which
states:
The Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances (Injecting
Facilities Trial) Bill 2000 provides a clear legal framework
for the operation of the trial. The bill provides that adults who
use the facility will not be guilty of possession and use
offences within the approved premises and staff and others
responsible for the service will not be guilty of aiding and
abetting or conspiring by allowing injecting to take place
within the facility.

It then qualifies it by saying:
Victoria Police will:
maintain a high level of uniform patrols and other police
activities in the vicinity;
maintain vigorous targeting of drug traffickers;
use discretion as to whether to charge persons found
with small quantities of drugs near the facility and to
assess the bona fides of potential users of the facility;
require protocols with the operators to facilitate police
entry to the facility as required; and
be involved in decisions regarding the site selection and
any relevant issues arising in the management of the
facility.
The provisions outlined here will be further developed by
police command in the lead-up to the trial. These provisions
will support the development of local protocols for inclusion
in the local service agreement.

The provisions raise more questions than they resolve.
They are asking police to be compromised in the
conduct of their duty. Heroin use is illegal in our
society, yet we are asking police to provide a subjective
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opinion on where and when they should do their
policing. It is unfortunate that in a whole range of the
protocols that are put forward to support injecting
rooms, when it comes to the issue of road safety there is
no statement at all. One can legitimately ask the
question: after a drug user has been in an injecting room
and had his or her hit, what should the police do if that
person then gets into a car, drives away and has a
crash?
Hon. D. G. Hadden — It is a driving offence.
Hon. R. A. BEST — Ms Hadden says it is a driving
offence.
An opposition member interjected.
Hon. R. A. BEST — I do not think that is a
particularly helpful comment, particularly as a former
Road Safety Committee conducted an inquiry into the
effects of drugs other than alcohol on drivers and put
forward a range of recommendations, including
introducing a test that would measure the impairment of
a driver. We do not have that legislative capability in
place at the moment, but we have newspaper reports of
people travelling across Melbourne to get their hits. I do
not resile from the fact that we need to do something,
but the provisions of this legislation do not provide us
with enough security. It is not strategic or coordinated
enough to provide solutions to the difficult issues being
confronted, not only by the community but more
particularly the police force.
It is also difficult to identify the appropriate action
because much of the information that has been provided
to us proposes a ‘no tolerance’ approach. It is
disappointing that in the body of research is buried the
fact that the United States ‘no tolerance’ model has
been effective, yet there are other models operating in
European cities that have been used in ways that do not
necessarily reflect the advantage injecting rooms could
provide.
National Party members are prepared to support
measures that attack the drug problem. We believe
injecting rooms as a first step is wrong. However, we
strongly support prevention, education measures,
improved rehabilitation, detoxification programs,
diversion programs, effective policing policies and
more programs in our jail system. We believe the
government should consult more widely. We will
embrace any opportunity to investigate issues that
would assist those poor unfortunate people and their
families who are caught in the hold of illegal drug use.
We also believe a strategic approach should be adopted.
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We should concentrate on reducing demand, reducing
supply and harm reduction strategies.
Although the National Party will oppose the bill, it
welcomes the government’s providing any initiative for
consideration. I make this commitment: as the National
Party spokesman on health I am committed to assisting
in resolving this most debilitating and distressing issue
for families, particularly those poor unfortunate people
caught in the grip of drugs.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I
support the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
(Injecting Facilities Trial) Bill. I have listened to a
number of honourable members from this and the other
place contribute to the lengthy debate.
Hon. C. A. Furletti — Your government guillotined
debate in the other place. The bill was not debated as
fully as it should have been.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN — It has been debated, but I
await your contribution, Mr Furletti. To be fair, many
honourable members wish to speak on the bill, and the
debate would go forever if it were not sensibly timed.
The Honourable Ron Best said the bill is the
government’s first step in tackling the problem. That is
incorrect. The government has many policies and
strategies to tackle the problem. The reason the
government has introduced the bill is to try to avoid a
recurrence of the deaths of the 359 people who died last
year through drug overdoses or associated problems. It
is not a small number. Every day the Herald Sun lists
how many people have been killed through car
accidents and drug overdoses. Community pressure is
being applied to the government to do something to
stop the curse. I am sure every honourable member will
be concerned about the situation. Different political
parties have different policies on how to handle it.
The government has one aim in tackling the drug
problem, and it acknowledges that injecting facilities
would be provided only after community consultation.
The government has talked to the community;
government members, both before and since the
election, have consulted the community. I have been
invited to and attended many public meetings to listen
to what members of the community have to say about
the drug problem. Some support the legislation and
others oppose it.
In Australia drugs are a real problem. Whether it be in
the cities or in regional or rural Victoria, drugs affect
many families. People are concerned. Local
communities and councils must become involved in
tackling the problem. It is not the responsibility of only
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one body or person, everybody has a responsibility. We
must join together to fight the drug problem. Some
people oppose the bill, but that is because they do not
want people to get the wrong message about drugs. I
understand their concern.
Some people are concerned that the facilities would be
located near their businesses or residences. They would
be happy to have the facilities, but they do not want the
facilities to be near them. They do not want their
children to pass a drug injecting facility on their way to
school. The problem is spreading in the urban areas of
Melbourne. The government wants to set up injecting
rooms to tackle the problem where it is at its worst, not
to have injecting facilities where they are of no use. The
government wants to fix the problem.
Hon. B. C. Boardman — Do you say drug
trafficking occurs only in certain areas?
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN — In some areas more than
others. The message is that the cities of Springvale,
St Kilda, Melbourne, Yarra and Maribyrnong have
been identified in newspapers as the municipalities
where the drug problem is most prevalent.
The government has received many submissions about
the legislation from school, community and other
interest groups. It has spent money in schools — for
example, in June the Minister for Education in the other
place launched a strategy to help schools cope with the
problem of drugs. It refers to a kit known as ‘Get wise:
working on illicits in school education’ to help schools
and students learn how to prevent drug usage and help
the families of students cope with the problem. Schools
are encouraged to work to identify the problem before
young people become involved.
Another government policy jointly launched by the
Minister for Education and the Minister for Health in
July was aimed at introducing nurses into schools.
Many young people started to use drugs when they
were younger than 13 because bad elements in our
society approached the schools and encouraged
children to use and peddle drugs. That occurred in
many places around Melbourne. The government wants
to stop that trend through having school programs to
help children learn how to cope with the presence and
usage of drugs in schools. Our children should be
healthy; they should be able to attend school and learn,
without the distraction of drugs.
Parents should know immediately if their children have
a drug problem, but many parents have discovered too
late that their children have become involved with
drugs and cannot help the children get off drugs. The
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community needs welfare and nursing programs to
assist young people to stay at school longer.
Another policy launched in August this year is a
$1.2 million 24-hour hotline to be staffed by
counsellors and parents who have lived through a
child’s drug addiction. Parents would like to know
more about where to turn to help their children. It will
be a counselling and parent support program that will
help children. Many parents want to become involved
and active.
The government will provide $654 000 to enhance the
family counselling program throughout Victoria, which
is targeted at families at risk of breakdown or who are
already in crisis as a result of the drug addiction of a
family member.
The government will also fund parent support programs
run by Odyssey House that will be able to reach
1200 parents a year. The government is also funding
the families drug information and support network,
which will put parents and carers in touch with people
in similar situations to their own, link families with
drug treatment services and help them liaise with drug
agencies and government. Funding will also be
provided to establish a family drug information and
support hotline. Such services are important to enable
parents to become involved.
In July this year the Minister for Health launched a
program that will provide residential detox facilities for
young people in Ballarat and Geelong in regional
Victoria so they will not have to travel to Melbourne. A
specialist methadone program will be set up. The
government also supports services that recently opened
in Bendigo, Portland, Belmont, Morwell and
Shepparton as well as metropolitan-based services at
Hawthorn, Epping, St Kilda and Kensington.
The community believes self-injecting facilities may
give the wrong message to young people, but the
government is trying to minimise the drug problem.
There is no easy answer because it takes a long time to
give up drugs. Self-injecting facilities may not be the
solution, but they get people off the streets. Those who
go into the injecting rooms will be able to pick up
information about where to turn for help, which will
encourage them to give up and to go back to their
families. It will also be a place of support where they
can seek accommodation, health services and
counselling from experienced staff.
A report tabled in Parliament details what self-injecting
facilities are to undertake. It sets out their performance,
the number of clients attending monthly, the incidence
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of drug overdose among users, deaths and the number
of people using referral services, social support and
detox treatment. The standards will ensure that the
injecting rooms are safe from hepatitis C or D. They
will be supervised by staff who have experience in
dealing with such problems.
When one goes to Springvale or Footscray one can see
people shooting up on the footpaths, in laneways and in
public toilets. It is not safe for children or adults to be in
such places because there are needles everywhere.
Hon. B. C. Boardman — Are you saying
Springvale is not safe?
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN — I think Mr Boardman has
heard my comments.
There must be more police patrolling the streets, and
the dealers must be moved out. We know that some
drug users are also drug dealers because they cannot
afford to pay for their habit. Drug users must be
provided with information that will encourage them to
stay away from drug dealers because at the end of the
day they will be better off and become better people in
the future.
Last week the Maribyrnong City Council decided it
would support the proposal to provide a supervised
injecting facility. The proposal was strongly
supported — five were in support of it and two were
against it.
Hon. B. C. Boardman — Where was this?
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN — At the Maribyrnong City
Council. The council organised two consultations. The
first was conducted in February this year, and the
second was held in March. As part of the consultations
public meetings were organised. It consulted a lot of
people. I attended a few of those meetings. The council
also consulted some of the ethnic groups that provide
services in Footscray. Many interesting points were
raised about these matters and much has been learnt
from the people concerned — from those who are
against the proposal as well as those who support it.
The council made the process open to the public and
invited anyone who had the time to attend the meetings
and write to the council expressing concerns. It sent
newsletters to every single household in the
municipality asking ratepayers to respond to the matters
raised. Unfortunately I do not have time now to go
through the many concerns that were expressed. I
would like to congratulate the Maribyrnong City
Council on doing such a good job and on voting to
support the government proposal.
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The trial will be of 18 months duration. In 18 months
we can learn what works and what does not so that
amendments can be made to improve the situation. If
there is no trial there will be no opportunity to do
anything to help save the 359 people each year who die
from overdose. After the 18-month trial the community
will be given feedback, after which the council and the
government will conduct further public consultations
on whether the proposal should proceed or be
cancelled.
In conclusion I indicate that the government has been
brave in proposing the legislation. It knows there is no
easy answer. It knows this is not a bill on which it is
easy to get support from the community and other
political parties. But it also knows that it is a good step
that will provide an open gateway to those people in the
community who are out of touch with and do not use
government services that may be able to help them. The
government would like to control the issue rather than
leaving people on the street. Once people are on the
street it is very hard to help them turn into good citizens
with important roles in the community.
These people need to be looked after and to be given
access to a range of services. At the end of the day we
hope they will give up drugs so that the community will
become a safer and happier place. I support the bill
before the house.
Hon. J. W. G. ROSS (Higinbotham) — It is with a
great sense of responsibility that I speak on the bill and
notify the house that the opposition will oppose it. The
opposition believes the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances (Injecting Facilities Trial) Bill has every
capacity to exacerbate the drug problem, and
widespread consultation by the opposition has
demonstrated that there is considerable community
resistance to the proposal.
Once again the value of the upper house can be seen —
it at least provides an opportunity to debate the bill. It
was an absolute travesty that many of my colleagues in
the lower house who have a keen interest in the issue
and who have followed its debate over many years
were confronted with the gag. The bill was rushed
through with no opportunity for them to put their views
on the record on behalf of their constituents. The
opposition believes government had a cynical intent in
the gagging of debate in the other place. It certainly
gave Labor members of Parliament representing
regional and rural areas the ability to avoid putting on
the record why they support the bill. It also
disenfranchised many Labor electorates where local
members were unable to put their points of view.
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I will briefly refer to correspondence that has been
received on this side of the house from residents and
ratepayer groups. A letter received from Footscray
Matters dated 16 August 2000 states:

dreadful social scourge. That summit was the birthplace
of the so-called harm-minimisation philosophy that has
dominated the thinking in the drug field for almost
20 years.

The residents and ratepayers of the City of Maribyrnong have
a view that heroin injecting facilities would be socially and
economically disastrous in our municipality …

It was simply a rebadging rather than a new philosophy.
However, that philosophy was picked up by those who
wish to liberalise or even legalise drugs as a vehicle on
which to pursue that objective. The badging of the
harm-minimisation policy by the Hawke government
coincided with the idealisation of the softly-softly
approach of many European countries such as Holland,
Germany, Spain, Switzerland and Italy.

The letter is signed by Carole Demirdjian and Paul
Moore of the Footscray Matters Committee. Of course
they had no opportunity to have their views aired in the
other place because the debate was gagged.
In a letter dated 18 August 2000, Residents 3000, a
group representing the interests of residents living in
the central business district, indicated that it had:
… successfully campaigned against an injecting facility that
was proposed, indeed unlawfully set up, by the Wesley
Central Mission …

It also welcomed the announcement on 11 August by
the Liberal Party leader, Dr Napthine, that his party
would oppose any such legislation in the Parliament.
There was no opportunity for such sentiments to be
vented in the other place.
Isobel Gawler, the honorary secretary of the Drug
Advisory Council of Australia, went to extraordinary
lengths to impress on the government and her
representatives the extent to which that group
disapproves of supervised injecting facilities and
collected many petitions to reinforce that point.
In my electorate my lower house colleague Mrs Inga
Peulich and I have received significant information and
community feedback resisting such legislation. I put on
the record the efforts of people such as Mrs Meg
Fennell, a Bentleigh resident who banded together with
other residents to circulate in the area 50 reasons not to
support injecting rooms.
Mrs Peulich conducted a community survey of some
3400 voters in the Bentleigh electorate; 67 per cent of
those residents were vehemently opposed to heroin
injecting rooms. I rebuke the attempt to stifle debate on
this most important issue.
Worst of all, the history of a bipartisan approach to
drug-related issues, dating back to the Gorton and
McMahon federal governments — in particular, the
period when Don Chipp was Minister for Customs in a
Liberal government in the early 1970s — has been
breached. In 1984 Prime Minister Hawke convened the
drug summit and established the drug offensive. The
conservative side of politics collaborated and
cooperated with the then Labor government on this

The truth was there had always been a
harm-minimisation approach. People like Dr John
Poolman and social worker Rod Patterson were
associated with the founding of the Buoyancy
Foundation in the early 1960s. They approached this
issue from the point of view that the first thing to do
with any client who presented with symptoms of
intravenous drug use was to deal with their immediate
health issues and explain to them that if they continued
to use intravenous drugs they should be cognisant of
dangers related to infection. They dealt with problems
of dental caries and other hygiene issues. The badging
of the harm-minimisation policies in 1984 was nothing
new and is something that should not permeate our
thinking today.
Around that time AIDS first started to become a real
threat. Dr David Penington was appointed chairman of
the National AIDS Task Force, which identified a
number of key target groups in the community that
would need to be approached for health promotion and
education if AIDS was to be arrested. They were gay
men’s groups, prostitutes and intravenous drug users.
Australia and Dr Penington in particular made a
wonderful contribution to this issue by accessing the
groups of people who hitherto had been marginalised
and providing them with health education messages.
Australia now is probably one of the most successful
countries in the world in controlling AIDS.
At that stage needle exchanges were set up because of
the association of AIDS with intravenous drug use. The
problem was that the harm-minimisation philosophy
and the softly, softly approach exacerbated the problem.
I have no criticism of the people involved at that time
and given our time over again I am sure we would do it
again, but I do not think anyone recognised that part of
the cost of controlling HIV/AIDS would be the
escalating problem of intravenous drug abuse.
Drug use has been endemic to mankind since antiquity
but it burst on to world prominence during the 1960s. I
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remind honourable members that at the latter stages of
the 19th century drugs such as morphine and opium
were the aspirin of Europe:
One must remember that opium was the aspirin of Europe.
The English took it copiously: in 1840 the average intake was
slightly over one quarter-ounce per person. Doctors
prescribed it for hysteria, travel sickness, flu, ulcers, hay fever
and insomnia. King George IV’s doctors prescribed it as a
hangover; Coleridge wrote Kubla Khan on it; Berlioz ate
some, vomited for 2 hours, and emerged from his experience
with the inspiration for the Symphonie Fantastique …
Children were raised on it, and if an infant cried the
Victorians dosed him with soothing tinctures: Bately’s
sedative solution, McMunn’s elixir, Codfrey’s cordial. These
contained up to 1 milligram of opium per millilitre and often
quieted the child for ever.

Likewise, across the Atlantic in North America the
hypodermic needle had been invented along with the
method of synthesis of morphine into heroin. Heroin
was widely used as a pain-killer during the American
Civil War and led to an explosion of addiction.
Patented medicine wagons travelled around the Wild
West selling soothing tinctures and medications for
almost every ailment. The entire world was engulfed by
drug abuse. At that stage international forces began to
coalesce in order to introduce the traditional method of
social control of rule under law. The early opium
conferences led to the international convention on
narcotic drugs in 1961.
The point I make is that there was a time when drugs
were legal and there have been many instances since
where people have attempted to legalise drugs.
In March 1996 the previous government under the
leadership of Premier Jeff Kennett established the
Premier’s Drug Advisory Council to consider possible
legislation to control illicit drug abuse and appointed
Dr David Penington to lead it. Dr Penington provided
invaluable advice that underpinned the previous
government’s Turning the Tide program. Once again it
endorsed the so-called harm-minimisation approach
but, indeed, it began to benchmark the new push toward
the legalisation of all drugs and a regression to
19th century thinking.
On 11 January 1996 the Melbourne Herald Sun
reported that the Federation of Community Legal
Centres was urging the Victorian government to
legalise all drugs within 10 years and then take over
production and distribution to users. At that time the
federation called on the government to legalise
cannabis in non-trafficable quantities in the short term
and urged the adoption of pilot programs for heroin
addicts. The next stage of drug reform sought by the
federation involved the legalisation of all drugs and
their controlled manufacture under licence.
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Those who would say that members of the opposition
are resisting in some bloody-minded way the
recommendations of Dr Penington simply for partisan
political purposes should recall that, although we
embraced much of what Dr Penington had to say, we
rejected his proposal for the legalisation of marijuana.
The report of the Premier’s Drug Advisory Council,
Drugs and Our Community, urged the then government
to amend the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
Act 1991 so that the use and possession of small
amounts of marijuana should no longer be an offence,
with ‘small amounts’ being defined as no more than
25 grams of the material. It recommended that
cultivation of up to five plants per household for
prescribed use should no longer be an offence and that
‘household’ should be defined to exclude everything
other than private premises. That was very much a
suggestion to legalise marijuana and cannabis. I
emphasise that we have not learnt the lessons of history
and that prior to the 20th century drugs were legal all
around the world. It was the Geneva International
Opium Convention ratified in The Hague in 1912 that
was the first international agreement to control the use
of addictive drugs.
The Drug Policy Expert Committee has placed great
store on looking at the experiences of other countries
around the world. Firstly it examined the American
situation, where narcotic drugs were made illegal in
1914. By the 1920s their use was becoming established
in ghettos. Then, as I have already indicated, there was
the inexplicable explosion out of the black ghetto areas
of the United States into what might be called
mainstream multicultural society. Affluent white youths
from the establishment began experimenting with
heroin and a whole range of psychoactive drugs to the
extent that in 1971 then President Richard Nixon
declared war on drugs. As part of that initiative he
attempted to enter into international agreements with
Turkey and France to subdue the cultivation and
trans-shipment of opium poppies and their products.
However, the prospect of providing supervised
injection rooms was never entertained. The extent to
which the success of the United States is better or worse
than other countries of the world is still open to debate.
I should like also to briefly recap the experience of the
so-called British system, which evolved in response to
the first dangerous drugs legislation in 1920 and
established controls over the availability of narcotic
drugs. The fact is that there never was such a thing as a
British system. The only central policy on addictive
drugs was to allow individual doctors relative freedom
to prescribe drugs of addiction to their patients as they
saw fit. In the post-1960s era the practice of
misprescribing by doctors and instances of addicts
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filling prescriptions at pharmacies and shooting up in
nearby parks spread rapidly.
However, by the early 1960s it was clear that easy
availability of drugs was contributing to the spread of
the drug problem. In 1965 the second Brain report
recommended a system of notification of drug
addiction and restricted the ability of licensed doctors to
prescribe drugs of addiction. So that was an early
instance of where freedom to prescribe — in a sense
fulfilling the requirements of a harm-minimisation
approach — quickly got out of hand.
Much later, in the 1990s, in the Merseyside region in
the United Kingdom, Dr John Marks was able to
establish a rapport with the Merseyside police and
cooperated with doctors in a so-called responsible
demand strategy. It involved rigorous policing of
dealers while a different policy applied to the users.
Everybody who was arrested or detained — but not for
drug offences — was provided with literature, informed
about drug clinics and advised that help was available.
At the height of the Merseyside experiment one clinic
provided a fixing room in the basement where people
could self-administer drugs such as morphine and
heroin by intravenous injection. The necessity for that
arose because people who lived with users — partners
and parents — were often hostile to them injecting at
home or in parks, public toilets or railway stations. In
April 1995 the system finally collapsed under the
weight of its own expenditure when the North Cheshire
Health Authority moved to reduce drug users’
dependence on controlled drugs, with the aim of
achieving a drug-free state. That authority now
recommends a predominantly oral methadone-based
service, and a budget ceiling was placed on heroin
prescriptions in Merseyside. There is no limit for
legitimate and other forms of treatment such as
methadone. The open-ended experiment of providing
drugs and a fixing room was a dismal failure.
The expert committee also placed great store on
experiences in Sweden. Today Sweden has one of the
most restrictive drug policies in the world by
international standards. In the 1950s estimates indicated
there were about 100 drug users in Sweden. As one
might have expected from a culture in that part of the
world, it adopted a very liberal and softly-softly
approach to drugs. However, within 10 years, by the
mid-1960s, the number of drug users ran into thousands
and the authorities found they were unable to stem the
tide of drug abuse. A tough line was increasingly seen
as an appropriate response to drugs. Sweden flirted with
the idea of pilot legislation to enable legal prescription
of drugs to assuage individual craving, and for a while
doctors were free to practise what they termed liberal
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prescription. But by the mid-1970s it was clear that the
Swedish policy was not working. Not only was heroin
becoming popular with Swedish addicts but the
mortality rate was rising.
By the end of the 1970s there had been a clear shift in
community attitudes towards a more restrictive policy.
The Prosecutor-General determined that drug
possession charges would no longer be waived. In 1980
the Swedish government defined its drug policy goal as
being a drug-free society. By 1988 it had enshrined in
legislation the fact that it did not accept the integration
of narcotics into society.
Nowadays drug prevention measures are a top priority
of the national authorities and strict prevention
measures are employed. In contrast with the current
situation in Victoria, in Sweden the new attitude and
change of mind cut across all boundaries of party
politics and public opinion; there is a general view that
the non-medical use of drugs is unacceptable.
The Netherlands is another example of where more
liberal policies have progressively established the
country as a favoured destination for drug users. Those
drug users come from places such as Germany,
Belgium and France and from as far away as Australia
and New Zealand. One can get a packaged tour known
as Can-A-Bus on which people go to the Netherlands to
participate in drug taking. There has been a blatant
commercialisation of the current Dutch drug policy,
particularly in Amsterdam.
In 1995, 1500 French citizens, headed by eight mayors,
travelled by bus to Rotterdam to protest against the
Dutch drug laws. Later the French Minister of the
Interior, Monsieur Pasqua, supported the protesters by
saying that the Netherlands must change its drug policy
and if that did not happen France would not abolish its
border controls according to the Schengen agreement.
More and more the Dutch government is suffering from
the resentment of its citizens and that of its neighbours.
The number of methadone clients is increasing and
drug abusers are making up a higher proportion of
social welfare recipients. The emergence of criminal
organisations is also a source of great concern.
I will briefly recap on the situation in Germany. Once
again, there was an early tolerance of drug abuse, and
that led to the development of an open drug scene in
Frankfurt. The most famous example is Taunusanlage
Park, where the amenity of the city was so impacted
upon that the Frankfurt council decided that something
had to be done to quell the open use of drugs.
Taunusanlage Park is surrounded by banks and
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Frankfurt is one of the key banking centres in Europe.
At the time it was attempting to establish itself as the
centre of banking for the new European currency in
competition with cities such as Dublin.
The extent of drug abuse caused by the softly-softly
policies was antipathetic to the city’s objectives. There
were negative commercial and business impacts at a
time when Frankfurt needed to be seen as a responsible
city. Tourism was negatively affected and the
residential amenity was reduced in the inner city area
and around the railway station. I well remember being
accosted by drug users at the Frankfurt railway station.
At the bottom of the list of negative impacts were the
health implications of drug abuse.
The German government’s first response was to crack
down under the rule of law. That led to the expulsion of
many of the drug users from the park to other parts of
Germany. There was a phenomenon known as junkie
jogging, whereby the police would come in and move
people on. The number of drug deaths in Frankfurt
began to fall, but one does not have to be too bright to
understand why — if a regime becomes tight and
oppressive, it is not beyond the wit of a drug abuser to
catch a train from Frankfurt to Berlin. Five supervised
injecting facilities were set up to deal with the residual
group whose members were not willing to leave, and I
have visited each of the facilities. The truth of the
matter is that drug deaths began to fall in response to
the law enforcement well before the advent of
supervised injecting facilities.
In taking a global view of the situation in Germany I
refer to a 1999 Reuters press report released in Bonn:
The number of deaths from illegal drug use in Germany in
1998 rose nearly 12 per cent to 1674 people, a report from the
government’s narcotics agency said on Monday.
The numbers of Germans using hard drugs increased last
year, with the numbers of first-time users up 1.7 per cent at
20 943.

As another example of what I believe is a fairly naive
response to a worsening situation with drugs I again
source an Associated Press report of 28 July 1999,
which states:
Worried about a national rise in drug-related deaths,
Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder’s cabinet approved a bill
Wednesday that would allow states to set up centres where
heroin addicts could go for a safe fix.

The spokeswoman cited in the report noted that:
… the number of deaths related to consumption of illegal
drugs rose to 798 in the first half of 1999, compared to 735 in
the same period last year.
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To suggest that the situation in Germany is anything
other than serious is to misrepresent it.
The situation in Switzerland is very much the same. In
1992 Switzerland allowed the drug scene to find its
own level in the Spitzplatz needle park. Once again,
when it got out of hand the government had to
intervene to do something about it. The injecting rooms
did not materially reduce deaths in Zurich from 1992 to
1999. A massive program of relocation and deportation
meant the drug scene was shifted from Zurich to the
Letten station, and there was no real impact until that
open drug scene was cleaned up.
The emphasis the drug expert committee has given to
the drug situation in Europe is very much a
misrepresentation. By way of recap, a publication from
the European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug
Addiction lists the number of acute drug-related deaths
in various countries for 1998. In that year the number of
deaths in Austria was 108; Denmark, 250; France, 143;
Germany, 1674; Greece, 244; Ireland, 90; Italy, 1076;
Luxembourg, 16; the Netherlands, 61; Portugal, 337;
and Spain, 310.
Page 26 of a Report of the International Narcotics
Control Board which refers to drug injecting rooms
states that drug injecting rooms where addicts can inject
themselves with illicit substances are being established
in a number of developed countries, often with the
approval of national and local authorities. The board
believes any national, state or local authority that
permits the establishment of drug injecting rooms or
any outlet to facilitate the abuse of drugs by injection or
any other route of administration also facilitates illicit
drug trafficking. The report also states that by
permitting drug injection rooms a government could be
considered to be in contravention of the international
drug control treaties by facilitating, aiding or abetting
the commission of crimes involving illegal drug
possession and use as well as other criminal offences
including drug trafficking laws. As I mentioned in my
opening remarks, the international drug trafficking
control treaties were established many years ago
precisely to eliminate places such as opium dens, where
drugs could be abused with impunity.
I also refer the house to the extent to which certain
members of the expert committee have a proclivity
toward the legalisation of drugs. In a sense I have no
argument with the sincerely held views of individuals
on that committee. I simply disagree with them, and so
does the opposition. An article by Victoria Button in the
Age of 16 May 1998 headed ‘Legalise drugs to curb
abuse, says Penington’ states:
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Australia must move to legalise all illicit drugs and regulate
their supply to protect the community from the terrible
scourge of abuse, Professor David Penington told a medical
conference in Melbourne yesterday.
…
He advocated safe houses where intravenous drug users could
shoot up in a controlled environment as a logical extension of
Australia’s needle exchange program.

I couple that with the earlier remarks by the Federation
of Community Legal Centres.
In sworn evidence before the previous Drugs and
Crime Prevention Committee, of which I had the
pleasure of being a member — I acknowledge the
outstanding contribution of the Honourable Andrew
Brideson as chairman of that committee — the
chairman asked Dr Penington:
Can you envisage the day when a large manufacturer takes
over production of bongs, for want of a better expression, and
governments derive a fair amount of their income from
taxation on such products?

Dr Penington replied:
In due course we have to deal with this by regulated supply. I
do not have a clear view of how that is best achieved because
I think it is a process of evolution …

On 18 May 1998 I asked Professor Margaret Hamilton:
Are you suggesting that marijuana should be legalised? I do
not think you can have a bet each way. The government has
to tell the community what it intends to do.

Professor Hamilton replied:
If you had to choose between the current legal status and
legalising it and if we had the right system of care and the
appropriate information available I would chose legalising it.

So there certainly are proclivities within that group’s
membership towards the legislation of all drugs.
The outstanding feature of most of the supervised
injecting facilities in Europe is that they are moved into
essentially red-light districts to protect the amenity of
the cities. In Victoria, starting with the Hamer
government’s legislation on massage parlours,
government after government has constantly rejected
the idea of establishing red-light districts but another
member of the expert committee, Cr Dick Gross, has
been advocating the establishment of red-light districts.
I couple that suggestion with the Frankfurt model
where supervised injection facilities are established in
red-light districts.
I briefly address what I think has been an inadequate
analysis of the situation in Sweden and to some extent,
either purposefully or by naivety, a discrediting of the
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Swedish system. Page 14 of the stage one report of the
Drug Policy Expert Committee states that:
… there was a continued steady growth in drug-related deaths
from around 40 per annum in the 1970s to 250 in 1996.

I will dwell on that figure of 250 later. Sweden has a
population of nearly 9 million and to place those deaths
in context, Melbourne has a population of 3.3 million
individuals and the number of heroin-related deaths last
year was 359. To suggest that that in any way is a
reflection of failed policies in Sweden is bizarre.
After looking up the reference to find out where that
figure of 250 came from I discovered that there are two
sets of data on drug deaths in Sweden. The figure
of 250, which is widely quoted, relates to ‘drug abuse
and/or poisoning’, which includes suicides by old
people through overdoses, accidents involving children
and road traffic accidents where drugs are detected. So
all those figures would be counted. Where drug
addiction is the underlying cause, in 1995 the figure
was around 100. I was so perplexed by that situation
that I contacted the Swedish Commission on Narcotic
Drugs. I received the following response:
Thank you for calling and for your efforts to give correct facts
about Sweden.
I enclose two tables and parts of the summary from the latest
official report on the drug situation in Sweden.

It confirms that in 1997 where drugs were the
underlying cause of death the number was 73 in a
population approaching 9 million. The later figure than
the 250 quoted in the Penington report is 265. The
literature is there to support my view that there has been
a gross misrepresentation of the situation and the extent
of mortality in Sweden.
I refer the house to the extent to which Victoria had
information at its fingertips from the Victorian Institute
of Forensic Medicine at Monash University, which
studied heroin deaths between 1997 and 1999. The
salient figure is the number of addicts who died.
According to the report, the target group for supervised
injection rooms accounted for only 15 per cent of those
deaths. I seek leave of the house to table an associated
pie chart.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. G. B. Ashman) — Order! Has the honourable
member shown the chart to Mr President?
Hon. J. W. G. ROSS — I have shown it to
Mr President and Hansard.
Leave granted; chart as follows:
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Source:
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Victorian Institute of Forensic Medicine & Department of Forensic Medicine
Monash University Report No 3 – February 2000.

The chart shows that in the period under study, of the
heroin-related deaths 60 per cent of individuals died at
home; 10 per cent died in hospital; 6 per cent died in
public toilets; 6 per cent died in cars or caravans; 5 per
cent died in hotels or motels; 4 per cent in public spaces
or streets; and 9 per cent are listed under ‘other’.
I repeat the finding of the Victorian Institute of Forensic
Medicine that 15 per cent of all deaths would represent
the possible target group for supervised injecting
rooms. The Australian Drug Foundation has estimated
that each supervised injecting facility, of which five are
proposed, would cost in the order of $300 000 to
run. The report gives the footnote reference of Dolan
and Wodak. Based on 15 per cent of 359 deaths, across
Victoria the target group might be represented by
53 deaths, with each supervised interjecting facility
catering for only 10 people at a cost of some
$30 000 each. Although the opposition recognises the
problem, those numbers simply do not stack up.
The Liberal Party has consulted extensively with the
community and has not reached the position of
rejecting the proposed legislation out of hand. The
Liberal Party proposes a set of alternatives, which are:
no injecting rooms — they send the wrong message;
train an extra 250 detectives and police to pursue drug
traffickers, together with a higher visibility of police
presence in the drug hot spots; aim towards zero
waiting time for drug treatment by establishing up to
500 more detoxification and rehabilitation beds and
outreach contacts, particularly in rural and regional
Victoria; dedicate a Justice facility within the prison

system for drug rehabilitation; reduce the number of
discarded syringes with one-to-one exchange; offer
drug awareness seminars for all students and parents in
government and non-government secondary schools;
and expand alternative therapies such as Naltrexone. I
suggest that enough is enough. Around the world,
communities are saying: we want an alternative
approach.
There is no lack of recognition by members on this side
of the house of the horrors of drug dependency. We
realise that those sad individuals who have lost their
money to unscrupulous drug peddlers and dealers have
lost a lot. All honourable members know that parents
and friends of those who have died from the ravages of
long-term drug abuse have lost more, but if they believe
that nothing can be done and lose hope, it would mean
that all of us have lost everything. Members of the
opposition have not lost hope and have presented the
community with a balanced set of alternatives. For that
reason members of the Liberal Party will vote against
this poorly conceived strategy for supervised injecting
rooms that overseas experience has shown will
exacerbate rather than solve the problem of drug
overdoses.
Sitting suspended 6.29 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.

Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — It is
indeed a sad day when we come to this Parliament and
debate the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
(Injecting Facilities Trial) Bill, because I am sure most
communities believe the issue is much wider than the
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bill being debating tonight. As I move around the
communities I represent I get the strong impression that
the bill has polarised the debate and the focus has
simply gone straight to injecting rooms.
I listened with great interest to Dr John Ross speak
about his great experience. Certainly my experience
pales into insignificance against his knowledge of
drugs. I could not fail to reflect on what an opportunity
we have missed as a Parliament to learn all we could
from a full discussion on the topic in both houses.
It is my strong belief that as the representatives of the
communities across Victoria we must focus on a
package of measures. This issue above all others
requires a package. I am sure that we would get
widespread support throughout the state that goes
beyond politics of any kind if we could come up with a
packaged approach to solving the huge problems our
communities face with the abuse of drugs.
Examples of components of such a package include
education — a very important part of any package as it
enables us to get to younger people and put them on the
right track by teaching them about the dangers and
difficulties of drug abuse and the flow-on effects it
causes, particularly for young people. Rehabilitation
must also be a strong plank in the package.
Then we come to the really difficult part, in my view,
and that is law and order. It is always hard to approach
a problem like this and talk about law and order. You
can be too tough and you can be too lenient. How do
you approach it and ensure you get the confidence of
young people right throughout the community? In my
research on the subject I read some of the work of a
Mr Keith Hellawell, a former coalminer and policeman
from England. It is my understanding that he
contributed greatly to Britain’s anti-drug strategy. He
has extremely strong views on the subject, as I suppose
most of us have. He believed Britain should take a
broad approach to tackling the drug problem. He
advocated education and treatment, and he was
extremely definite about reducing the availability of
drugs. His view, for example — and I suspect it is
shared by a number of people in our community — is
that injecting rooms are unethical.
As I also found from other research, injecting rooms do
nothing to reduce crime and drug dependence, and in
many ways may just allow dealers to profit. Many
people believe that rather than injecting rooms offering
the protection some well-meaning individuals thought
they would, they offered protection as an easy way out
and took some users away from the medical support
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and advice provided through many good programs that
were in place.
As I understand it, the British system is tough on drugs
and tough on the causes of drugs. As I worked through
that system — no doubt other programs around the
world may be better and are certainly different — it
seemed to me to form a framework that was backed up
and linked to many programs that had been put into
place. One program was called Back to Basics. It
sounds a bit hackneyed, I guess, but we could probably
all do with a good run of back to basics in the lifestyle
we lead, and certainly the lifestyle most of our young
people lead, particularly in today’s world. The people
who spoke to me about the program said they would
work in damaged communities. I did not have the time
to research fully what they meant by ‘damaged
communities’, but any work in the community to deal
with drug use would be advantageous.
One of the issues I picked up on involved strengthening
family life. I suppose it is a throwaway line, but the
most important thing I have learnt in my discussions
with young people who are involved with drugs and
other drug users is that often it was the lack of family
life that led them to use drugs.
The people I spoke with talked about education and
giving our youth things to do rather than roaming the
streets. I think we have all been involved with that.
They also spoke about working on stress. I know some
people say that stress is good for you. Some people
handle stress particularly well but others do not. It is not
something you can apply as a one-size-fits-all notion
across the community, but there is no doubt that stress
affects all levels and age groups in society. Our young
people face educational stress when they are striving for
good marks to assure their careers for the future. That
stress can lead them to succumb to the lure of drugs
whereas they may not have succumbed before.
Then there is work stress. We are today in a very
competitive world. There is stress in the workplace
where people are trying to better themselves in their
corporate life, for example.
I again put on the record my strong support for
broad-based programs, which I think are what we
should be looking at to make inroads into the drug
issues in our communities.
I did some further work and was interested in the issue
of illicit drug users and crime. I know many people in
this house — including the Honourable Andrew
Brideson and the Honourable Cameron Boardman —
have done a lot of work in this area. From what I
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understand and what I have seen in the area the
Honourable Ron Best and I represent, it does not mean
that every user will turn to crime as a matter of course.
But it is true that once a person is a user there is more
opportunity or more likelihood of turning to crime
simply to feed the habit.
That statistic is true and cannot be questioned. I suspect
the worst way to enter the world of crime as a user
would be to take the next step and become a dealer. For
most people that would certainly be a path for disaster
in the broad range of crimes including prostitution,
shoplifting, fraud, armed robbery and so on.
When I looked at the law and order system I decided
one of the most important issues was to reduce the
supply of drugs in the community. Every seized haul,
be it large or small, must be an advantage to the
community and must make it safer for the communities
in the cities and towns. I know it is not easy to keep
illicit drugs out of Australia. Recently I read about a
good haul of illicit drugs in other countries. Australia
has a huge coast line, thereby creating easy access to its
borders. Well-organised crime groups would have no
problem bringing drugs into Australia.
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strong supporter of giving more power to the police to
achieve sustainable results.
My office is located in Mildura. Three or four years ago
when the former government was working on the
Turning the Tide program, I and other members of the
community established a panel in that area to reach out
and get feedback on what the community thought. We
put a lot of work into setting up a series of panels
comprising a doctor, representatives of the police,
social workers, drug and alcohol abuse counsellors, and
a hospital methadone program worker. He was a
particularly interesting fellow and contributed to the
responses and the research. It was a rewarding
experience that revealed that community education was
a common request.
The interest in and demands on the education system
have been far too high. During the panel proceedings a
number of people said, ‘We have reared our children to
school age. Once they get to school, it is up to the
school’. I object to that attitude, which is probably one
of the basic education issues that needs to be addressed.
We should be able to involve schools in drug education,
but the job starts well before young people go to school.

Australians are relatively affluent and have the money
to pay for drugs. Therefore, I am sure Australia is a
good market for the people who wish to import drugs
illegally. The law and order authorities require
surveillance, enforcement and constant vigilance to
ensure the supply of drugs into Australia is kept as low
as humanly possible. The country’s law and order
enforcement people need to take steps to ensure they
are up to the mark with what may be happening and the
latest trends in importing or marketing drugs. I am sure
our police would support a broad-based full package to
combat drug issues in Victoria, and beyond.

The panel also dealt with rehabilitation. The reactions
were mixed; there was no certainty about how
rehabilitation should be applied. The law and order
issue was particularly interesting. Most people on the
research panel said, ‘Yes, we should be stronger on law
and order’, but we experienced the extremities. Some
who contributed to panel discussions were keen on law
and order; some even reminded me of attitudes I had
experienced during my time working in the Middle
East. They wanted to apply harsh penalties. A wide
range of views were submitted through the panel
proceedings.

I was involved with a number of groups that debated
the need for injecting rooms. People were concerned
about the powers of the police and thought safe
injecting rooms would attract dealers like bees to a
honey pot. Nobody could satisfy the fears of members
of the National Party about how the police would
handle that. It seemed an unknown quantity that was
unable to be addressed.

The establishment of the panel in Mildura was a
wonderful idea. However, few young people attended
the proceedings. I wondered why. I asked some of the
young people who had been given the opportunity why
they did not attend. It seemed they had been frightened
off because the panel comprised people of stature in the
local community. They sat behind a table and the
atmosphere was too formal. We did not frighten off the
adults, because they came in good numbers.

I suspect that if we look at broader based programs we
should also look at legal issues. For example we should
question whether Australia’s laws are strong enough to
cope adequately with the money laundering that is
involved in the drug trade. That is a national rather than
a state issue. Australia needs tougher laws to deal with
suppliers and dealers so that when they come before the
courts, they are treated fairly but strongly. I would be a

We learnt from that and gave the young people the
opportunity to do it their way. They did so with
reasonable success. I gleaned from that experience that
there is no doubt that young people need guidance on
drugs and other issues from trained people who can lay
down correct pathways to ensure sustainable success in
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tackling the problem. The panel got good feedback and
had good discussions.
The Honourable Andrew Brideson would be interested
to hear that when the panels visited smaller places, the
issue of drug abuse turned to discussion about alcohol
abuse. In smaller places, such as a small town footy
shed, young people were abusing alcohol. I was
impressed that people were able to talk openly about
that. I was a little surprised that the drugs problem
changed its nature from the larger to the smaller
regional centres and took on a different thrust. I suspect
illicit drugs were present in the smaller centres; the
young people there admitted there was ‘a bit’, but their
main concern was about softer drugs such as alcohol.
The Freeza programs spring to mind when I think of the
government’s progress with young people. Those
programs have been remarkably successful in the
Mildura area. I have been involved with, and opened, a
number of them. Anybody of my age would be
impressed with the high volume of noise generated by
the music amplifiers used as part of the Freeza
programs.
The programs got the young people into supervised
groups. A large number of people did good work. One
person who works with the youth of Mildura is Cheryle
Gray. She has done a wonderful job with the regional
youth council. She has stuck to the task and faced
difficulties associated with structure, funding and
creating the right environment. I compliment her on the
work she has done with youth not only on the drugs
issue but across the broader spectrum.
My experience of the panel process highlights the fact
that Australia needs a totally structured approach. Why
should the state governments tackle the problem alone?
It would be better to adopt a national approach on drug
issues. I urge the government to move in that direction.
I compliment the Honourable Ron Best for his
contribution to the debate.
The National Party would not support the motion but
would support other moves in restructuring the
approach to the drug issue. For the sake of our
community we should take some leadership and move
forward. It should be a national thrust to ensure some
consistency on this issue and it should be built on.
The thought process should start on the three pillars:
education, rehabilitation and law and order. I know
there are wider issues, but if those pillars were used in a
national perspective to move from the current position
of polarised debates nothing but success could come
from that.
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I urge all members to reject this poor attempt to manage
the drug issue and to adopt a national perspective for
the benefit of our community.
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — I support the
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances (Injecting
Facilities Trial) Bill, which has been introduced at a
timely stage. It was never meant to be a panacea for the
controlled treatment or eradication of drug usage; it is
one of an overall and wide-ranging drug strategy
canvassed both prior to the election of the Bracks
government and since. The bill follows on from the
recommendations made by the Drugs Policy Expert
Committee in a report released in April this year
entitled Drugs — Responding to the Issues — Engaging
the Community.
The bill’s main purpose is to provide a trial of injecting
facilities in a supervised environment. The Drug Policy
Expert Committee printed an issues paper entitled,
‘Drugs — a new approach’, which outlined the
government’s drug policy and listed the four key areas
of activity: preventing drug abuse; saving lives; getting
lives back on track; treatment and rehabilitation; and
effectively policing the drug trade. The issues paper
went on to say that:
Years of experience in many countries with the, ‘just say no’
approach has shown it is inadequate as a broad community
strategy. We need to get better understanding in every section
of the community … about the issues to be tackled.

The bill is enabling legislation primarily to establish an
injecting facilities trial in up to five municipalities
identified in government policies, they being the City of
Melbourne, the City of Port Phillip, the City of Yarra,
the City of Greater Dandenong and the City of
Maribyrnong. Those five sites were identified because
more than half of all overdoses in the Melbourne area
occur in those five local government areas. Three of
those municipalities have pledged support for injecting
facilities provided the bill is passed, they being the City
of Port Phillip, the City of Yarra, and the City of
Maribyrnong, which approved the establishment of
injecting facilities on 23 October.
The bill provides for non-government bodies to operate
the services on behalf of the Minister for Health. It also
provides that the minister can enter into agreements
with such organisations, and where agreement is
reached between a potential operator of an injecting
facility site the minister must provide for the provision
of counselling and access to treatment. Clear statements
of objectives and performance standards are required,
as is an operational plan for the injecting facilities. The
bill also provides that possession or use of drugs of
dependence is not an offence within the facilities
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provided the person in possession and in use of the drug
is an adult, being 18 years or over. The operators and
staff of the facilities will not be guilty of aiding and
abetting or conspiring with offenders with regard to
drugs of dependence, possession or using the facility.
The bill has a time-limit through a six-month start-up
period to accommodate the fact that not all facilities
will start on the same day. That start-up period
commences from the time the Governor in Council
approves the first facility. After the six months — the
facilities will operate for 18 months. Approved
injecting facilities will automatically become approved
needle and syringe services at the end of the 18-month
trial period.
The government has prepared a framework for service
agreements for the injecting facilities trial dated
31 May 2000. I shall quote from that framework
because it is important to be clear about the functions of
injecting facilities during the trial period. Page 73
states:
The primary functions of injecting facilities, during the trial
period, will be:
providing and disposing of injecting equipment;
supervision of the injecting room;
providing an overdose response, if necessary, in a clean and
secure space;
providing information and counselling regarding the risks of
injecting; and
linking users to community and primary health services and
treatment and providing basic counselling.

The establishment of injecting facilities was only one of
an overall strategy for the drug policy of this
government; it was never meant to be a panacea. In the
first 100 days of the Bracks government Dr Penington
was appointed to head the Drug Policy Expert
Committee to advise on the implementation of
medically supervised injecting facilities and
redevelopment of a comprehensive drug strategy. The
framework in the four key areas I outlined shows that
this year’s budget provides for a $75-million increase
over four years for drug services, a new residential drug
treatment facility and outreach staff in metropolitan and
regional Victoria.
That allocation is in addition to Turning the Tide
funding of $20 million a year as well as the existing
Department of Human Services drug treatment
initiatives of $35 million a year. In 2000–01,
$17 million has been allocated for new drug initiatives
and a further $1 million for growing demand in existing
drug services.
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The government’s drug policy adopts an holistic
approach to the issue and recognises that solutions must
be far-reaching, all-encompassing and meet the needs
of all affected groups.
The government is implementing a broad range of
initiatives across health, education, police and justice
departments aimed at preventing drug abuse, saving
lives, improving treatment and rehabilitation programs
and effectively policing the drug trade.
Drugs are an insidious part of our community and an
overall community approach is required to address the
problem. We must ensure we have a lasting solution
and a realistic vision for the future. It must address
every facet of the issue. The main purpose is to save
lives, get lives back on track and assist in the
rehabilitation and treatment of drug users.
The government has introduced a home-based youth
drug withdrawal service for Ballarat.
The overall funding for rehabilitation and treatment
services has increased by 40 per cent for Ballarat —
from $1.6 million to $2.3 million. Then on 23 August
the government announced that there would be a new
six-bed withdrawal unit for Geelong, the first of its type
in regional Victoria, and the state government grant of
$450 000 will go towards renovating Barwon Health’s
existing facilities. The government has also recently
announced a four-bed detoxification facility with a
commitment of $688 000.
These measures all show that the government is
adopting an overall drug strategy and not just an
injecting-facility program for the treatment of drug
abuse.
Last year at a conference on adolescent health
Mr Michael Resnick of Vichealth spoke about the
importance of connectedness for young people and
protective factors to be built into people’s lives. He
stressed the importance of having a good bond with
family, valuing friends and peer groups, having a set of
moral and social values, having skills and knowledge,
and having physical and support services. He also
spoke about the risks that lead to drug use and abuse.
They include: chaotic home, school and social
environments, bullying, lack of love and affection,
disconnectedness, social and economic disadvantage,
racism, discrimination and low self-esteem.
In recent months what has alarmed me most of all has
been the figures printed daily in the Herald Sun. For
instance, the Herald Sun of 4 October under the
heading ‘Stop the carnage’ says that the road toll is
310 and the heroin toll is 236. An article on 30 October
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says that the road toll is 334 and the heroin toll is 277.
The figures are alarming, and they are increasing. This
bill is one way to save lives, which should be our
primary purpose. The bill should not be thrown out of
the window because it is not liked by the opposition for
moral reasons; it should be supported to prevent fatal
overdoses by drug users and abusers.
I also refer to an article in the Age of 7 October that
refers to the Liberal Party state council being held at
Ballarat over two days. The article states:
The party’s Glen Huntly branch has called for heroin addicts
to be able to get a prescription to buy heroin at pharmacies
through Medicare.
The branch says the proposal would have a series of benefits,
including saving lives by regulating the legal supply of heroin
and cutting crime by removing the criminal incentive for
black marketing.

That is what this government is about — saving lives. I
urge all honourable members to support the bill, and I
commend it to the house.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — Along with
the other members of the Liberal and National parties I
too will oppose the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances (Injecting Facilities Trial) Bill. This was no
sudden decision on my part, nor was it based on a lack
of knowledge. I intend to show how I came to my
decision.
My first involvement with drugs and heroin addiction
was through a young friend of mine who fell in love
with the wrong man and became an addict at 19 years
of age. The time from when she had her first hit to
when she died was six months. It was tragic and utterly
debilitating to all of us who watched this wonderful,
witty, attractive, lovely girl go through what she went
through. The issue that was most difficult for all of us
was how to help her.
Today we have listened to an enormous amount of
information on drugs, rehabilitation, prevention, harm
minimisation and a whole range of other issues. But
where do parents who have just learnt that their
daughter is on heroin go? Where do they find the
information, and when they are confronted with a
whole range of different therapists, options and advice,
what do they do? Watching and speaking with my
young friend in the six months before she died was an
experience that in one way I will treasure and in another
way will haunt me all my life.
In my inaugural speech I spoke about the issue of
drugs, particularly the issue of drugs in the City of Port
Phillip in my electorate of Monash Province. I have to
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say that drug addiction is an indiscriminate addiction. It
is not dependent on race or gender or confined to a
socioeconomic or religious group — it is right across
the spectrum. Whole sectors in my electorate are
heavily involved with drugs, and I am deeply
concerned about it.
At the outset Professor David Penington said to me,
‘Andrea, the more you find out about this the more you
will realise that you don’t know’ — and he could not
have uttered wiser words. I have learnt an enormous
amount, and I will share my journey with you because I
believe it is one a lot of other members of the
community have also travelled, and it has led me to the
decision I have made.
Firstly, as I said, Monash Province has a severe drug
problem and, as all honourable members know, the
City of Port Phillip is keen to support the government’s
legislation on supervised injecting facilities. I have
spent considerable time speaking with the former
mayor, Dick Gross, and the current mayor, Julian Hill,
on the issue. I will come back to the strategy developed
by the City of Port Phillip later.
Also in my electorate is Odyssey House, whose first
point of contact is in Greville Street, Prahran, where
people can go for in-depth counselling before they go
out to the treatment program in Templestowe. I would
like to read from a document produced by Odyssey
House called ‘Voices from Odyssey’ because I think it
is rather poignant. The foreword is written by Eric
Allan, who says:
Many Odyssey graduates now have very successful lives,
with responsible jobs, families and many other interests …
While not everyone is immediately cured through treatment,
and some need to try many times before they can win their
own battle, the reality is that drug treatment does work, that
many people do change their lives.

That is something I wish to emphasise and something I
certainly believe in. Through the work I have done I
have come to believe that prevention is a very strong
point and that treatment should be looked at in greater
detail.
Windana is another excellent organisation in the
electorate of Monash Province. Last night I attended its
annual general meeting, where I heard of some
excellent work it is doing. I commend it on the depth of
the work it conducts and the results it has achieved. It
runs a community residential drug withdrawal service
in Chapel Street that helps people to come to terms with
their drug addiction. It finally integrates people back
into the community through both the Chapel Street
facility and its farms at Narre Warren.
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I was interested to see how another program in my
electorate, Self-Help Addiction Resource Centre —
SHARC is the acronym — works and operates. It has a
hub-and-spoke approach to treatment. It has a central
body, which is a business centre, and 11 residences
forming spokes, all of which are about 12 minutes from
the centre and 12 minutes from each other. These
people help support themselves. They are former
addicts who have helped themselves to get back into the
community, and they provide self-help all the way
through.
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Treating outpatients with warmth and affection, we will
cherish not chastise.

That is the philosophy of many people who work in the
area of drugs and it is the philosophy adopted at
Windana.
I have spoken to the councillors and the mayor of the
City of Port Phillip. I have listened carefully to what
they have said about the work they have done on
supervised injecting facilities and what they intend to
do. I will come back to the city’s drug strategy later.

I would like all honourable members to think about
what it must be like for people who have gone to the
enormous effort of getting off heroin and who then
have to be integrated into the community. What does
such a person do when he or she goes for a job and a
potential employer looks at the person’s curriculum
vitae and asks, ‘Where have you been for the past three
years?’. It will not exactly increase their saleability to
say, ‘I have been drying out from heroin’. SHARC and
its programs help people integrate into the community.
I commend all those involved on doing an excellent
job.

Open Family operated by Les Twentyman also has an
office in my electorate. I have spoken to Les about the
work he is doing. I remind the house that he obtained
funding for a series of advertisements similar to the
Transport Accident Commission advertisements, but
the advertisements were withdrawn at the last minute
because they were regarded as too violent and
confronting. I believe we should consider following the
successful approach adopted by the TAC. Les
Twentyman’s reputation precedes him. He does
excellent work with people at the coalface, and I
commend him for the work he does.

The Hanover centre for people in a housing crisis is
located at Southbank in Monash Province. I have had
in-depth discussions with Mr Tony Nicholson, the chief
executive officer of the centre. He said that 10 years
ago the profile of a homeless person was a man in his
mid to late 40s who tended to be an alcoholic. Today
the same person tends to be a male but not always and
is usually suffering from drug addition. Mr Nicholson
has a grave concern about how addiction impacts on the
community. Hanover has a policy of duty of care to all
its clients who have crisis housing problems, including
drug addicts.

I visited the Alfred Hospital and spoke to people such
as Ann Mitch, who does significant work on drug
addiction, and a young addict. Unlike my friend who
died from an overdose, who said she did not want to see
supervised injecting facilities because she felt they
would attract young people and would not do anything
to abate the issue, the young man I spoke to at the
Alfred Hospital welcomed supervised injecting
facilities because he said he would never give up drugs
and he would be safe from police surveillance in a
supervised injecting facility.

Another excellent program in Monash Province
commenced in June and is called First Step. I commend
Lindy and Peter White for the excellent work they do
with that program. I will not go into detail about the
Naltrexone program, which operates through private
funding, but it has treated more than 100 people. It is
based on a Western Australian organisation that has
been successful in this work. The mission statement of
First Step states:
The First Step goal is to successfully treat heroin addicts so
they may become useful citizens in our community.
This will be achieved by:
1.

Offering a rapid detoxification program that is
affordable to any person genuinely wishing to kick their
habit.

I commend the Liberal Party for the approach it took to
the whole issue. The Leader of the Liberal Party,
Dr Denis Napthine, wrote an open letter to all local
newspapers and received a great response from a
cross-section of people throughout Victoria. Unlike the
Labor Party, the Liberal Party invited a number of
experts to speak to it, including Dr David Penington,
Brian Watters, Rob Moodie, Joe Santamaria and people
from the department, including Ron Tiffen. In my
electorate, together with the honourable members for
Prahran and Malvern in the other place, I ran a forum at
which people spoke and debated the issue. With the
City of Monash the Honourable Peter Katsambanis and
I held a forum at which more than 200 people attended.
Dr John Ross gave an excellent presentation at the
forum. I thank him for the guidance he has given all of
us in the Liberal Party, the work he has done and the
help he has given me personally.
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Having seen many things in my local community,
listened to the experts who gave presentations to
Liberal Party members, listened to local experts and
read all the information available to me, I noted that
people continued to speak about what was happening
overseas. I took the opportunity to find out what
supervised injecting facilities were really like in
Switzerland. I visited first Jean Pierre Gervasoni at the
University of Lausanne. He had been involved in
establishing the referendum dealing with the four pillars
approach to the drug problem that the Swiss initiated
after they decided it was time to do something about the
dreadful, in-your-face-type approach to the problem in
Zurich’s needle park. They looked at treatment, harm
reduction, prevention and prosecution, and they got the
balance right. They looked at the issue carefully, and
they established a program after conducting a
referendum and receiving community support. As
mentioned by other honourable members today, they
run a successful program.
I also visited the supervised injecting facility in Berne,
which was situated in a hotel area just off the street.
One of the issues about which my constituents are
concerned is the honey-pot effect. The facility in Berne
was open 7 hours a day to anyone who wished to use it.
They did not have to be a resident of the city, just
proven addicts. The facility treated up to 200 people a
day. When I first visited the facility no-one was there,
so I made a point of going back to see how it operated.
On my second visit I noticed a large honey-pot effect
with addicts milling around. They were trying to get
their hits, and they had to wait their turn. My
constituents are concerned that the same thing would
happen in the city of Port Phillip.
Zurich handled it better. It has seven supervised
injecting facilities that operate on a rotational basis
open only to Zurich residents over 18 years of age.
Each one treats about 50 people a day. The Swiss have
a needle exchange program and users must take in a
syringe in order to get one back. If they do not take in a
syringe they pay about $2 for a needle.
I remind honourable members that during an iron man
competition last year there was a scare when a
competitor received a needle-stick injury from a needle
lying on Elwood Beach in my electorate. We are all
concerned that our children and members of the
community do not suffer from needle-stick injury, not
just because of blood-borne diseases such as HIV and
AIDS but because of hepatitis C, which is on the rise. A
one-for-one needle exchange would go a long way
towards alleviating needles being discarded in parks
and on beaches by chaotic heroin users who are not
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concerned where they leave their needles after they
have a hit.
I was saddened to learn in Switzerland that many users
are now using a cocktail of drugs that have not yet been
seen in Australia. They use a mixture of cocaine and
heroin. They get the immediate hit from the cocaine
and then the euphoria from the heroin — it is a
disturbing trend.
What is more heartening is that the average age of users
is 32, whereas in Victoria it is 23 years. I have also
heard from experts that within the next 10 years we will
not be worried so much about opium-based drugs as
about designer-type drugs such as ecstasy, and we will
have no idea what is in them. It is a grave concern
because they are difficult to detect. We should be alert
to that danger.
I remind the house that a few years ago the Kennett
government had Dr Penington look into the issue of
marijuana. Today the house is debating heroin when it
has not even come to terms with the marijuana issue. I
am very concerned that in another few years
honourable members might be talking about problems
with the drug ecstasy without having fully addressed
what was expected as a result of the heroin debate. The
ecstasy situation will still be there. It is already endemic
among young people.
The fundamental issue is one of prevention. The issue
of drug addiction will not go away. Prevention
mechanisms must be put in place so that young people
are taught how to cope with drugs, including ecstasy
and whatever else might be in the pipeline.
Governments need to spend money wisely and make
certain that their drug dollars are used very effectively.
One issue that has not been touched on in the debate in
the upper house, which is of some concern to me, is an
issue also raised by Brian Iddon, the Labor member for
Bolton in the Blair government in England. He has
made a personal career of looking into dual diagnosis,
and it is of concern to all those who have examined the
issue. It relates to the issue of mental illness and
disability in association with drug dependence. It is a
chicken-and-egg situation and it is very difficult to
address. Dual diagnosis needs to be addressed further.
The shadow Minister for Health, Robert Doyle in the
other place, spoke about the matter very briefly.
However, I should like to quote what Brian Iddon had
to say about dual diagnosis in a document entitled Drug
Misuse and Mental Health — Learning Lessons on
Dual Diagnosis April 2000:
Dual diagnosis patients often have very complex needs and
are often amongst the most socially excluded. Many negative
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outcomes are related to mental illness and substance misuse:
more relapse (of both disorders), demoralisation,
disengagement from services, non-compliance with
treatment, repeated hospitalisations, suicide, violent
behaviour, repeated imprisonment, homelessness, medical
illness including HIV/AIDS and early mortality.

He goes on to say:
People with dual diagnosis tend to fall through gaps in service
provision.

I urge all honourable members to think about and
address the problem. I urge the government particularly
to examine the situation. It is certainly something that
Tony Nicholson from the Hanover Centre is aware of
as well. Brian Iddon continues:
They experience the ‘ping pong’ effect where neither drug
services nor mental health services want to take responsibility
for them.

I ask the department to consider and look into this very
difficult issue.
The Bracks government has treated this bill in a very
cavalier fashion. It asked David Penington to produce a
twofold report. The first part of the report certainly
dealt with the issue of supervised injecting facilities,
and the second dealt with prevention and examination
of prosecution and other issues. When Dr Penington
produced the first part of the report the government
introduced half-baked, inadequate legislation. It had not
fully thought through the issue.
The press took up the issue and sensationalised it. It
was on the front pages of newspapers day after day, and
supervised injecting facilities was all that anyone could
speak about or hear about. Dr Penington has produced
the second part of his report. Did that hit the front pages
of newspapers? Was that debated with such
significance? I do not think so. It is a great pity for the
whole of the drug debate that it was politicised in such a
way and that it was divided up so that everyone became
hysterical over supervised injecting facilities instead of
looking at the issue in total, which, as Dr John Ross
said, is certainly something we should have done. It
was disgraceful. The way the bill was guillotined in the
lower house was absolutely appalling.
The government needs to adopt a total approach to the
issue. It needs to be examined in terms of prosecution,
prevention, harm minimisation and treatment. I do not
believe the government has done that. It is shirking its
responsibilities, and that is appalling.
Honourable members need to look at just one element
of the bill — that is, policing. I ask honourable
members to consider the situation of a poor young
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20-year-old constable who may happen to be outside
the hypothetical supervised injecting facility. He could
let me go in there and have a hit. I would be safe from
police prosecution inside the facility. A colleague of
mine 20 metres away might have two hits, and another
500 metres away might have five hits. What is the
young constable to do? Under this legislation he is
supposed to use his discretion! How is a 20-year-old
supposed to use his discretion in that situation? I ask all
honourable members to think it through. The legislation
has not been thought through properly, and that is just
one example.
Another example is the issue of detoxification. The
emphasis is placed on supervised injecting facilities yet
hundreds of people are waiting to go into detox. The
government is not ploughing enough of the drug money
effectively into detox. There is a huge waiting list at
Windana. I will quote from a brochure produced by the
Windana Society, the title of which says, in part, ‘We
believe that change and growth are possible’. The
brochure publishes the application process for entry
into Windana. Under the heading ‘Waiting list’ it states:
This application process … begins with an individual
assessment. The applicant may be placed on a waiting list and
must telephone every Monday and Friday until a vacancy
arises.

When you are a chaotic drug user, waiting until Friday
might be just too long. Also, only one detox bed is
available between Mildura and Bendigo. I direct the
attention of the house to an article that appeared in the
Bendigo Advertiser of 12 September, in which the
honourable member for Bendigo East in another place,
Jacinta Allan, is reported as saying on the drugs issue:
This is a really serious issue, and while here in Bendigo we
are not affected in the same way as metropolitan Melbourne
it’s still a statewide issue …

I say she should be out there calling for more and more
detox beds. A number of people in Bendigo, including
branch members, have told me a big problem is
looming, particularly around the mall and the Strath
Village shopping centre.
Hon. N. B. Lucas — Jacinta Allan’s asleep at the
wheel.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — Thank you. Jacinta
Allan is asleep at the wheel. She is too busy looking
after the gold anniversary celebrations. She is not
looking at the drug addicts, and she should have her eye
on the ball.
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When speaking about the politicising that is going on, I
should quote from the report of the Drug Policy Expert
Committee, which states:
In recent months, most public debate has centred on policing,
harm reduction and aspects of treatment. In the long run,
however, we have to reduce overall drug use in our
community if we are to halt its effects: the rising death toll,
family distress and crime.

I could not concur more. Prevention is the one thing I
stress. It is a way of enhancing the opportunities of and
empowering young people so they can cope with these
issues and have healthy and happy futures.
The city of Zurich’s drug policy says:
Prevention is everybody’s business.
Prevention strengthens psychological, mental and physical
abilities.
This is achieved on both the individual level and social
groups by initiating developments which reduce stress and
build positive future perspectives.
Prevention is effective when it is supported in everyday life
by broad segments of the population.

I conclude by reading from the excellent drug strategy
that was developed in my electorate. I commend the
City of Port Phillip on its excellent work in looking into
not only supervised injecting facilities but also how it
will approach the issue of prevention. Its local drug
strategy states:
The local drug strategy will augment these state and
regionally based prevention initiatives by enhancing local
youth-based early intervention initiatives, promoting social
connectedness, encouraging participation within community
activities and local economic development, and promoting
community understanding of drug issues.
There are three types of prevention and early intervention
initiatives within the Local Drug Strategy:
youth-focused early intervention
community support
community education.

I look forward to working with the City of Port Phillip
in developing those programs and helping the young
people in Monash Province cope with the drug issues
and the drug debate.
I hope nobody in this chamber has to watch, as I did, a
friend with a lovely, attractive body go through the
withdrawal process. We need to enhance our young
people so they do not become addicted. This legislation
is premature and it is inadequate. The government
should be concentrating on prevention and putting
money into prevention and detoxification.
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Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — This
Parliament has been very kind to me and I feel very
privileged to have been a member of it. In 1996 I was
appointed chairman of the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee under the Kennett government. The three
and a half years I served in that position was a
wonderful experience. I have travelled Victoria,
Australia and Europe investigating the drug problem
and I think my experience gives me some authority to
speak on the issue. To my way of thinking it is one of
the most important and serious issues that the
Parliament has debated in a long time.
I am pleased that the debate is occurring without the
venom to which members may have resorted. There is
common ground between the government and the
opposition — that is, both sides accept that this is a
serious issue. The Honourable Dianne Hadden said
there have been 277 heroin deaths to date this year —
that is almost one per day. One young person has
passed on almost every day in Victoria because of the
terrible addiction of heroin.
I want to share with members some of my experiences
from when I was chairman of the Drugs and Crime
Prevention Committee. I want to put the drug debate
into some sort of international context because I do not
think we can come to grips with and understand the
issue unless we do that. I also want to touch on the
national scene and give some statistics from my local
area of Springvale.
I will start with the international scene. It does not
matter which country one goes to, the problem is the
same. There is an enormous problem with young
people around the world using illicit drugs. In the
debate I will concentrate on the use of heroin. The
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee released an
interim report in December 1997. For the sake of time I
will simply refer honourable members to that
publication, which I believe was very sound and well
thought out. The report stated that:
The global drug industry is now estimated to constitute 8 per
cent of total international trade …

This is an illicit trade. In my travels I spoke with
Interpol and police forces in various countries in
Europe and I came to understand that the international
drug trade is inextricably interwoven with the arms
trade — the two cannot be separated. The enormity of
that problem is horrifying. One of the countries I visited
was the Isle of Man, a very small island off the coast of
England, and it has a drug problem. I have spoken with
colleagues who have visited Jersey and it also has a
drug problem.
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I visited Singapore, which is a very interesting country.
Many people are under the impression that there are no
drugs in Singapore because it has hanging as a penalty
for drug offences. The death penalty is mandatory in
Singapore if one is convicted of trafficking,
manufacturing, importing or exporting more than 15
grams of heroin. That is a substantial amount of heroin
but it has not stopped the drug problem. Each year in
Singapore 3000 to 3500 people are charged with minor
drug offences and pushed into some sort of
rehabilitation regime in the jail system. It does not
matter what sort of penalty a country imposes on its
citizens, the drug trade cannot be stopped.
Somebody, I think it was the Honourable Barry Bishop,
mentioned earlier that it is almost impossible to stop
drugs from entering Australia. That is true. Australian
Customs Service officials told the Drugs and Crime
Prevention Committee that it is impossible to stop
people from bringing in drugs. Drugs come into
Australia in any and every body cavity one could
mention. The chief of the Australian Federal Police told
me that the record for bringing drugs into the country
internally was held by a character who swallowed
36 double condoms of heroin; they were undetectable
by the X-ray machines. Other people drop heroin in
dinghies and rafts equipped with electronic beacons
into the sea off the north-west coast of Western
Australia. Three or four months down the track the
beacons emit signals and are picked up by criminals
here.
Other criminals working in international drug rackets
send shipping containers on three and four circuits of
the world through various ports and it is impossible to
track the paperwork. In the drug expert committee
policy paper, Dr Penington said that 1.2 million
shipping containers come into Australian ports each
year and it is impossible to check each one.
Honourable members can see that it is very difficult to
stop that sort of drug trade. On its own the Victorian
police force would not be able to scratch the surface of
the problem. The federal government is making
enormous efforts to resolve the problem at a national
level. The Kennett government did an enormous
amount with its $100-million Turning the Tide strategy.
I am pleased to say that in many avenues the Bracks
government is continuing that good work in drugs.
However, this piece of legislation has polarised and
politicised the debate and that is a very sad thing. When
the opposition parties announced their strong objection
to it I would have liked the government to have
withdrawn the legislation and tried to come up with a
bipartisan viewpoint. As chairman of the committee I
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tried to approach the drugs issue in a bipartisan way.
During that three and a half years the committee had
some very interesting and strong debates on various
drug issues. The chairman’s foreword in the interim
report states:
A strength of the committee is its preparedness to challenge
the status quo in its search to find fresh solutions to break the
nexus between criminal activity and the illicit drug trade. It is
obvious that traditional strategies are not finding solutions.

I went on to say that:
Any drug strategy must be consistent, consensus driven and
have a significant level of community support. Approaches
should continue to be multifaceted, targeted and coordinated.
…
There are no simple answers. A well informed longitudinal
approach needs to be adopted to change attitudes and
behaviours.

I stand by those comments.
In preparing for this debate I have found it extremely
difficult to come to a point of view. The committee
produced a series of issues papers, one of which was
occasional paper no. 2 entitled ‘Safe injecting
facilities — their justification and viability in the
Victorian setting’. I commend that paper to honourable
members if they have not yet read it. We put an
enormous amount of effort into that paper. We outlined
what safe injecting facilities were, the impetus for them,
and their role in addressing harms. We expressed the
concerns of the community, both positive and negative.
We addressed the legal issues. We even went so far as
to advocate a model for safe injecting facilities. We
came up with some findings, but I must emphasise that
they were findings and not recommendations. A
member of the other place attempted to malign me by
saying that my committee had made some
recommendations when it was wound up prior to the
election.
Hon. K. M. Smith — Who said that?
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON — The honourable
member for Springvale made the allegations. I will set
the record straight, and now is probably an opportune
time to do so. My committee unfortunately did not get
to make its recommendations because of the change of
government. Legislative Council Procedural Bulletin
No. 2 states on page 12:
Included amongst the papers to be released was also the
incomplete and unadopted chairman’s draft report as at the
date of dissolution of the 53rd Parliament on 24 August 1999.
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That included all of the research papers et cetera of the
former committee that were handed on to the new drug
expert committee.
It is probably important that I put on the record the
findings of the issues paper — I must emphasise they
were findings, not recommendations:
Finding One: There are few interventions other than safe
injecting facilities that are specifically suited to
comprehensively deal with the range of harms arising from
public street injection.
Finding Two: Safe injecting facilities may be effective in
dealing with the harms of street injecting, (particularly public
nuisance), but only if they are properly targeted, and
sensitively managed in the context of community consultation
and education.
Finding Three: There are potential dangers and possible
disadvantages in implementing safe injecting facilities …
Finding Four: There are legal factors involved in the
implementation and operation of safe injecting facilities, but
they are not unique or insurmountable. The possibility of
implementing safe injecting facilities will depend on a full
consideration and resolution of these legal issues.
Finding Five: There are good reasons for adopting a model of
implementation that incorporates safe injecting as a part or
aspect of a primary health-care centre which addresses the
general health needs of drug users, rather than having a
facility that is devised for and largely dedicated to safe
injecting.

One flaw of the legislation is that the injecting facilities
were not going to be part of a primary care facility. I
hope at some time in the future when the community is
ready to take on board such a radical move as that,
consideration will be given to placing such facilities as
part of primary care.
I certainly took my role as chairman seriously, and I
made a conscious decision to be a leader in the
community by pushing the issue. I am happy to have on
the record that I spoke in favour of those facilities at a
couple of annual general meetings — one at the
Association of Needle Exchanges in Geelong where I
took the bold step of promoting the facilities. I have not
had one negative reaction from that needle exchange
group of people who were closely involved in the
day-to-day treatment of drug addicts. I spoke at several
other general meetings and again the reaction was much
the same. I even bounced around the idea of safe
injecting facilities in many of my party’s branches and
again I found that by carefully sitting down and talking
to people I could convince them that this was the
direction in which to go.
Another flaw in the legislation, which has been raised
by earlier speakers, is that it puts the cart before the
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horse. It has happened too early. It has been sprung
upon the community before the community is ready to
receive it. In my travels around the world looking at
safe injecting facilities I visited one in Frankfurt, and I
will briefly go through the notes I made on it. After I
visited the facility I had a 2-hour meeting with the
vice-mayor of Frankfurt, Albrecht Glaser. Not only was
he the vice-mayor, he was also the spokesman for
health in Frankfurt and, as treasurer, the holder of the
purse strings. I had a very interesting conversation with
him.
The centre was located a couple of blocks from
Frankfurt railway station. It is open from 6.30 a.m. to
midnight. It has 450 clients a day and more than
650 clients each weekend. Thirteen clients at a time
were able to inject.
I stayed in that facility for a little more than an hour,
just watching addicts come in and inject. They would
stay there for half an hour under supervision before
they were able to leave. They had to sign an indemnity
form stating that they were over the age of 18 years. If
they were intoxicated or under the influence of any
other drugs they were not allowed in. They certainly
were not allowed to take alcohol. They were not
allowed to assist each other with their injecting. They
had to sign an indemnity form that if anything
happened to them the workers in that centre were not
responsible for them.
There was a cafeteria in one corner and a social worker
was also available for counselling and the distribution
of information because the centre also acted as a
referral centre. My instant reaction when I was in the
centre was that it was a horrible place to be. You would
not put a sick dog in there. It was awful watching
people injecting substances into their veins. Those
people would search their arms trying to find a vein that
could accept the substance that they were injecting. The
vicinity of the area was like a war zone. I have never
seen so many emaciated bodies, people who looked to
be barely alive, lying and crawling in the gutters. It was
just an awful scene to witness. I feared for my personal
safety because there were people wandering around
holding syringes in the air. There were people literally
lying under parked cars and between them.
It is not the sort of thing I would like to see in
Melbourne. There would have to be much better
controls than that. Albrecht Glaser told me there had
been no deaths in consumer rooms because of the care
of the workers in there. I suppose because it was his
project he was very much in favour of the facilities. He
was encouraging the centre to open earlier because
people were queuing up before 6.30 a.m. to come in
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and shoot up. They were just going from one hit to
another. He told me the centre cost about
800 000 marks a year. I am not sure of the value of the
mark today, but it is probably just over 1 mark to the
dollar. It was an interesting experience.
Then I went to Zurich, where I visited a drug injecting
facility that was part of the Swiss heroin trial. It was a
vastly different scenario from what I had witnessed in
Frankfurt. The unit I visited was very clean — aseptic
would describe it — with stainless steel sinks, mirrors
and everything else absolutely spotless and precision
Swiss. There were no people in it because it was not
open all day; it was open only for people on the Swiss
heroin prescription trial.
The people on that trial were registered. I was allowed
access to their computer records so that I could see the
daily records the medical practitioners kept of those
people. I was impressed with what I saw, including the
results of that heroin trial. I briefly recall them: after the
addicts had been on the heroin trial for some time
between two and three years the majority of them had
resumed a relatively normal lifestyle — that is, as
normal as possible for a drug addict; many of them had
resumed work; many of them had picked up their
personal or family relationships; and they were on the
way to being reintegrated into society.
One of the things that impressed me about the Swiss
heroin trial is that the people were looked after and
counselled. Their weight was taken; measurements
were taken of their forearms and thighs and so on to
check if they were getting effective nutrition; and they
were counselled on diet and whatever. It led me to
believe that prescribed heroin trials may well be the
way to go.
When I came back to Australia I discussed the matter
with some of our researchers, who are among the best
in the world, including Dr Nick Croft of the Macfarlane
Burnet Centre for Medical Research, who is well
known to many people. After talking also to some
ordinary people it seems to me that that may well be the
way to go. Although there are many impediments to
going down that path, I advocate it, and I have been
interviewed on radio, including the Neil Mitchell show,
where I suggested that the Prime Minister should also
go down the path of instituting prescribed heroin trials.
To back up that suggestion I did some calculations of
the cost of heroin to a user. An average user probably
spends about $120 per day. If that is multiplied by
seven, the total is $840 per week, and if it is multiplied
by the number of days in a year the total is about
$43 000 per addict per annum. That totals $43 million
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of black money per 1000 heroin addicts. There are
something in the order of 100 000 heroin addicts in
Australia, so we are talking absolute megabucks. That
money is not earned honestly; it is earned through
criminal activity, including through drug trafficking and
by drug traffickers and users cutting heroin. As
honourable members know, heroin is a white powder; it
is cut with talcum powder, bicarbonate of soda, salt or
any white or near-white powder — and that is often
what causes the death of an addict. As Dr Ross pointed
out earlier, pure heroin is quite a good drug. It is the
toxic mix that causes death.
Male and female addicts resort to prostitution,
muggings, holding up service station attendants with
needles, robbing our houses and breaking into our cars
and stealing things such as our laptop computers. If that
cost is multiplied and added to the costs of drug use, as
I said, honourable members are talking about
megabucks.
The only way to break the nexus between criminal
activity and drug taking is by having heroin available
on prescription. If honourable members think about it
they will realise that it is the only sensible and rational
way to go. It is an issue that the Victorian state
government should address in concert with every other
state government in Australia. When the facts are
considered and analysed, commonsense indicates that
that is the only way to go.
The suggestion is probably a bit radical for many
members of the community to take on, but I believe
with careful explanation it can be done with community
support. Albrecht Glaser, the vice-mayor of Frankfurt,
said it took him three years of consultation with all
players in the field before he could get his injecting
facilities up and running. As I said, the proposed
legislation has been introduced much too soon.
I had great difficulty coming to a conclusion about
whether we should have these facilities in Melbourne or
not. One of the reasons for that difficulty is that there
are some very good experts in this field and there are so
many different views. I found that happened with many
of the issues the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee came across. You would read one expert
paper and then find another that expressed the opposite
point of view. It makes it very difficult for people such
as ourselves to come to conclusions.
Bernie Geary was a member of the drugs task force
under the Kennett government. He is also a member of
the new drug expert committee under the Bracks
government. I have a lot of time for Bernie Geary. I
also have a lot of time for Fr Peter Norden of the
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Jesuits. I have visited their centres and witnessed the
terrific work they do. The Jesuits are not opposed to
safe injecting facilities. They believe a trial ought to go
ahead.
Eminent people in the Australian Drug Foundation,
which is ably led by Bill Stronach, a highly regarded
member of the community, support the facilities.
People from the Victorian AIDS Council, including the
Gay Men’s Health Centre, have written to every
member of Parliament outlining why the injecting
facilities trial should go ahead. The Law Institute of
Victoria at its annual conference supported the
establishment of the facilities. On the other hand we
have renowned academics and practitioners such as Joe
Santamaria, who has quite the opposite view.
Whom are we to believe? I think it puts us all in a
dilemma. There are two European groups. There is the
European Cities on Drug Policy group, which is
advocating a rational, sensible approach to drugs. Then
there is another group known as ECAD, European
Cities Against Drugs, which takes the opposite view.
Cities in ECAD such as Paris and London are totally
against the sorts of proposals that are before Parliament
today while cities such as Berne and Zurich as well as
many Greek and Italian cities that are members of the
European Cities on Drug Policy group have signed a
declaration. So again we are faced with this dilemma —
do we go this way or that way?
In New South Wales the Wood royal commission that
investigated the New South Wales police force
recommended safe injecting facilities almost solely for
the purpose of breaking the nexus between criminal
activity and drug taking. I know I am not the only
member of Parliament who has found it difficult to
decide which way we ought to go.
I now want to turn to some of the things that are
happening in my local area. It is well known that
Springvale is a centre of Victoria’s drug problem. I will
put some figures on the record. From 1 January to
18 September this year Victoria Police prosecuted
652 offenders for 1034 drug offences; 223 of those
offenders were prosecuted for 270 offences of
trafficking in heroin.
The AIDS Prevention Support Unit, in conjunction
with the City of Greater Dandenong, has a syringe
disposal hotline through which people report
inappropriately placed disposed syringes. The total
number of needles and syringes collected through the
use of that hotline has increased from 51 441 in January
to December 1997 to 95 652 for the same period in
1999. It is a massive problem. In Victoria I believe
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somewhere in the vicinity — I do not have the precise
figures — of 3 million to 4 million syringes are actually
given out each year, which indicates the enormous
problem with which we are faced. One of the points
made by the Honourable Andrea Coote is that we
perhaps should be moving to a scheme where to get a
needle you must give a needle back or you must pay for
a needle. I certainly support that.
It could well be argued that the Bracks government has
a mandate to introduce this legislation. Certainly the
Springvale–Dandenong area returned Labor candidates
at the last election, and the issue was well canvassed by
the Labor Party. However, less than 12 months down
the track that community had reversed its views.
The Honourable Maree Luckins in her contribution a
couple of days ago gave the figures and reported on the
very good community consultation program that was
followed. In a press release put out by the City of
Greater Dandenong on 11 May, Bernie Geary, whom I
mentioned previously, congratulated the council on its
consultation process. He said it was the most
comprehensive consultation program he had seen in
Victorian local government and it provided an
opportunity for all sectors of that community to engage
in the current debate.
The Greater Dandenong City Council certainly found
the issue contentious. On 13 June the council debated
the motion:
Council does not support the proposed trial of an injecting
facility in the City of Greater Dandenong based on
overwhelming community opposition.

The interesting thing about that is that it is a
predominantly Labor council, and the Labor councillors
voted against ALP policy. I think that is significant in
itself. Crs Dale Wilson, Naim Melhem, Angela Long,
Paul Donovan, Youhorn Chea, Geraldine Gonsalvez
and Yvonne Herring, all of whom are, I think, members
of the Labor Party — I will stand corrected if one or
two of them are not — voted for the motion. They went
against their own party policy. I must also add that
Cr John Kelly, who is a Liberal Party member, voted
for the same motion, as did Cr Roz Blades. There were
only two councillors who voted against the motion. As
I said, I think that is significant.
In conclusion, after having conducted a lot of research
with much difficulty, I must oppose the legislation. The
bill has missed the real issue, which is a great shame. I
urge the government to do all it can to arrive at
bipartisan policies. The bill sends the wrong message.
Illicit drugs should not be allowed to be used. That is
the most compelling argument; it is what swung me
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more than any other argument. I understand the
government’s intention, but it has put the cart before the
horse. Insufficient consultation has been undertaken;
6 or even 12 months is not enough. Certainly a term of
Parliament is needed for full and proper consultation.
The other reason I object to the legislation is that it does
not break the nexus between criminal activity and drug
use. The final persuasive factor for my opposing the bill
was that I was elected to represent the views of my
community, which has said in a resounding fashion,
‘We do not want this legislation’.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I commence my
contribution to the debate on the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances (Injecting Facilities Trial) Bill
by making a few comments about the issues paper
published by the Drug Policy Expert Committee
entitled ‘Developing a framework for preventing drug
problems’ and refer the house to the opening
comments:
In recent months, most public debate has centred on policing,
harm reduction and aspects of treatment. In the long run,
however, we have to reduce overall drug use in our
community if we are to halt its effects: the rising death toll,
family distress and crime.
Prevention is of fundamental importance …

Page 4 refers in detail to prevention and the three levels
involved: primary prevention, preventing non-users
from taking up drug use; secondary prevention, the
reduction of problems among early users including
preventing use progressing to dependency; and tertiary
prevention, about which the paper states:
Tertiary prevention refers to strategies aimed at reducing
harm (including death) among problem users and helping
those who use to stop, and also needs to be incorporated into a
framework.

I agree entirely with those words and with the need for
Victoria to develop a comprehensive, coordinated
framework to combat the scourge of drugs in the
community. Without a coordinated approach,
Victorians are in a no-win situation.
I take particular exception to the bill, and I will vote
against it because it picks up just one aspect of those
three levels of treatment — that is, supervised injecting
rooms in the tertiary level — and suggests it is the
answer to the state’s drug problem. The Drug Policy
Expert Committee says it is not the be-all and end-all; it
is not the answer to drug problems in Victoria, yet the
house is being asked to support a single aspect
involving tertiary prevention without considering all
other areas that should be incorporated in a coordinated
plan.
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I remind the house that the title of the discussion paper
is ‘Developing a framework for preventing drug
problems’. That is the way we should go. The
framework should be developed in the first instance
before programs within that framework are developed.
As other honourable members have said, and I agree,
the government has put the cart before the horse; it is
asking Parliament to support one aspect of what should
be a coordinated, comprehensive program.
Not for 1 minute do I blame the Drug Policy Expert
Committee for putting the cart before the horse; its
terms of reference dictated that it do so. The
government set the terms of reference covering two
stages: stage 1 asked the committee to implement the
trial supervised injecting room process and stage 2
asked it to develop a more comprehensive policy
framework to deal with drugs. It was not the dictates of
the Drug Policy Expert Committee but the policy of the
government that has led to the house being asked to
agree to the establishment of supervised injecting
rooms. That approach is premature and, as other
honourable members have said, puts the cart before the
horse.
Why did the government ask the Drug Policy Expert
Committee to examine supervised injecting rooms
before the development of an overall framework? The
policy commitment by the ALP prior to the election
was that a Labor government would introduce
supervised injecting rooms. The legislation is based
neither on commonsense nor logic but on an election
promise. That sort of legislation is bad.
A framework policy that attacks the total curse of drugs
in our communities must be in place, but at the moment
the house is taking a piecemeal approach. Schools have
education programs, thanks to the previous coalition
government, which, through the Turning the Tide
initiative, required all schools to develop drug
prevention programs. That has been successful
although it has been in place for only a limited time.
That sort of program must be given time to develop so
its effects can be measured.
Victoria has rehabilitation and treatment programs, but
not nearly enough is being done. Some months ago a
young girl who visited my office spoke about her
willingness to try to rid herself of her drug addiction.
She faced a six-month wait before she could access a
treatment program. The nearest bed was in
Dandenong — 2 hours drive from where she lived. She
could not wait six months; nobody who is desperate to
rid himself or herself of a drug habit can wait for that
length of time before accessing a treatment program.
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Victoria has insufficient treatment programs, and in that
regard I wrote to the Minister for Health in the other
place on 12 July last inquiring about the government’s
initiative to establish youth residential withdrawal
services in Ballarat and Geelong. I applaud the
government’s good initiative. I wanted to know exactly
how many youth withdrawal facilities were available
and whether the government planned to introduce them
into other areas of Victoria.
Recently I received a response from the minister,
although I cannot give the house the exact date the
letter was written. It says the initiative in Ballarat and
Geelong would bring the total number of youth
residential withdrawal beds in Victoria to 32 — that is,
a grand total of 32 places for young people in the whole
of the state! I asked how many would be located in
country Victoria — the beds in Ballarat and Geelong
make eight. There are no beds in Gippsland; the closest
are at Dandenong. Young people are at a disadvantage
if they want to seek admission to treatment programs
because the facilities are not available. I applaud the
government for establishing some facilities at Ballarat
and Geelong, but it must get serious and develop a
comprehensive range of treatment and rehabilitation
programs across the state if it is to be effective in
combating the drug problem.
Victoria also has what I describe as piecemeal,
uncoordinated programs, including a methadone
program. How many people are involved in that
program? I wrote to the health department and inquired
about that and learned that within the Gippsland health
department regional boundaries, which extend beyond
the boundaries of my electorate, 229 people are
registered for methadone programs.
Across the state there would be substantially more. I am
not sure we in this state know the full extent of the drug
problem or the number of people involved in the
methadone program. Such information should be made
available to the house when honourable members are
asked to consider bills of this importance. There are
many needle exchange programs throughout the state.
The last speaker suggested that about 3 million to
4 million needles may be exchanged in any one year. I
raise those issues because each program in itself is
worthwhile. I do not knock them but they must be
coordinated. They all have a place in a framework.
At this point in this state we do not have that
coordinated framework in dealing with drug problems.
It is a piecemeal approach and we are being asked to
support another component of what should be a total
framework to combat drugs in our community. Until
that framework is in place I do not think anybody can
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possibly support this radical proposal of supervised
injecting facilities in this state.
Debate on the bill has been excellent. I have had the
privilege of hearing members such as the Honourable
John Ross, the Honourable Andrea Coote and the
Honourable Andrew Brideson talk about their personal
experiences in examining some of the drug programs in
other countries. The need for a coordinated program
was impressed upon me during a recent parliamentary
study tour. During the parliamentary recess I examined
a number of programs in the Netherlands, in particular
the drug program in Amsterdam. Regardless of whether
one agrees with the components of the policy in
Amsterdam, one could not argue against the
well-coordinated program it has in place.
In the main it is a four-part program: the first
component concentrated on demand reduction,
including education and rehabilitation programs; the
second component on supply reduction, particularly
policing and the supply end of the chain; the third
component was public order and safety, featuring the
separation of hard and soft drug policy in that country;
and the fourth component, which overarched each of
those three, was scientific research. As one of the
people involved in the programs said to me, ‘The
starting point is research. You need to understand your
problem before you can hope to solve it’. I am not
convinced that we know the problem well enough in
this state. I believe research must be undertaken to find
out a whole range of factual information about our
problem and its extent before we can successfully
tackle the drug problem in Victoria.
The average age of heroin addicts has increased in the
Netherlands from 26.8 years in 1981 to 37 years in
1996. It is not considered a young person’s problem; it
is an older person’s problem in the Netherlands. The
percentage of heroin addicts under the age of 22 years
has changed from 14.4 per cent in 1981 to 1.2 per cent
in 1996. There could be argument about why that is the
case in the Netherlands, but that is not relevant to the
debate tonight. What is relevant is the fact that that
country knows its problem well. Do we know the
extent of our problem and the age profile of heroin
addicts in Victoria and Australia? I do not think so.
The issues paper to which I referred earlier spoke about
young people. Is it young people in our society with a
heroin problem? I do not know whether that is the case.
That is the research that should be undertaken before
we examine solutions to the problem. When I was in
the Netherlands I was asked whether it was an offence
in Australia to use drugs, to which I replied that it was,
but then I had to think about that question again
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because there is no law in this country that prohibits
one from using drugs. There are certain laws that make
it illegal to possess drugs, traffic in drugs or produce
drugs but nothing that makes it illegal for a person to
use drugs. That is the same situation in the Netherlands.
People can use drugs without breaking the law. The
legislation endorses the principle that it is not illegal for
a person to use drugs, but if one is bringing drugs into a
facility that is illegal because one is possessing drugs.
Once one is inside the facility it is not illegal to use
drugs. There is a whole range of inconsistencies in the
law and the policies of this country. Research must be
carried out and those issues addressed before taking the
next step of sanctioning injecting rooms.
I was interested to learn the experiences of my
colleagues who looked at user rooms. I came away with
the same impression because the user room I inspected
did not engender me with a great deal of confidence
that the rooms would be successful in Victoria. It was
not a place that I enjoyed visiting. I do not think my
original concept of a user room was one of a pristine
type of medical and clinical environment, but the user
room I inspected was far from that. From the remarks
made by my colleagues it seems that was typical of user
rooms around different parts of the world.
Consideration must be given to all of the reports
published on the topic.
Our starting point on the issue of drugs in our
community is to ensure that research is undertaken
properly. The Netherlands has been doing it for
25 years and we would be lucky to have been doing it
for 25 months. We have a long way to go on research.
The Drug Policy Expert Committee’s first report at
pages 11 and 12 referred to the need for additional
research funding to find cures for drug addiction. It is
important that we put funds into those research
programs to help heroin addicts in this state. Page 11 of
the report referred to the need for a coordinated
program.
In Victoria research must be carried out properly. We
must ensure we know how the various components of
our existing programs interact and the relationship
between the needle exchange, methadone and education
programs as well as the treatment programs. We must
ensure they are coordinated so there is some
cornerstone for people progressing through the various
programs. If a person wants to enter a methadone
program, what is the next step? Is it to progress through
to a treatment program? We must have a coordinated
plan for individuals who are seeking treatment. We
must identify inefficiencies or gaps in the various
programs associated with drugs. User rooms are just
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one aspect of the whole spectrum. Victoria is deficient
in that area, particularly with the availability of
treatment facilities.
My mind is not closed forever and a day on the
possibility of user rooms, but at this point I see no place
for them in the state. We need a coordinated program
and sufficient funds to provide the education and
treatment programs that are required. When those
programs are assessed properly there may be a place in
the future for further prevention programs.
As I said, my mind is not closed. However, I agree with
just about every other speaker, and certainly the
speakers on the opposition side, that the legislation is
premature. Honourable members have to do their
homework. There is much more we can do before
thinking of moving to a last-resort measure — which is
how I view the proposal to establish supervised
injecting rooms.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — This
morning I attended the funeral of a family friend, a
fellow named Keith Jones who was in his 70s. He had
led a very important and constructive life and had a
profound and positive influence on many people. When
thinking about the debate on the bill while I was at the
church service my mind was drawn to the contrast
between a funeral for someone whose life was fully
lived and celebrated and the funerals for many other
people in the community, particularly those killed by
drugs. Their families do not have the chance to mourn
the loved ones they have lost in quite the same way.
The lives of not only young people but also their
families have been shattered and devastated by drugs.
Although this is a very sad debate I agree with a couple
of other speakers in that I think it is also a very good
debate. Some of the speeches made in this debate are
among the best speeches that have been made in this
place for some time. Notwithstanding that honourable
members may be coming from different points of view,
people appreciate the significance of the debate, the
problem with drugs in the community and the fact that
drugs are not someone else’s problem or something that
belongs to certain suburbs and certain socioeconomic
stratas of society or types of people. In fact, the scourge
of drugs has moved right through society. It has
affected a great many families right across Victoria,
right across the country and right throughout the world.
Many thoughtful contributions have been made to the
debate, and I dare say more will be made. I note that in
their contributions a number of opposition members
have not dismissed entirely the proposal for
self-injecting rooms and the prospect of their being part
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of the armory used by the community to stop the havoc
and tragedy that drugs visit upon so many people.
Drugs have cut a swath through the lives of many
young people. There has been an appalling tide of
wasted lives. Yet for me in many ways drugs are not
just a problem but a symptom of a broader problem.
Other issues that line up with drugs include problems
such as anorexia, youth suicide, inappropriate and
dangerous sexual practices among many young people,
and of course alcohol abuse. But of all those problems
for young people — I will come to why I see them as
symptoms in a moment — the drug problem is by far
the most pervasive. Perhaps the reason is that drugs
have the greatest impact on other people — not just on
the people taking them.
The criminal impacts of drugs have been mentioned by
a number of speakers. One speaker tonight said that
many people — male and female — resorted to
prostitution to obtain the funds to support drug habits.
There is a tremendous destruction of families and
friendships because of the pervasiveness of drugs.
It is interesting to reflect on police crime statistics. In
the past couple of years Victoria has been shown to be a
safe place to live. It has recorded some remarkable
success in preventing the escalation of crime that has
been seen in other jurisdictions. I cannot help but
suspect that perhaps that is not just because Victoria is
so good at policing or that people have become better
behaved per se. Rather, I think it is a reflection of the
fact that heroin costs only $20 a cap. It is not as difficult
to raise the money to get a hit as it was in times gone by
when heroin cost $100 a cap, or even more. I wonder
what the impact of drugs on society’s crime statistics
and misery would be if the price of drugs were higher.
Honourable members can take some false comfort from
some of the statistics upon which we rely in press
releases.
I reiterate that, as with other problems — such as
anorexia, alcohol abuse, inappropriate sexual behaviour
and youth suicide — drug taking is a symptom of a
broader problem. Former Premier Jeff Kennett
probably came closest to this when he started talking
about depression and promoting the concept of a
depression institute, an organisation that would be
funded to look at some of the problems people
encountered in their lives. I have no doubt that such
problems, particularly drug taking, are very much an
indication of the isolation of many people, particularly
young people. Drug taking is an indication of the lack
of self-esteem many people have. It indicates fractured
hearts and fractured minds from broken marriages and
relationship breakdowns. It is an indication of society’s
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failure to encourage and recognise the skills,
achievements and contributions of many young people
in small ways to the communities in which they live.
Too often we as a community fall into the trap of
celebrating only the elite — those people who are good
at sport or who excel in the entertainment industry.
Drugs are used by many people of all ages to numb
pain. For many young people the pain is associated
with households that experience physical abuse,
alcoholism, gambling problems or where the taking of
prescription or narcotic drugs is already abused. There
may simply be a feeling of helplessness due to a person
being unable to deal with a family situation that is less
than effective.
Of future concern is the epidemic of recreational drug
use. Many young people in clubs use manufactured
drugs as part of a dance culture to try to make
themselves have a better time — an extraordinary
situation. I am told that the success of the confectionery
item Chupa Chups has a lot to do with drug taking in
clubs. The fact that young people can take these drugs
safely, stay on top of things and not be hurt is a serious
problem. It is a culture with which many young people
are experimenting.
During the debate, which has taken place over a
number of months in the community and in this house
this sessional period, many people, sometimes from the
same organisation but with diverse points of view, have
approached me as a member of Parliament. I know they
have approached my colleagues as well.
For instance, I have received different correspondence
from the Salvation Army. One brigade that claimed to
have particular experience in helping young people
affected by drugs was antagonistic to the prospect of
self-injecting rooms and dismissed it as a proposition
for fighting the drug problem and helping those young
people.
Another brigade on the other side of town at
Maribyrnong suggested that a self-injecting room trial
should be supported because it is one of the initiatives
that may be taken to address this broad social problem.
I have attended community organisations and been
approached by people who have asked me what I was
going to do about this problem. The Herald Sun
contacted me as part of its survey about the voting
intentions of members of the opposition on supervised
injecting facilities. The only time that the Herald Sun or
anyone from the media has contacted me on a policy
issue was during the marijuana debate and on this issue.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — That says something.
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Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — Indeed it does.
Following the publicity about this issue people
approached me about the subject. They were often
people who were members of families that had been
shattered because young family members were addicted
to drugs. In many cases I did not know the pain those
people suffered or what they had been trying to cope
with over many years. They had different views about
what we ought to do. They were not of one mind. Their
wretched experiences did not enable them to provide a
clear direction one way or another to address the drug
problem.
The Victorian AIDS Council, the Law Institute of
Victoria and a range of other organisations referred to
in the course of the debate — I do not want to cover the
same ground as my colleagues — expressed different
points of view. Like the Honourable Andrew Brideson I
discussed the issue with members of branches in my
area. In talking about the problem — they were people
from areas such as Nunawading and Knox — we
understood that we were talking about our sons and
daughters and not someone else’s child in St Kilda,
Footscray or Dandenong. We were talking about the
children of parents from Nunawading, Vermont,
Boronia, Ferntree Gully, Rowville and the many other
communities in my province. They realised it was not
someone else’s problem but a community problem and
that we should look at every measure that impacts on
this scourge.
The debate is characterised by a lot of information and
some misinformation. There has been some
interpretation of statistics. I note the Honourable Peter
Hall referred to the situation in the Netherlands. He said
the experience of heroin taking there was that heroin
addicts were much older than in Victoria. The
honourable member for Warrnambool in the other place
also questioned this odd statistic. He was told that the
reason heroin addicts were older in some countries was
that young people felt it was a dirty drug. They had not
stopped taking drugs but had switched to other drugs.
They were not using heroin because they perceived it to
be dirty and dangerous because of the way it is cut.
The statistics from the United States are not persuasive.
In the United States heroin is not the drug of choice —
cocaine, cocaine derivatives such as amphetamines and
manufactured drugs are the drugs of choice. It is
possible to read the same statistics and research
material and come up with different interpretations. The
point the Honourable Peter Hall made about the need
for more research is an excellent one, and it ought not
be lost on the house or the government, especially if it
wants to tackle the drug problem constructively.
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I am less interested in what is happening in other parts
of the world. I am interested in the observations
honourable members have made and shared with us in
this place. I am interested in what has been said at the
many forums I have attended, many of them with my
colleagues. I am far more interested in what we could
do. It occurs to me, and I hope this is not seen as
frivolous, that we would never have seatbelt or other
road safety legislation if we had waited to find out what
everyone else was doing. Although we ought to learn
from the experience of others and observe what they are
doing, how they run their facilities and their successes
or failures, we ought not be dismissing proposals
because of other people’s experiences. We should be
looking to see how they can be done better.
The Liberal Party issued a policy entitled ‘Combating
drugs — a safer way’. I do not propose to go through
the policy, because the Honourable Maree Luckins
covered it in detail in opening the debate, but it is far
more comprehensive and takes a more holistic
approach to the drug problem than the bill now before
the house. It tackles areas such as enforcement,
rehabilitation and research. I do not say those things are
necessarily successful by themselves, but they are part
of the package.
I am mindful of the role detox plays in this issue. I note
some other honourable members have also referred to
it. I do not think detox is a particularly effective weapon
against the drug problem, because drugs are a chemical
and it is fairly easy to balance the chemicals and detox
someone in a matter of hours or days depending on
what they take and for how long they have taken it.
That is not the problem. The rebalancing of chemicals
is not the problem. The problem is fixing the mind-set
that provides the motivation to take the drugs in the first
place. Often a person can be detoxed, but he or she is
then sent back to the same abusive house, the same
alcohol-affected house or the same peer group that eggs
the person on and got him or her started in the first
place. If you have not fixed the mind-set there is no
way the detox will last. It is simply a chemical
rebalancing and getting back the equilibrium in that
person’s life for a short period.
Work must be done on rehabilitation. There have been
some significant contributions during the debate and in
the community about rehabilitation meeting the needs
of people who wish to deal with their drug problems.
That surely must be one area the government should
address. Statistics suggest it usually takes the average
heroin user about 10 years before he weans himself off
drugs. He makes many attempts along the way.
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There are many road-to-Damascus experiences. Many
of them are particularly affected by family crises. Those
people do not necessarily want to lose touch with their
families or friends or with other aspects of their lives,
but they know the drug is ripping them apart. They
certainly try to overcome the problem. Detox is a part
of it, but detox by itself does not work.
I agree with the point made by the Honourable Andrew
Brideson that the government can almost claim a
mandate in this area, probably more so than it can with
most other legislation that it brings to this house. The
policy enshrined in this legislation was put to the
electorate. It was challenged by some opposition
members who were then in government, and in those
areas where it was challenged by and large the Labor
Party would have to say that it did well, as Mr Brideson
said. The issue was taken to the people in the Benalla
by-election and Labor won the seat from the National
Party.
I think there is an element of mandate in this, and
therefore the house needs to tread carefully. It is one
reason why opposition members have been very careful
in the debate today; they have not dismissed outright
the prospect of injecting rooms in the future. Many of
my colleagues have referred to self-injecting rooms, not
safe injecting rooms, because there is nothing to
suggest they are safe.
I believe this is a health issue. I do not see it as a
criminal issue when we are talking about the addicts. I
certainly believe there is some carrot and stick in this
whole debate. I believe in vigorous enforcement and
getting into those people who wreak such havoc on
other people’s lives by profiteering through drugs. But
when it comes to people affected by the drugs,
particularly young people, I regard it as a health issue. It
is also a health issue for the broader community,
particularly in the context of the spread of AIDS and
hepatitis. Therefore we need to look carefully at how
we treat this issue and how we try to stop this scourge.
As I said, it is everyone’s kids. There are no
socioeconomic boundaries here. The bill has a number
of problems. One relates to the involvement of the
police to the extent envisaged by the minister’s
second-reading speech and as mentioned during debate
on the bill. If the police are too heavily involved in the
operation of the self-injecting rooms you run the real
risk of scaring away the very people you would
otherwise bring to those rooms and then have an
opportunity to support, counsel and redirect to other
programs in due course as they move through a process
in their own mind.
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I am also concerned about the prospect of people
bringing their own drugs because we have already
heard about the danger of particular drugs — the way
they are cut with other substances or the way they are
supplied on the street. Like Mr Brideson I agree it
would have been much better to have prescription
heroin. I wish the government had pursued that issue
further with the federal government to achieve that
goal. It certainly would have made self-injecting rooms
far more effective as one initiative in countering the
drug problem. I also express concern about some of the
liability issues. I am not sure they have been
satisfactorily resolved either. I note in New South
Wales, where similar legislation has been passed, the
liability issue is preventing one of the self-injecting
rooms from even opening its doors, despite it being
some months since the legislation was passed.
I agree with Mr Brideson and some of my colleagues
on this side of the house that the legislation was
presented to the house far too hastily, that perhaps it
was not developed in the same bipartisan way that I
think the drug issue was tackled prior to the change of
government.
I have noted the continuing support of a number of
councils — Yarra, Maribyrnong, Port Phillip —
notwithstanding the withdrawal of the City of Greater
Dandenong, as was mentioned in the debate, from the
proposed trial. I have also noted that another
municipality, the City of Melbourne, is either this very
night or tomorrow discussing another package of
initiatives to try to combat the drug problem in the city.
The council is looking for more resources from the state
government and committing more of its own resources
than perhaps a local government authority ought to be
required to commit.
There is no doubt that drugs are everybody’s problem.
There is no doubt that they are an intergovernment
problem and that federal, state and local governments
need to work together on the issue.
During the course of some of the discussions I had with
community groups I was asked what I saw as the way
to stop drugs. I did not have an answer as such, but I
said that what I see as the best insurance against drugs
is to love your kids and to encourage them, to invest
time in your relationship with them, especially when
they are young, to provide them with a set of values and
give them confidence in knowing they can come to you
as a parent for support and assistance in any personal
crisis, and to teach them that there are no supermen or
wonder women who are indestructible or invulnerable
and that drugs can affect anybody. The only real
insurance against drugs is to establish better
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relationships with your children and with the other
people in your community.
The proposal that has been put by this government is
certainly not heaven. It is at best a lifeline from hell, I
guess, but I certainly accept that self-injecting rooms
could be a part of the armoury against drug abuse.
Debate adjourned on motion of
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash).
Debate adjourned until next day.

DUTIES BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Hon. M. M. GOULD
(Minister for Industrial Relations).

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

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

Schools: Yarram athletics team
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I raise with the
Minister for Sport and Recreation, representing the
Minister for Education — I am sure the minister will
have an interest in the subject — a matter concerning
the state schools athletics championships.
The Yarram district schools, like most district schools,
conduct an annual athletics carnival for primary schools
and winners participate in zone finals. From the zone
finals the winners and winning teams go on to compete
in state championships in Melbourne. For many young
country students competing in the big time in
Melbourne is their Olympic Games.
The Yarram district entered four girls in the
10-years-of-age relay team competing at the Gippsland
zone finals in Sale. The 10-year-old and 9-year-old girls
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came from Woodside Primary School and St Mary’s
Primary School and two came from Yarram Primary
School. They were competing for the first time in their
first zone finals. It was an amalgamated team from
several schools because of the small size of many of the
schools in the Yarram area.
Those little girls won the relay and there was absolute
jubilation at their winning because they were off to
Melbourne to compete in their Olympic Games.
However, no invitation arrived for the relay team to
compete in Melbourne. The reason was that they were
deemed to have fielded an illegal team in the zone
championships because the combined enrolment of the
primary schools in the Yarram district marginally
exceeded 300. That was a great disappointment to the
9 and 10-year-old girls.
It seems to me that the rules are somewhat unjust in that
the girls were able to compete in the zone finals but
were not able to compete in the state championships.
My request is for the minister to look at this matter — it
is an issue of humanity, and I would hate the four
young girls to be disappointed — to see whether there
is any way the rules can be adjusted to enable these four
girls from rural primary schools to participate in the
state athletics championships.

Delta Car Rentals
Hon. E. C. CARBINES (Geelong) — I raise with
the Minister for Consumer Affairs a concern of a
constituent who lives in Ocean Grove. Earlier this year
he went on holiday to Cape Byron in New South
Wales, where he hired a car from Delta Car Rentals.
During his holiday another driver reversed into his hire
car, admitted liability for the accident and left. When
my constituent returned the car to Delta Car Rentals at
the end of his holiday he was told that even though the
accident was not his fault he had to pay $1000, which
would be returned to him within six weeks after the car
was fixed.
Now, seven months later, the car has been fixed but my
constituent’s money has not been returned. He has rung
Delta Car Rentals 14 times and has not received an
answer about the $1000 he paid. My constituent has
poignantly explained to me the dire economic position
in which the accident has left him through no fault of
his own. I would appreciate the minister taking up the
matter on behalf of my constituent and advising me
accordingly.
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Delatite: boundaries
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I direct
my question to the Minister for Resources and Energy,
representing the Minister for Local Government in the
other place. Recently I had the pleasure of a visit to
Mansfield with my colleague the Honourable Graeme
Stoney. I spent part of the previous day with my
colleague Geoff Craige in other parts of their electorate
but I had a very good day in Mansfield with the
Honourable Graeme Stoney.
Early on Wednesday morning I addressed a function
called Breakfast with a Bite at which five of the
Delatite shire councillors were present. Three of them
were the Mansfield connection — Crs Twycross,
Cummins and Graves — and two had come over from
Benalla — the mayor, Ken Whan, and Peter Brown.
My visit took place very soon after the terms had been
set for the review of the boundaries of Delatite shire. As
many honourable members would know, there is some
tension about the boundaries. There are four councillors
from Benalla and four from Mansfield and there is
some question about whether it is an appropriate
structure for local government. That was a hot topic at
the breakfast at which I spoke and I was interested in
the views of many people there.
I would particularly like to raise two issues of concern
about the review. The first is that the minister has not
endorsed the terms of reference for the review which is
about to take place and which will cost $50 000. The
chief executive told the council last week that the
biggest disaster that could befall the review would be to
have the minister say after it was finished that the
process was not satisfactory.
The review has been signed off by the Municipal
Association of Victoria and the Victorian Local
Governance Association and they are looking for the
minister to say that the review is okay and that that is
the direction to go. The second issue is that they are
very keen to have advice from the minister that once
the review is complete and the results are known, the
minister and the government will abide by the findings
of the reference panel.

Energy Smart program
Hon. G. D. ROMANES (Melbourne) — I direct a
matter to the Minister for Energy and Resources. It
relates to a question earlier today when the minister
explained to the house that the Sustainable Energy
Authority Victoria was undertaking an Energy Smart
program with the objective of achieving better
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management of energy in government state schools. I
am aware of Sydney’s achievements with the green
Olympics that took place over the past few weeks.
Ecologically sustainable guidelines were set up at the
beginning of the preparations for the Sydney Olympics
and the environmental achievements have been
considerable.
I am also aware that setting targets is part of achieving
those outcomes. I am mindful that the Bracks
government is about to embark upon a major program
of facility development in Victorian schools and that
that will involve well over $100 million. It is important
that facilities be developed with ecologically
sustainable development principles in mind as that
would be an investment for the future, particularly in
regard to the recurrent cost of running schools. I ask the
minister to raise with the Minister for Education in
another place the proposal that the program for facilities
development in schools adopt clear ecologically
sustainable development targets.

Schools: integration aides
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — I raise an
issue with the Minister for Sport and Recreation,
representing the Minister for Education in another
place. On 19 October I received a letter from Mr David
Harcoan, coordinator of the Western Hume regional
information and advocacy council. Mr Harcoan wrote
to me on behalf of Faye Noonan, whose daughter
Courtney has a learning disability. Mrs Noonan has
tried unsuccessfully over the past few years to have an
integration aide appointed through the Department of
Education, Employment and Training for her daughter.
Both parents believe Courtney’s work level has
deteriorated, particularly this year, and she is in need of
one-on-one assistance to enable her to achieve at
school. Mr Harcoan tells me that although Courtney’s
score is below 66 to 69, which is lower than the cut-off
point, she does not fit directly into one category and
that makes it difficult to categorise her.
On 20 July Mr Harcoan wrote to the acting general
manager of the school programs and student welfare
division asking why Courtney’s request for an
integration aide was rejected. Courtney’s assessment
places her in the lowest 1 per cent of the population for
her age group. Glenda Jones, a registered psychologist,
assessed Courtney as fitting the criteria relating to
adoptive behaviour which meets the requirement for the
program for students with disabilities and impairments.
Courtney’s full-scale IQ indicates that she is eligible to
receive additional support in the classroom. Her
classroom results are showing a huge decline in her
learning abilities compared with her classmates.
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Mr Don Tyrer wrote to Mr Harcoan on 13 September
advising him that insufficient information was provided
indicating a history of significant and ongoing
disability. Mr Tyrer said that given the evidence
provided at that time eligibility for the program for
students with disabilities and impairments was not able
to be established by the resources coordination group.
A further application on behalf of Courtney for support
through the program for students with disabilities and
impairments has been received from the Dawes Road
Primary School. This application is now to be
considered by the resources coordination group in the
2001 annual application round.

minister to the reported agreement struck with New
South Wales and more particularly the extent to which
the redirected water flow is to be secured by direct
purchase of irrigation entitlements. I ask the minister to
clarify the position: is the direct purchase of water to be
only ‘ancillary’ to the government’s strategy as she
claimed earlier today during question time or is it to be
‘fundamental’ as she described it when responding to a
question last Tuesday? I am not the only Victorian who
would consider that the purchase of water cannot be
both ancillary and fundamental. I invite the minister to
advise the house which description is the most
appropriate.

I ask the Minister for Education to review Courtney’s
case and ensure that Courtney receives an integration
aide in 2001 if she meets the criteria. Will the minister
ask her department in future to obtain the information
required to enable each case to be fully investigated
before it is rejected, because rejection results in a young
student being without the necessary help that an
integration aide can give and requires another
application to be made?

Victoria: independence anniversary

Holden: engine plant
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I raise a
matter for the Minister for Industrial Relations, who
represents the Premier. The Holden factory has
provided jobs for thousands of Fishermans Bend and
Port Melbourne residents for more than 65 years and is
a landmark in the area. The factory has given training to
many migrants; for many it is the first job they have. It
has great significance in my electorate of Monash
Province. Nancy U’Ren’s book entitled A History of
Port Melbourne says that the current site was sold to
General Motors-Holden in 1935 for ₤40 000. At times
the factory has employed over 4000 people at any one
time.
The Leader of the Opposition and the Liberal Party are
very keen to see the Victorian government attract the
1000-job Holden engine plant to Fishermans Bend.
That is a vital issue for all Victorians, especially Peter
Katsambanis and me as the members for Monash
Province where Fishermans Bend is located. Will the
Premier advise me what action the government is
taking to encourage Holden to establish its engine plant
at Fishermans Bend?

Snowy River
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I raise an issue
with the Minister for Energy and Resources, as the
minister responsible for securing increased
environmental flows in the Snowy River. I refer the

Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — My
question is to the Minister for Industrial Relations,
representing the Premier. The first of July 2001 marks
the 150th anniversary of the independence of Victoria
when it became a colony in its right. That was the day
Victoria gained its own Parliament, a day I am sure all
honourable members would agree has a great deal of
significance. For many years the Victoria day council
has played an important role in celebrating this great
day with the reading of the proclamation, the
presentation of awards, a re-enactment of the first day
and many other events. I ask the minister to refer the
matter to the Premier and ask whether the government
will be involved in this celebration and how it will
support the council in its efforts to make it a memorable
event.

Wild dogs: control
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Energy and
Resources for referral to her colleague the Minister for
Environment and Conservation in another place. I refer
to the vexed question of wild dogs in north-eastern
Victoria and Gippsland. Mr President, you may recall
that in the life of the former Labor government under
Mr John Cain, the highly principled Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands at the time, the
Honourable Rod Mackenzie, whom many of us
remember with some admiration, introduced legislation
to ban the use of steel-jawed traps. At the time that
might have been considered a good move but it had the
consequence of leading to a huge increase in the
incidence of wild dog attacks on farmers’ flocks in
north-eastern Victoria and Gippsland. The substitute
device, the treadle snare, and the construction of
electric fences have resulted in only moderate success
in controlling that pest animal.
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Currently, the north-east is suffering a severe outbreak
of wild dog attacks. This season, many farmers,
including Mr John Blair of Cudgewa and farmers in the
Tallangatta Valley, are losing not just the odd sheep but
dozens if not hundreds of lambs, as has the Clydesdale
family at Tintaldra.
The minister has in place a review of pest animals but
some action needs to be taken ahead of that being
concluded and decisions taken. I understand that one of
the dog men has been on holidays and has not been
replaced in his absence. There has also been the
problem of the department having only one horse float,
which makes it very difficult for the dog men to get into
the most appropriate places where they might actually
capture the pest animals.
If a private owner had a dog that was inflicting such
harm on another landowner’s flock there would be an
outcry. In this case, the government is the landowner
and the land manager and it has a responsibility to
protect defenceless animals from marauding dogs. I ask
the minister in another place to take appropriate action.
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redevelopment. The Kronheimer block was opened in
1905. Zeltner Hall, which was opened as a social hall
for people who used the facility, was built with a
significant donation from Meyer Zeltner and his family
in 1917, and has significant historic and heritage value
and appears to stand in the way of the proposed
redevelopment.
Heidelberg House, opened in 1939, was one of
Melbourne’s first private hospitals and is significant
and of historic value. Davies House, opened in 1881, is
filed on the National Trust register and although not yet
classified is noted as worthy of consideration. The
magnificent Marion Drummond building standing on
the elevated part of the site is a further example of a
building worthy of preservation.
Will the minister release the government’s detailed
proposals for the redevelopment of the site as soon as
possible and give an assurance that the buildings and
structures of significance on the Austin campus will be
retained and protected from destruction?

Rail: customer service officers
Austin and Repatriation Medical Centre
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — I raise
with the Leader of the Government, representing the
Minister for Health in the other place, the
redevelopment of the Austin and Repatriation Medical
Centre in Heidelberg, announced recently by the
government.
Many of my constituents have raised with me the
prospect of a second-rate facility on a second-rate site,
with the government’s decision to build on the Austin
campus rather than the former repatriation hospital
campus. The repat campus was almost unanimously
perceived by all associated with the Austin and
Repatriation Medical Centre as the most appropriate
site for redevelopment. My constituents are grateful that
some progress is being made and I am sure they would
not prejudice that progress by criticising the
government’s decision in this case. However, the
government has taken that decision as a fulfilment of its
pre-election commitment without considering the
interests of those who will use the facility.
Given that decision, I ask: what measures will the
government take to ensure that buildings and structures
of historic and cultural significance and heritage value
on the Austin campus site will be preserved? For
example, the original foundation stone of the former
Austin Hospital for Incurables, which was laid in 1881,
remains on the forecourt of the Austin hospital campus
and must be retained as a prominent feature of any

Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I direct a
matter to the attention of the Minister for Energy and
Resources, representing the Minister for Transport in
another place. The matter has been raised with me by a
young man who is a member of the National Party’s
McEwen branch. The young man, who had caught the
7.29 p.m. train from Camberwell to Alamein, noticed
some customer service officers walking through the
train inspecting tickets. He also noticed that they had
their plastic name badges on but no official shield such
as ticket inspectors used to wear. When they got to the
last passenger in the carriage, he heard the passenger
say to them that he did not have a ticket because he had
only a $50 note and the ticket machines would give
only $10 in change. The passenger said that he intended
to buy his ticket when he reached his destination, which
often happens.
The young man said that the three so-called customer
service officers then assaulted the passenger by
attempting to eject him from the train and one of them
threatened him with a raised fist. The passenger further
resisted the attempts by clutching one of the handrails
near the entrance of the train. The young man said that
he had never seen such an appalling display of
violence.
As the train approached his station, he walked to the
other end of the carriage — which showed a bit of
courage — and told the customer service officers that
they had committed an assault against the passenger,
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they should have been wearing their badges, and the
passenger should get their badge numbers and file a
complaint.
Immediately their aggressive behaviour evaporated and
they became quite apologetic to the passenger. He said
he was not aware, and neither am I, that train or tram
conductors have been authorised to make physical
contact with passengers and he suspected, and I do too,
that the procedure is to call the police to eject the
passenger. I wonder what control the Minister for
Transport has over those contractors that they feel free
to go around assaulting customers in front of a carriage
full of people. He made the comment that he thought
some of the female passengers in the carriage were
highly distressed and would think twice before using
public transport again.
I ask the Minister for Transport to investigate the
behaviour of customer service officers to ensure
incidents such as this do not happen again.

Legislation: section 85 statements
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — My question,
directed to the Minister for Small Business in her
capacity as the representative of the Attorney-General
in the other place, concerns an issue I raised on 10 May
also for the attention of the Attorney-General. It
concerns section 85 statements about bills. Given the
government’s policy before the last election, its
pronouncements and the high-sounding principles it
expressed when it criticised the previous government
and sought a particular policy stance, with the Premier
promising in a speech to the Law Institute of Victoria in
September 1999 that he would amend 200 pieces of
legislation, I point out that that is not what has
happened.
As of last week — I have not updated the figures to
include today — 24.7 per cent of bills that have come
before this Parliament have required section 85
statements. As members on the other side of the house
well know, the statements are necessary when a bill
will remove the right of Victorians to appeal to the
Supreme Court. Given its statements before the last
election, I believe the government should honour its
election commitments and ensure that that right is
protected.
I ask the Attorney-General, through the minister, what
measures he has in place to ensure that the right of
Victorians to appeal to the Supreme Court is protected
and what monitoring process he has in place to ensure
that a quarter of the bills coming before the house do
not require section 85 statements. There are occasions
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when it is necessary, but this frequency is not
appropriate.

Bendigo: healthy eating service
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — I again raise
issue with the Minister for Industrial Relations,
representing the Minister for Health in another place, an
issue I raised last week regarding the eating disorder
clinic in Bendigo. There seems to be some confusion in
the Bendigo region because of the press statement
attributed to the honourable member for Bendigo East
in another place, Jacinta Allan, who is reported in the
Bendigo Advertiser of 26 October in an article headed
‘City health push’ as having said that the eating
disorder clinic is to go ahead.
The issue that is causing confusion is that Ms Allan is
referring to funding that has been provided to establish
mental health teams across Victoria. I am confused —
as I know many people in the health sector in Bendigo
are confused — about whether funding will be
provided for the establishment of the eating disorder
clinic in Bendigo out of the $22 million provided for
mental health teams. Quite rightly, the mental health
teams will be in 22 locations across metropolitan and
rural and regional areas. Those 22 areas are to share in
$22 million of funding. According to the honourable
member for Bendigo East the money is to help with
eating disorders, depression, anxiety and other mental
health problems, including schizophrenia and bipolar
mood disorders, as well as post-trauma, stress and
indigenous problems, to name just a few.
My question is how much of the money announced by
Ms Allan last week — that is, $22 million — will be
allocated to the Bendigo Health Care Group for the
establishment of an eating disorder clinic?

Police: Korumburra traffic management unit
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) — My
question is directed to the Minister for Sport and
Recreation in his capacity as the representative of the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services in another
place. I seek the minister’s assistance in communicating
an issue of significant concern to my constituents in
Korumburra and the surrounding district.
For most of this year a large number of constituents in
Korumburra have protested about the forthcoming
transfer of the police traffic management unit (TMU)
from Korumburra to Wonthaggi. After considerable
lobbying by the local council, several community
organisations and me, our representations have been
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unsuccessful and the police TMU is expected to move
to Wonthaggi in the next few months.
The significant community of Korumburra is worried
that the transfer of the nine police officers from the
Korumburra TMU base will be to the detriment of the
policing in the area and will seriously decrease the
policing resources in the district. Only five to seven
officers will be left. I understand and accept that the
allocation of police resources is a matter for Victoria
Police to manage, and I am aware that the police have
the right to make operational decisions as they see fit.
Having said that, I point out that there is real concern in
Korumburra about the diminution of policing because
of the reduction in the number of officers in the town.
When the TMU officers transfer to Wonthaggi only
five to seven officers will be left to provide police
services to this complex, varied and significant regional
area of more than 5000 people.
The town of Foster has five to seven officers with only
half the population. The community of Korumburra is
growing increasingly upset at the loss of its nine TMU
officers and is apprehensive that the remaining officers
will not be able to provide a suitable service. I ask the
minister to raise this issue with the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services and seek an assurance that
police services in Korumburra will be adequate when
the TMU officers are transferred to Wonthaggi.

Waverley Park
Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) — I refer the
attention of the Minister for Sport and Recreation to
Waverley Park. Previously the minister said he had
asked the Urban Land Corporation to investigate
potential solutions for the facility. I have since
discovered that the minister made that request to the
ULC on 22 March. Given that the request was made
seven months ago, will the minister advise details of the
information provided to him by the corporation?

Ballarat: rates
Hon. W. I. SMITH (Silvan) — The matter I direct
to the attention of the Minister for Energy and
Resources as the representative of the Minister for
Local Government in the other place concerns the City
of Ballarat. The Ballarat Courier of 30 October reports
that the council has increased its rates to such an extent
that 3600 of its 36 000 ratepayers have objected. That
means the owners of 1 in 10 homes are officially
objecting to the rate increases. Some home owners are
facing rate increases of up to 58 per cent. The
revaluation of properties has led to the increases.
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The concern is that many people are finding themselves
in the position of being asset rich but cash poor. The
people fitting into that category include widows,
pensioners, small business owners and farmers. I ask
the minister to inquire into the matter and determine
what can be done the assist the people caught up in the
problem.

Boating: facility grants
Hon. G. R. CRAIGE (Central Highlands) — I
direct to the attention of the Minister for Energy and
Resources the public recreation boating facilities
program. The minister has clearly outlined the reasons
for the grants. A lovely pamphlet with the minister’s
photograph on the front explains the locations of the
grants. The pamphlet explains that:
The program is designed to provide assistance to waterway
and foreshore managers to develop and construct facilities to
improve the safe access to Victoria’s waterways.

The grants deal with such things as better public ramps,
boarding jetties, onshore facilities and safety signage.
The minister has indicated that that money is collected
through boat registrations. The pamphlet then says:
Grants are made after an application process. The Minister for
Ports, Candy Broad, allocates the grants after considering
representations made to her by the State Boating Council.

The point I raise is that a boating facilities improvement
program grant must provide a direct benefit to the users
of a facility, and the criteria are set out.
Will the minister explain details of grant no. 6, as
detailed on the pamphlet, which is an allocation of
$20 000 to Goulburn Murray Water for a research study
into the impact of boating water quality and how that
relates to the criteria laid down?

Consumer affairs: payday lenders
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — The matter I
direct to the attention of the Minister for Sighs and
Whispers, the Minister for Consumer Affairs — —
Hon. E. C. Carbines — On a point of order,
Mr President, it is inappropriate for the honourable
member to refer to the minister in such a way.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — I am quite happy to
withdraw.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Honourable members
should know the rules. If a member who is in the
chamber is offended by a remark made about him or
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her, he or she is entitled to object to it. It is not up to
somebody else to object on his or her behalf. If the
member were absent, somebody else could object.
There is no point of order.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — I am sorry, I have a
vicious sense of humour.
I notice that Alan Bond has recently purchased a British
franchise, Chequexchange, and is setting up a minibank
network called Money Centre. It proposes to function
as a payday lender. The minister will be aware, because
I note she has been asked about payday lending, that
they are lenders of last resort to people who are
particularly vulnerable. They avoid the national
consumer credit code by limiting the loan period to
62 days but charge outrageous interest on usually small
amounts lent to people. They also obtain what I
consider to be a rather excessive amount of personal
information from the people, including bank account
details and so forth, and use direct debit forms to enable
them to recruit loans.
Alan Bond is probably not the most appropriate person
to be running such an operation. I am more concerned
about the concept of payday lenders.
What is the minister proposing to do at this stage to
protect those people in the community who may be
required because of their financial positions to go to
those lenders?

Frankston: black spot funding
Hon. B. C. BOARDMAN (Chelsea) — I raise a
matter with the Minister for Energy and Resources,
who represents the Minister for Transport in another
place. I was pleased to read this morning on the ‘Flier’
web site and in the Frankston-Hastings Independent
about black spot funding for the Mornington Peninsula.
A total of $1.3 million is being allocated through the
Transport Accident Commission black spot funding
program for the peninsula, of which $820 000 is to go
to the City of Frankston. Although I welcome that
funding allocation — anybody would, because it is
important to ensure that appropriate road infrastructure
is developed to improve safety for motorists — I inform
the minister that it is nothing more than a bandaid
solution to what is a complex problem.
Prior to the last election I had the good fortune to
accompany the former roads minister, the Honourable
Geoff Craige, when he dedicated his time to travel to
Frankston to announce that $600 000 would be
allocated for traffic lights to be installed at the
intersection at Robinsons Road and Moorooduc
Highway. The community was pleased about the
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overdue project and embraced it wholeheartedly. The
minister was regarded as a facilitator of a vital
community asset. Unfortunately when the government
was elected that project was one of the first to be
scrapped.
A considerable amount of history is involved,
particularly strong advocacy from the local Labor
members of Parliament, including the honourable
member for Frankston East in the other place and my
counterpart, the Honourable Bob Smith, and his
electorate officer, the mayor of Frankston, Cr Conroy,
who said they were disappointed that Vicroads had yet
again stuffed the City of Frankston over funding
allocations. The two members of Parliament and the
mayor are utterly ineffective. With their close links to
the minister they should be able to negotiate on behalf
of their constituents to obtain a better outcome than
simple bandaid road funding.
I ask the minister to comment on the government’s
long-term road funding strategy to ensure the City of
Frankston receives the resources it thoroughly deserves.

Youth: suicide prevention
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I seek the
assistance of the Minister for Youth Affairs about youth
suicide. It is a well-known fact that Australia and
Victoria have one of the leading youth suicide rates in
the industrialised world. In more practical terms that
means that more than half of the total number of
suicides in Victoria annually occur in the under-35 age
group.
From 1986 to 1992 the rural suicide rate rose while the
urban rate fell. The most obvious rise in rural suicides
was among males aged 15 to 24 years. Translated
further, that means some 94 young people in Victoria
took their lives in 1998 — 72 young men and 22 young
women.
I am sure the minister will agree that youth suicide is
one of the most alarming social trends of this
generation of young people. That was clearly evidenced
in the recently distributed document, ‘Youth voice of
Victoria 2000’, which arose from the Youth Week
deliberations. Here For Life is an organisation that
works among youth to prevent and intervene in youth
suicide to save lives. It made a submission to the
Minister for Health for core services funding for 2001
and beyond. It has requested $100 000 a year for the
next three years to be directed to expanding its
emergency crisis counselling service; to staff and
volunteer training in emergency crisis counselling; to
the production and distribution of educational material;
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and to the expansion of its Internet presence,
recognising it is the most important medium for young
people of this generation. It registered some
500 000 hits last year.
The organisation has estimated that the core demand on
its services has risen by 75 per cent over the past five
years, and I am advised it has saved the lives of around
70 young people in Victoria in each of those past five
years.
I ask the minister, in his capacity as youth affairs
spokesman for the government and as an advocate for
young people in Victoria: will he, as a matter of
urgency, make personal representations to his colleague
the Minister for Health in another place and actively
lobby in favour of the provision of funding for the Here
For Life submission?

Geelong Hospital
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — I raise a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Industrial Relations,
who is the representative in this place of the Minister
for Health. By way of introduction, I report that last
night at a function in Geelong the council recognised
the service to the Geelong community of Mrs Patricia
Heath. I was pleased to attend that function.
Hon. B. C. Boardman — Were any other members
there?
Hon. I. J. COVER — I can speak only for the
Liberal members. The honourable member for South
Barwon was there, and the honourable member for
Bellarine sent his apology. I do not know about any of
the government members.
Hon. B. C. Boardman — Where was the other
member for Geelong Province?
Hon. E. C. Carbines — On a point of order,
Mr President, before opposition members go too far
down this path, I would like to explain why I was not
there last night.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The raising of a point
of order is not an opportunity for providing an
explanation why a member did not attend a particular
function. I will allow Mrs Carbines to spell out her
point of order, but I just point out that it is not a time for
explaining something she did not like to hear.
Hon. E. C. Carbines — Opposition members were
casting aspersions as to the reason I was not in
attendance last night, and I think I have the right to
explain that my son — —
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Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! There is no point of
order.
Hon. I. J. COVER — Mrs Heath has given
34 years of service to Geelong Health Care Services,
having been president of the hospital board since 1979
and of Barwon Health since its formation in 1998. The
list of her contributions to the community is enormous.
There is not sufficient time for me to go through them
tonight, but let me say her service has been outstanding.
The annual general meeting of Barwon Health today
was the last official duty for Mrs Heath. I am sad to say
that it coincided with reports that the chronic pain
service at the Geelong Hospital is under threat. Clearly
doctors and hospital management are being faced with
making critical decisions about services because, as
doctors have confirmed, the hospital does not have the
money to continue to operate at current levels.
These issues have been raised with me and my
colleagues in Geelong in recent weeks; indeed, I raised
them in the debate last week only to be accused on
more than one occasion of scaremongering.
A spokesman for the minister recently told the Geelong
Advertiser that specialist areas of the hospital would
never be shut or scaled down. In that light I call on the
minister to act on the Geelong Hospital’s deficit
funding crisis so that chronic pain services are not cut.
It would be an appropriate way for the minister to pay
his own tribute to Mrs Heath, who has given so much to
the hospital.

Questions on notice: answers
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I raise
an issue with the Minister for Industrial Relations, who
tabled answers to a series of questions on notice in
Parliament this afternoon.
I noted that the answer to question 871 was not
mentioned in the series of answers that was read out.
However, on examining the answers I noticed that in
the answers to question 994 through to 1000 reference
is made to the response to question 871 and a copy of
what is alleged to be an answer to question 871 is
attached as part of the answer to each of those
questions.
Given that that answer is attached as part of the
response to other answers that were provided, why was
it not possible for the minister to table the answer to
question 871 in Parliament this afternoon?
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Responses
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — The Honourable Andrea Coote raised a
matter for referral to the Premier, and I will ask him to
respond in the usual manner.
The Honourable Sang Nguyen also raised a matter for
referral to the Premier, and I will ask him to respond in
the usual manner.
The Honourable Carlo Furletti raised a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Health. I will ask him to
respond in the normal manner.
The Honourable Ron Best raised a matter for the
Minister for Health. I will ask him to respond in the
normal manner.
The Honourable Ian Cover raised a matter for the
Minister for Health. I will ask him to respond to the
honourable member in the usual manner.
The Honourable Peter Katsambanis raised an issue
relating to today’s answers to questions on notice 994
to 1000. He said question 871 had not been answered. I
do not know the reason. I will have to take it on notice.
I am not sure who that question was directed to,
whether it was to me or to — —
Hon. P. A. Katsambanis — It was to the Minister
for Small Business.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — I will look into the matter,
get an answer back to the honourable member and
ensure that the answer is tabled tomorrow.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The Honourable Bill Forwood requested
that the Minister for Local Government consider a
review process of the Delatite shire with a view to
committing to the process and the outcomes of the
review. I will refer the matter to the minister.
The Honourable Glenyys Romanes requested that I
raise with the Minister for Education the application of
clear ecologically sustainable development targets to
the facilities review in education. I will raise the matter
with the minister.
In response to the question asked by the Honourable
Roger Hallam, which will no doubt be further debated
tomorrow, I repeat that the government’s expectation is
that the bulk of water to provide environmental flows
for the Snowy River will be found by investing in water
savings that can be made from improvements to the
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efficiency of the irrigation distribution system to the
mutual benefit of irrigators and the Snowy River.
The Honourable Bill Baxter requested that the Minister
for Environment and Conservation take action to
protect farm animals in the north-east from attacks by
wild dogs. I will refer the matter to the minister.
The Honourable Barry Bishop requested the Minister
for Transport to investigate the behaviour of customer
service officers. That is a matter I will refer to the
minister.
The Honourable Wendy Smith requested the Minister
for Local Government to investigate what action has
been taken — I have lost my note as to what the
question was about.
Hon. W. I. Smith — To inquire — —
Hon. G. R. Craige — Into rate rises.
Hon. W. I. Smith — And also to look at assistance
to those who are caught in the gap.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — She asked the minister to
investigate what action has been taken to assist those
affected by rate rises. I will refer the matter to the
minister.
The Honourable Geoff Craige requested an explanation
about the grant to Goulburn Murray Water and the
criteria for that grant program. I am sure the State
Boating Council will provide details of the criteria to
me, and I will pass them on to the honourable member.
Hon. G. R. Craige — You approved it
Hon. C. C. BROAD — There were a lot of them.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The question has been
put and the minister is responding to the question. The
minister’s response will resolve the matter.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I have offered to advise the
member of the information, but if he does not want it I
will not provide it.
The Honourable Cameron Boardman requested the
Minister for Transport to commit to a long-term
funding strategy to ensure Frankston receives its fair
share of road funding. I will refer that matter to the
minister.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — The Honourable Elaine Carbines referred
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to a problem concerning a constituent on holiday
having problems with Delta Car Rentals and the
repayment of $1000 after an accident that was not the
fault of the person driving the vehicle. The company is
registered in Queensland and I may need to follow up
that issue with my counterpart in Queensland.
The Honourable David Davis raised a matter for the
attention of the Attorney-General which I will pass on
to the minister.

listed and accordingly the Australian Football League is
reconsidering its options in relation to the site.
With regard to the question by the Honourable Andrew
Olexander on youth suicide rates, in particular for
young males in the 15-to-24-year age range, and a
submission made to the Minister for Health by the Here
for Life organisation, I am happy to review that
submission and consider it accordingly.
Motion agreed to.

The Honourable Bruce Atkinson raised an issue about
payday lending. The government is making sure the
issue is covered in the Victorian Consumer Credit
Code, which will close off the loophole. Currently a
48 percent interest rate cap is in place and will stay in
place. The government has no intention of changing
that arrangement, but it is conscious of the growing
number of problems in that area. It is a serious issue
about which there would be unanimity in this place.
Vulnerable people should not be exploited or taken
advantage of. I will ensure that the Consumer Credit
Code covers that issue.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — The Honourable Peter Hall raised for
the attention of the Minister for Education in the other
place the touching story of the Yarram athletics zone
finals in which four young girls qualified but were not
able to compete in the championships. I will refer that
issue to the minister in the other place.
The Honourable Jeanette Powell also raised for the
attention of the Minister for Education in the other
place the eligibility and assessment requirements for an
integration aide. She requested clarification of the
procedures for obtaining information prior to the
assessment being made. I will refer that matter to the
minister in the other place.
The Honourable Ron Bowden raised for the attention of
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services the
proposal to relocate the Korumburra police traffic
management unit and associated policing services to
Wonthaggi. I will raise that issue with the minister in
the other place.
The Honourable Neil Lucas raised with me my
comments relating to discussions with the Urban Land
Corporation. I point out that the information I obtained
was the result of a request by me to the ULC to be
briefed on an issue that occurred under the
administration of the previous government. I was
briefed by the ULC. The honourable member would be
aware that since that time the site has been heritage
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. A. Chamberlain) took the
chair at 10.04 a.m. and read the prayer.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Barwon Regional Waste Management Group — Minister for
Environment and Conservation’s report of 31 October 2000
of receipt of the 1999–2000 Report.
Central Murray Regional Waste Management Group —
Minister for Environment and Conservation’s report of
31 October 2000 of receipt of the 1999–2000 Report.
Chief Electrical Inspector’s Office — Report, 1999–2000.
Crown Land (Reserves ) Act 1978 — Minister’s Orders of
31 October 2000 giving approval to granting of a lease at
Rutherglen.
Eastern Regional Waste Management Group — Minister for
Environment and Conservation’s report of 31 October 2000
of receipt of the 1999–2000 Report.
Environment Protection Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Fisheries Co–Management Council — Report, 1999–2000.
Gas Safety Office — Report, 1999–2000.
Goulburn Valley Regional Waste Management Group —
Minister for Environment and Conservation’s report of
31 October 2000 of receipt of the 1999–2000 Report.
Hastings Port (Holding) Corporation — Report, 1999–2000.
Infrastructure Department — Report, 1999–2000.
Justice Department — Report, 1999–2000.
Melbourne City Link Act 1995 — Variation to the
Melbourne City Link Project Agreement, 31 October 2000,
pursuant to section 15B(3) of the Act.
Melbourne City Link Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Mornington Peninsula Regional Waste Management
Group — Minister for Environment and Conservation’s
report of 31 October 2000 of receipt of the 1999–2000
Report.
North East Victorian Regional Waste Management Group —
Minister for Environment and Conservation’s report of
31 October 2000 of receipt of the 1999–2000 Report.
Northern Regional Waste Management Group — Minister
for Environment and Conservation’s report of 31 October
2000 of receipt of the 1999–2000 Report.
South Eastern Regional Waste Management Group —
Report, 1999–2000.
Sustainable Energy Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Victorian Rail Track — Report, 1999–2000.

COUNCIL

871

SNOWY RIVER
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I move:
That this house supports the return of flows to the Snowy
River but believes the required volume should be sourced
from efficiency savings and rejects completely the purchase
of irrigation water for this purpose.

This is a very important debate. It needs to be said at
the outset that there is virtually universal agreement that
some flow should be returned to the Snowy River. It is
clear that under the Snowy Mountains Hydro-Electric
Power Act of 1949 and the Snowy Mountains
hydro-electric agreement, reached between Victoria,
New South Wales and the commonwealth in 1957, the
Snowy was sold short. That is understandable.
After the Second World War there was a great push for
national development. The population of Australia was
only about 8 million or 9 million at that time, and it was
obvious that if the nation was to prosper into the future
it needed substantially to increase its population and
infrastructure. It was also obvious that the great
potential of the Murray–Darling Basin could be realised
if more secure water supplies could be made available.
As early as 1884 it had been suggested that there was
scope for turning waters which, at least according to the
flavour of the day, appeared to be running to waste in
the ocean. It was thought that the Snowy River and
other rivers in the Snowy Mountains could be turned
inwards and used to build a great nation.
There is no doubt that the Snowy Mountains
hydro-electric scheme and the irrigation works that
resulted from it are one of the wonders of the world.
The scheme underpinned the growth, development and
prosperity of this nation. There is also no doubt that the
Snowy scheme has enabled the people of the cities,
particularly Melbourne and Sydney, to enjoy an
abundant supply of fresh food at relatively or very
inexpensive prices for many years.
One can understand how in the time of the great push
forward after the Second World War environmental
considerations were not as well understood as they are
today. People did not realise that there needed to be a
balance between maintaining a natural environmental
condition in our rivers and utilising the apparently
untapped resources of the country for productive
enterprise. We should not blame our forebears for the
decisions they made; they were decisions arrived at in
the knowledge of the time. We can now say that that
knowledge was deficient in that it lacked a full
understanding of environmental considerations.
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The situation with the Snowy River following the
construction of the Snowy scheme is worth noting. I
quote from page 111 of the Snowy Mountains
Hydro-Electric Authority draft environmental impact
statement:
The construction of the Snowy Mountains scheme has
impacted on the environmental condition of the Snowy River
below Jindabyne Dam.
The level of flows at the Jindabyne Dam wall has been
reduced to 1 per cent of the historic average natural flow
(ANF). This increases to a mean annual flow of 30 per cent at
the confluence with the Delegate River and to 53 per cent at
Jarrahmond, 30 kilometres from the ocean.

It is clear from that that the river has been seriously
affected by the construction. However, I want to put on
the record that there has been a good deal of
misinformation — some spread innocently and perhaps
some peddled less than innocently — which continues
to refer to a 1 per cent flow as if the Snowy River were
reduced entirely to a 1 per cent flow. That is not so of
course, as the excerpt from the environmental impact
statement amply demonstrates.
Nevertheless, particularly for that section of the river
between the Jindabyne Dam wall and the confluence of
the Delegate River there is a substantial cutback and it
slowly increases as the tributary rivers join the Snowy
as it makes it way towards the ocean.
I also make clear, as I said at the outset, that there is
almost universal acceptance of the need to return some
degree of flow. Certainly the National Party has made it
obvious that it supports the return of flows to the
Snowy River, despite allegations made at various times
that many National Party members represent the great
irrigation districts of the Murray River — which is true;
the National Party does and has traditionally done so.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — And does so proudly.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Indeed it does,
Mr Hallam. It proudly represents the great irrigation
districts of Victoria. However, it also represents
Gippsland, and it has an overall responsibility to the
welfare of the state as a whole.
At a meeting in East Gippsland in January the National
Party took a decision to support the immediate return of
15 per cent of flows to the Snowy River with a view to
working towards 28 per cent over time. How did it
arrive at the figure of 15 per cent? Very easily
indeed — simply because the 23 October 1998 inquiry
into Snowy water flows conducted by Robert Webster
demonstrates that 15 per cent could be returned to the
river speedily because savings of that volume could be
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garnered relatively easily. It seemed to the National
Party that that ought to be accepted there and then and
that we would work on from there to find additional
water that might get the flow up to what has become
generally accepted as the appropriate figure — 28 per
cent of natural flows. That figure was arrived at by an
expert committee some three or four years ago
following extensive investigations.
I have no doubt at all that members of the Liberal Party
have a similar view. They also support the return of the
flows to the Snowy River. I am sure Mr Davis, who I
understand is leading the debate for the opposition, will
make that clear to the house. I therefore want it clearly
on the record that this is not some attempt to deny the
return of flows to the Snowy River. There is in fact
agreement on it.
Disagreement is beginning to emerge on revelations
that have gradually seeped out — in some cases prised
out by way of questions in this house and other
places — about exactly how the required volume of
water is to be acquired. Until recently the long-held
view was that it would be through savings. That has
had widespread support from irrigators and from the
community at large because it is acknowledged that the
irrigation system we run is not ideally efficient. It
cannot ever — and no-one is suggesting that it
should — run at 100 per cent efficiency without any
losses at all. That is certainly not practical in the sort of
irrigation system that is operating in the Murray Valley
where natural lakes and rivers are being used.
Obviously, if the run of the river is used to supply
irrigation water, the lagoons and billabongs will be
filled, that water will not be delivered to irrigators and
there will some losses as a consequence of using that
natural system. I do not regard the water that fills
lagoons and billabongs and the like as lost water. Their
being filled has a very important environmental effect
on the regeneration of various species of fish, plant life
and the like. It is misleading to talk about those as water
losses, but there is some scope for improving
operations.
Of course, the use of open channels instead of pipes
results in seepage and evaporation losses. Similarly, the
use of lakes and storage basins will result in substantial
evaporation losses and perhaps there is scope for
reducing that evaporation and achieving some savings
that can be allocated to the Snowy.
A good deal of work has been done on collating the
degree of losses. I refer to the Sinclair Knight Mertz
report, in which the minister has often taken refuge
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when answering questions in this house in the past few
days, which states about current water usage:
The study analysed average water use over a 10-year period
from 1989–90 to 1998–99. Over this period the annual
average inflow recorded into the northern Victorian irrigation
districts was 3380 gigalitres, of which 71 per cent, or
2400 gigalitres, was recorded as deliveries to irrigation or was
used for other purposes. The remaining 29 per cent, or
980 gigalitres, was unaccounted for or effectively considered
a loss within the distribution system.

It classes the 980 gigalitres in the northern Victoria
irrigation system as being a loss. To return 28 per cent
flows to the Snowy requires about 295 gigalitres, of
which a substantial amount ought to be provided from
New South Wales, bearing in mind that it benefits
75 per cent from the Snowy scheme, and Victoria
should be providing the other 25 per cent, which would
be in the order of 70 gigalitres. One would have thought
there would be a fair bit of scope to find 70 gigalitres
out of perceived losses of 980 gigalitres.
As something of an aside I say that it is unclear whether
Victoria is expected to provide 25 per cent of the
required volume or 50 per cent. As the minister has
announced that Victoria is putting in 50 per cent of the
money, it is unclear whether Victoria is also expected to
provide 50 per cent of the water savings. However, be
that as it may, the Sinclair Knight Mertz report clearly
shows that there are some savings to be had.
I will give some detail of the sorts of areas that might
be productively looked at. Outfalls — that is, spills to
controlled channel levels — are estimated at
298 gigalitres; leakage through channel banks or pipe
joints is another 85 gigalitres; seepage is 54 gigalitres;
and evaporation is 101 gigalitres. It takes 64 gigalitres
to fill the system; 5 gigalitres are stolen each year;
unmetered stock and domestic use is 38 gigalitres;
delivery measurement error is 110 gigalitres; and there
is an unaccounted amount of 225 gigalitres. It can
therefore be seen that there is wide scope, with some
judicious investment, to garner the required savings to
meet the agreed volume to be returned to the Snowy.
I am therefore very surprised indeed that we have had
during the past 10 days or so a suggestion emerging
from the government that perhaps the way to do it is to
go into the marketplace and buy the water rather than
acquire it by way of savings.
In heralding her agreement, which she likes to describe
as ‘historic’, the Minister for Energy and Resources
talked about it being a win–win situation and said that
the infrastructure renewal would be a great benefit to
the state and the irrigators and that we would have a run
of water to the environment that would be widely
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applauded. I agree entirely with that. That clearly would
have been so. But as I said, in recent times I have
become increasingly nervous as the minister has started
to talk about purchasing water to meet those targets.
I refer the house to a response by the Minister for
Energy and Resources to a question from her own side.
On 24 October — just last week — the minister had
this to say about acquiring water: ‘Those acquisitions
are fundamental to the package’. I noted with some
interest that yesterday in answer to a question the
minister said the purchase of water would be ‘limited’.
It appears the minister has become aware of the
widespread concern expressed in country Victoria and
elsewhere about the proposal to purchase water, and she
is now trying to sell the message that if there are to be
purchases they will be limited. Perhaps the minister can
explain in her response to my contribution exactly what
she means by ‘limited’.
I will advise the house of the level of alarm that has
been created in country Victoria, particularly in the
irrigation districts, by the suggestion that water will be
purchased for the Snowy River. An article in the
Shepparton News of 30 October states:
Seeing the Snowy River’s environmental flows bought on the
open market has become a frightening possibility for
Goulburn Valley irrigators.
Victorian energy and resources minister Candy Broad
revealed last week in Parliament that direct-buying water
entitlements for the Snowy River was being considered.
Irrigators and farming groups fear having the ‘deep-pocketed’
government enter the market could cause the price of saleable
water to skyrocket.
…
It was announced on 6 October this year that environmental
flows to restore the Snowy to 28 per cent of its former glory
were to come from savings in the water system.
A guarantee was also given to protect irrigator rights.
Further muddying the issue was the contradictory comment
made by Victorian Premier Steve Bracks in Parliament later
in the week.
‘In achieving the 21 per cent flow in the next 10 years, the
government does not anticipate, nor does it plan to examine,
the purchase of water’, he said.

That is contrary to what honourable members have
been told in this house by the minister several times.
The articles further states:
Victorian Farmers Federation president Peter Walsh said
contradictions had his organisation losing faith.
‘They have reneged on their agreement which, for a
government elected on openness and transparency, makes it
very hypocritical’, he said.
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‘Where can we take what they say on face value?’.

There is a high level of concern in country Victoria
about what the government is up to in seeking to find
the water that will be returned to the Snowy.
A further example of the expression of that concern can
be found in the editorial of the Swan Hill Guardian of
20 October, which states:
The government’s secret plan —

we know it is secret because we have tried very hard to
have the agreement released —

Wednesday, 1 November 2000

Bearing in mind that the market works on the basis of
people making water available for sale and others
bidding to buy it right across the irrigation districts — it
is not compartmentalised so that some water is worth a
certain amount and other water is worth a different
amount, but it is all part of the same pool — I cannot
understand how the minister or the government can
believe they will be able to find cheap water that some
farmer is not prepared to buy. If there is any cheap
water out there, both irrigators and the government will
be interested in competing for it. The article continues:
Woorinen irrigator Jack Butler said irrigators ‘would not be
happy’ if water was bought.

to buy local water to meet its quota on the Snowy’s
environmental plan is a potent threat to the region’s bright
future. The odds are not stacked in our favour.

‘If they buy thousands of megalitres, there goes development
in the future’, he said.

We have a government which must repay the Independents
for giving it power.

Mr Butler said despite Ms Garbutt’s assurances, there was
still insufficient detail to convince irrigators the deal would
not wreak havoc on the water market.

…
We need to discover whether the government intends
legislation to buy water or will take water by stealth with
regulation.

There again is an indication of widespread concern in
country Victoria as to exactly what is happening.
It also seems to me that government members,
including ministers, have little understanding of how
the water market works in Victoria. One of the greatest
benefits for Victorian irrigators was the introduction 10
or 15 years ago of tradeable water entitlements. It has
enabled water usage to become much more efficient. It
has also enabled a value to be put on water through an
open market situation, where buyers and sellers can
take their decisions according to what is available. It
has changed the situation from water being
permanently attached to land when there were grave
difficulties about shifting it to a more desirable use.
The last thing that I would want is interference in the
water market, particularly from a buyer with virtually
unlimited funds, if the market were corrupted and
distorted by that happening. As I said, it appears that
government members, including the Minister for
Environment and Conservation, do not understand how
the water market works. If that is the case, it is alarming
to contemplate that Victoria has a minister who fails to
understand the basic mechanics of the market system.
An article in the Weekly Times of 25 October reports on
the minister’s visit to Swan Hill as follows:
Ms Garbutt failed to rule out buying water on the open
market, but said if that was to happen, water would be
obtained from ‘low value’ agriculture areas at a ‘super low
price’.

I agree with what Mr Butler fears, that there is grave
potential for the water market to be absolutely
corrupted.
The Independent member for Mildura in another place,
Mr Savage, has obviously been conned by the
government. Mr Savage has been challenged by some
of his constituents this week, and rightly so, to say
where he stands on this purchase issue. A newspaper
article states:
Mr Savage said his support of the government proposal was
based on an assurance that the water purchases would only
occur where there would be no adverse impact on the
prevailing price.

Does Mr Savage understand how a market works, or
has his background been so sheltered that he does not
understand the mechanics of supply and demand? It
would seem so. Or has he has been totally conned by
the Minister for Environment and Conservation,
because he is reported as saying:
If water is purchased, it will be in New South Wales where
the price is $500 to $600 a megalitre.

That can only mean one of two things. It either means
that Mr Savage does not understand the situation — —
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Or worse!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Or worse! It means he is
joining with the government in subterfuge and that it is
going to buy New South Wales water at that price.
Unlike Victoria, there are two sorts of water entitlement
in New South Wales — there is secure water and there
is insecure entitlement, and the figure Mr Savage has
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quoted is for insecure entitlement water that is available
in some years but not in others.
Honourable members may know that this state has
historically run a secure irrigation system through
which we are able to supply water 97 years out of 100.
Hon. B. W. Bishop — And should be proud of it.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — We should proud of it,
Mr Bishop, and indeed we are proud of it. It has served
the state well.
New South Wales took the decision many years ago,
and still abides by it, that it will take water while it is
available, and the devil take the hindmost. Whatever
happens next year they will deal with next year. In New
South Wales, as happened last year for example, its
water rights for general security water can be as low as
10 per cent. If that is the water Mr Savage is advocating
the government should buy, that means that in many
years the water simply will not be available to go down
the Snowy. Is that the situation he is suggesting, or does
he simply not understand the system? Either way, it
does him no credit that as the representative of one of
the great irrigation electorates of this state he should
have so little understanding of how the system works.
I want to tell the house what advice the government has
received from various sources on whether it should go
into the marketplace. As we all know, governments and
ministers receive advice from their departments and
from expert committees as well as lobby groups and the
like. It is instructive to look at the advice about
purchasing water that was provided to the former
government just before the election, and I have no
doubt the current government has received precisely the
same advice from the very responsible public servants
in the Department of Natural Resources and
Environment and from the rural water authorities.
This is the advice that was provided just before the
election:
Purchase from the market is not viewed as a feasible option.
It will increase market pressure and increase prices.
Government will be competing with private investors for
water.
Removal of water from production via government purchase
from the market will reduce rural water authorities’ revenue
base and increase unit price per megalitre for irrigators. (May
leave a perception that irrigators are paying for these savings).
Unlikely to be the cheapest option. This sort of bulk purchase
is likely to push prices to very high levels.

The briefing note goes on to say:
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If purchased in the market, these volumes of water would take
up the total Victorian permanent transfer of water entitlement
trade for the next 7–10 years, based on the current market
turnover.

If the government goes into the marketplace no-one
else will be able to get any water for 7 to 10 years.
What an extraordinary impediment to and serious
restriction on agricultural development in our irrigation
areas that will be in the next decade. It goes on to say:
The two related problems this would generate are:
this could potentially stifle all new irrigation
development for the next 10 years, which would have a
devastating effect on growing rural economies.
under such a scenario, the cost of water in the market is
expected to rise dramatically, increasing the cost per
megalitre for ‘savings’ significantly, and also adding a
further significant disincentive to new irrigation
development.

You would have to say that that is fairly powerful
advice to any government. It is saying: you will wreck
the market and you will put up the prices to such an
extent that you will stifle development. Not only that,
bearing in mind that the former government had a target
to increase agricultural exports to a high level over a
relatively short period and that this government adopted
that target when it came to office, future exports would
be undermined if the government went into the
marketplace and purchased water for the Snowy. The
advice from the rural water authorities clearly
demonstrates what the effect would be.
They are not the only people giving the government
advice that it is crazy to purchase water. If honourable
members turn to the Snowy River environmental
impact statement (EIS), at page 292 they will see a
further piece of advice that makes it clear that those
who know about these things do not think buying water
is a very good idea. It states:
The purchase of permanent water licences effectively
translates into a reduction in agricultural activity within the
Murray–Darling Basin … a reduction in end-use
consumption by this means may lead to a lower level of
economic activity within the region.
Governments would need to be sensitive to the potential for
regional dislocation and the wider economic and social
implications for many rural communities.
…
Purchase of permanent licences … may make further water
reform more difficult and slower.
This approach could also impact adversely on the continued
development of the water market, as well as lead to higher
opportunity costs associated with irrigators’ own water
efficiency initiatives. Water markets are far less developed
than electricity markets. Any arrangement by which
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government steps into the water market to purchase licences
is likely to push up the purchase price and otherwise distort
the emerging water market.
Although individual entitlement holders would be
compensated through these payments, this may not
necessarily flow back to the wider community which depends
on an overall level of economic activity to maintain its
livelihood. Reduced economic activity concentrated in one
area could also impact on remaining irrigators, for example
by raising water distribution costs if there are fewer licences
to spread these costs across.

The government said it was elected with a regional and
country focus and said it would look after country
Victoria. Yet, as I have clearly demonstrated from
quoting the environmental impact statement, one of the
actions the government now contemplates will
undermine regional Victoria.
One of the fundamental economic drivers of Victoria is
the irrigation industry. The government’s
contemplation of a short-term, quick-fix solution of,
‘Let’s go into the marketplace and buy water to meet
our commitment to the Snowy River’ fails to
comprehend the long-term dire consequences. The
house has every right to reject that attitude and to make
it clear that, although it supports a return of water flows
to the Snowy River, it rejects the notion that such a
result should be achieved in that way.
I turn to other implications of a return of water flows to
the Snowy River. Too few people have yet
contemplated how that return of flow will affect
greenhouse gas emissions. The Snowy Mountains
hydro-electric scheme was built for a double-barrel
reason: primarily to provide hydro-electric power to
eastern Australia; and, secondly, to channel the water
after it generates electricity, sometimes through several
power stations, into Australia’s great inland irrigation
areas. One must acknowledge that that was a bold
initiative 50 years ago because nobody then knew
anything about greenhouse gas emissions. How
fortunate Australians are that the tremendous Snowy
hydro-electric scheme has provided so much power to
Australian cities for so many years.
However, under the government’s proposal a
considerable reduction in hydro-electric power
generation will occur with a consequent substantial
increase in greenhouse gas emissions as people turn to
alternative power sources. I again refer to the EIS,
which makes clear the anticipated increases in
emissions. It states the following about power
generation:
The scheme has produced on average 5129 gigawatt … hour
of electricity per year. This is equivalent to the preservation of
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some 273 000 hectares … of forest in terms of its greenhouse
gas reduction potential …
Almost no water currently leaves the scheme without
producing electricity. Governments will need to consider the
impact of diverting water to environmental flows on
greenhouse gas emissions and the cost of alternative
renewable energy supplies if there is to be no net impact on
Kyoto commitments.
On present indications, levels of environmental flows to the
Snowy River equivalent to a 28 per cent flow regime,
together with 100 gigalitres … of releases to the upper
Murrumbidgee and Montane rivers, could reduce the
scheme’s contribution to net greenhouse gas reductions by up
to 10 per cent, or 564 000 tonnes of carbon dioxide. This
would be equivalent to the permanent clearing of some
28 200 hectares of forest …

I do not object to water flowing down the Snowy River,
but the house should take into account that it is not as
simple as it sounds. Other implications should be taken
into account. The purchase of water to add to the flow
down the Snowy River means that the previous
volumes of water will not pass through the
hydro-electric stations. Jindabyne Dam will need to be
modified because there is no power station on the outlet
to the Snowy River. That water will no longer serve the
desirable purpose of generating power.
The community is becoming increasingly concerned
about greenhouse gas emissions. I find it extraordinary
that people are prepared to pay more for green power.
The annual reports of the electricity distribution
companies in my area — Powercor and TXU — reveal
that quite a few customers are prepared to pay more.
People in the cities need to be made aware that the
return of water to the Snowy River and the purchase of
allocations to do so will undermine the laudable
community objective of reducing thermal power
generation by using hydro power.
I again refer to the EIS and its comments on
implications:
A loss of generation was likely to require the community to
purchase increased carbon-based fuels in order to offset the
reduction in hydro-electric power. It may also require some
investment in new generation facilities to be brought forward,
again at a cost to the community, in the form of higher
electricity bills or a contraction in electricity usage, and a
reduced scope for purchasing other goods and services.
…
Loss of hydro-electric generation, if replaced by increased use
of gas or coal-based generation, can be expected to lead to the
increased emission of greenhouse gases in meeting
Australia’s electricity demands. This could involve real
economic costs if, for example, it leads to more stringent
requirements to restrict emissions from other industries or to
purchase emission rights —
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that is, the so-called carbon credits. It is worth noting
that the generation of hydro power is significant in
Australia’s meeting its commitments to the Kyoto
agreement. The government’s plan is counter to that
desirable objective.
Other costs, including social costs to rural communities,
should be considered if the government insists on
purchasing water in the open market. The general view
is that rural communities are under some pressure and
threat, and that they have lost some services. To some
extent that is true, but it would be unwise if the
government were to accelerate that trend by an unwise
decision to go into the marketplace and buy water. The
EIS further states:
At a time of economic and financial stress in many rural
areas, reductions in water availability or water security could
add to existing pressures on agricultural production and
Australia’s export performance. The Murray–Darling Basin
currently provides some 40 per cent of Australia’s total
agricultural production. Reductions could also come at a
social cost, in terms of further reductions in populations in
rural communities which would aggravate quality of life and
social amenity considerations in these areas.

I emphasise my contention that the decision, if taken, to
buy water in the marketplace has other implications. It
would undermine the very foundation of rural
communities and it could, or probably would, start a
downward spiral in the economy of many irrigation
areas, for example, the Murray Valley, the Goulburn
Valley, Sunraysia or wherever.
Those areas of Victoria are driving our rural economy
which are generating the state’s and the nation’s export
income. It has the potential to undermine that great
economic driver. Again I say to the government that it
should not take this decision in isolation, as a quick fix,
because it thinks that is the way to meet the
commitment it has given. There are other flow-on
effects that should be taken into account. That does not
have to be done. Savings can be made, some cheaply,
some more expensively, but they are all likely to be
cheaper than going into the marketplace. The fact that
you go into the marketplace forces up the price of water
to a level that is likely to be higher than what the more
expensive savings would be, and it also has the other
long-term and ongoing cost of undermining the
economy of the irrigation areas. It is not a one-off cost.
If you buy water in the marketplace it is not only what
you pay for that megalitre of water that is important but
also the produce that that megalitre of water generates
each and every year forever; whereas the same amount
of money spent on savings is a one-off cost that can
also deliver a benefit forever. I cannot understand why
the minister and those in her office cannot see that
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equation in stark reality: that buying in the marketplace
has a downside that lasts forever and that garnering
savings efficiencies has an advantage that lasts
forever — one is downwards and one is upwards. Why
anybody would contemplate the downwards course
politically escapes me. The minister should give much
more consideration to the issue before she embarks on
such a course.
I shall not deal with the other frightening aspect that the
minister disclosed in answer to questions in this place
that this enterprise–entity to which she has referred on
many occasions will have capacity to borrow money to
go into the marketplace to buy water. It harks back to
the funny-money schemes of the Cain–Kirner years that
were flushed out by the Honourable Roger Hallam at
that time. Let us not go down that path of running up
the state debt on such schemes. No doubt it will be dealt
with at another time, but I express my grave
disquiet — —
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Terror!
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — Yes, Mr Hallam, terror
that the government may be contemplating a
funny-money scheme to borrow funds to purchase
water on the open market to run up debts that way. The
purchase of water in the market will lead to the
dislocation of rural economies, have a detrimental
effect on the greenhouse situation, lead to higher
supermarket prices in the cities and have an ongoing
cost forever. It is not necessary to do that. Savings are
there to be garnered. The advantage both to the
economy and the environment would be immense.
Governments should be capturing that great advantage.
Before I conclude, lest the minister intends to weave a
certain web that members of the National Party, in
particular the honourable member for Swan Hill in the
other place, have endorsed the concept of purchasing
water in the marketplace, I shall place on the record the
true facts. The minister’s attempt to answer a question
in the house a few days ago suggested that this was a
recommendation coming from the Murray Water
Entitlements Committee chaired by the honourable
member for Swan Hill. The Murray Water Entitlements
Committee comprises 22 or 23 persons. The committee
did good work by bringing together the irrigation
communities in the Murray Valley and convincing
them that the Murray–Darling Basin diversion cap was
essential. It concentrated a number of minds and
brought many diverse views and opinions together
which resulted in a successful outcome. Nowhere in the
recommendations did the committee advocate
purchasing water for the Snowy River. Entitlements to
the Murray — Outcomes of Work to Define how
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Victoria’s River Murray Water is to be Shared, dated
August 1999, refers to its earlier report and states:
… it determined that water for the Snowy had to come from
savings.

In its recommendations to the minister it states:
MWEC recommends that the minister agree to the adoption
of modifications to the original package in line with the dot
points.

A number of dot points are not relevant, but one states:
Snowy flows from savings, to prevent adverse impact on the
Murray or irrigation.

Further in the report it discusses each of the
submissions it received. In responding to the
submission from the Australian Conservation
Foundation the report states:
MWEC has now addressed this issue, and agreed that flows
returned to the Snowy should come from savings. A large
share of the cheapest savings is being offered for this purpose.

That makes it clear that nowhere did the committee in
its report recommend that there should be purchases on
the open market to supply water to the Snowy River.
I conclude by saying that there is universal agreement
that the Snowy River deserves increased flows. There is
no question about that. There is an opportunity for this
generation, this minister and this government to sign off
on one of the greatest tasks of our nation that was not
completed, the Snowy Mountains hydro-electric
irrigation scheme. The Snowy Mountains scheme is the
real backbone of our nation. It has done so much for
Australia and is held up as one of the engineering
wonders of the world. It is unfortunate that because of
the attitudes of the day the authorities did not consider
the Snowy River sufficiently. It could be said that the
Snowy River is another great icon of this country, as is
Banjo Paterson’s poem and the like. Here is an
opportunity for the government to achieve some
credibility for both, for returning water to the Snowy
River and signing off on the corporatisation of the
Snowy Mountains scheme that will provide many
benefits to the taxpayer, the irrigation industry and the
economy as a whole. It is a win–win situation, but it
would be disappointing, in fact disastrous, if that
opportunity were lost because of a short-term fix of
going into the marketplace and purchasing water to
meet a commitment in the short term while not taking
into account the long-term disability that that would
impose on the nation.
It would be even more tragic because there is no need
to do it. The water for the Snowy River is available. It
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can be had; it can be garnered from savings, provided
the work is done and the money is spent. I call on the
house to support the motion and thereby demonstrate to
the government that there is great support for the
Snowy River, but purchasing water in the open market
is not the way to achieve that success.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The government welcomes the first part
of the motion, notwithstanding the fact that it omits to
refer to any particular flow to the Snowy River, which
has been the key to the Snowy River debate all along.
The statement that this house supports the return of
flows to the Snowy River is very welcome.
As members opposite might expect, the government
does not agree with the qualification the motion then
attempts to introduce for somewhat transparent reasons,
as I shall assert later. Accordingly, the government will
move an amendment to the motion so that it will simply
read:
That this house supports the return of flows to the Snowy
River.

Later I will advise the house of the reasons for
questioning this somewhat transparent qualification
from the opposition parties.
In addressing the actual substance of the motion — that
is, the return of flows to the Snowy River — I direct to
the attention of the house the agreement reached
between the New South Wales and Victorian
governments to return 28 per cent flows to the
Snowy River; and in addition — this is another
significant part of the agreement which has received
little attention in Victoria — the return of significant
flows to the upper Murrumbidgee River and key rivers
in the Kosciusko National Park.
The implementation of the agreement for increased
flows to the Snowy River also includes the return of
flows below the Jindabyne Dam and in the River
Murray and the Snowy montane rivers. It is important
to note that the agreement specifically rules out adverse
impacts on water entitlements for irrigation; existing
water flows for environmental purposes for the
Snowy River; and any adverse impact on South
Australia’s water quality or security of supply. Those
undertakings were given by the New South Wales and
Victorian governments at the outset of negotiations on
the agreement and have been fully adhered to in the
agreement that has been reached.
It is also important to point out that this agreement is
about achieving environmental objectives, and the
environmental benefits to be achieved by this
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agreement are considerable. They include improving
the habitat for a diverse range of plant and animal
species, including several threatened species, such as
the corroboree frog, the Australian grayling fish, the
spotted tree frog, the Macquarie perch and others.
In reversing some of the environmental damage that has
been done to the Snowy River over some 40 years it is
important to point out that, as has been mentioned
earlier in this debate, although the economic benefits
that have been achieved by the Snowy Mountains
hydro-electric scheme are clear and unquestioned, the
environmental damage caused to the Snowy River is
considerable.
The agreement is very important in seeking to achieve a
balance between economic and environmental
objectives that are perhaps more in line with today’s
attitudes than the prevailing attitudes at the time of the
establishment of the Snowy hydro-electric scheme. It is
also important to say that although prevailing
community attitudes may have changed considerably
over that time, there were people in those days who
pointed out the environmental damage that would be
caused to the Snowy River, but their concerns were
pushed to one side. It is not as though people at the time
failed to recognise that the scheme was not achieving
an appropriate balance or that they did not direct the
consequences to public attention; it is just that their
voices were not able to prevail at the time.
One of the rewarding things about this agreement to me
and the government is that people who were active on
those issues at the time of the establishment of the
Snowy Mountains hydro-electric scheme and who have
remained advocates for addressing the environmental
needs of the Snowy River are still around and will see
addressed, through the implementation of this
agreement, the things for which they have been arguing
for a very long time.
I shall address a number of important components in
regard to the implementation of the agreement. The
Victorian and New South Wales governments have
committed to providing an amount of $150 million
each over 10 years to fund a joint government
enterprise to find the water to achieve a medium-term
target of 21 per cent flow. In addition, increased flows
equivalent to some 150 megawatt hours of forgone
electricity generation in the Snowy montane rivers is an
important part of this agreement for the benefit of the
upper Murrumbidgee River and those increased flows
will occur over the same 10-year period.
In order to meet the government’s commitment to
returning a 28 per cent flow to the Snowy River,
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another component to the agreement involves achieving
a further 7 per cent of flow through public–private
partnerships. I will return to the point about the
enormous potential that exists to deliver not only
environmental flows through efficiency improvements
but also increased economic benefits, and hence the
attraction for private sector investment in this area.
An important part of the implementation of the
agreement is that all increased flows for the Snowy
River will be offset and that that will principally be
through water savings — which I will also return to.
That requirement was an important part of the
undertakings that were provided to irrigators at the
outset of the negotiations to protect not only their water
security but also the Murray River environment and the
quality and quantity of South Australia’s water supply,
as I have said.
The offsetting requirement is also consistent with the
commonwealth environmental impact statement that is
currently under consideration. It has been indicated that
an important part of implementing the agreement will
be the undertaking that the joint enterprise to be
established will, of necessity, concentrate on finding
water from the cheapest possible source. The enterprise
will have targets to achieve over a set period. In order
to meet the targets within the time frame and within its
budget it will be an absolute requirement that water be
obtained from the lowest cost source.
In relation to water savings the government has
indicated in its statements on the agreement that the
vast bulk of the water will be found by investing in
water savings. Both Victoria and New South Wales
have commissioned reports which have identified
significant cost-effective water savings to help achieve
the 28 per cent flow for the Snowy River.
While it is acknowledged that Victoria is significantly
more advanced in identifying savings projects, it is the
government’s view that considerably more savings are
available in New South Wales than have been identified
to date. The scope for projects to address inefficiencies
in the irrigation distribution systems is considerable —
far in excess of the flows required to meet the
government’s commitment and the environmental
objectives the government is committed to for the
Snowy River. Such projects would include pipelining,
major engineering works and improving maintenance
of our irrigation distribution system.
In terms of pursuing the projects, the enterprise that is
to be established will be required to have an approved
annual business plan. The governments that will be the
shareholders in the enterprise will have responsibility
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for approving that business plan and determining the
relative priority of projects to be funded by the
enterprise. I point out that consultations will occur with
stakeholders as projects are developed by the enterprise.
A high degree of confidentiality has been necessary for
the conduct of the negotiations between the New South
Wales, Victorian and commonwealth governments and
in discussions with the South Australian government.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Why?
Hon. C. C. BROAD — For obvious reasons.
Hon. R. M. Hallam interjected.
Hon. Bill Forwood — You are an open and
transparent government; give us the reasons!
Hon. C. C. BROAD — The first speaker in the
debate was able to present his case without
interjections.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I am sure there will be
opportunities for Mr Hallam and Mr Forwood to speak
in this debate if they wish, and I look forward to their
contributions.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I look forward to their
contributions.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. E. G. Stoney) — Order!
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I would welcome their
contributions to this debate in a more civilised fashion.
If I could continue with my contribution without being
shouted down I would indicate that I intend to honour
the confidential nature of the negotiations, which the
commonwealth requested until such time as it makes its
decisions about its contribution to these matters.
However, the Victorian government has given
undertakings that in implementing the agreement
consultation will occur with stakeholders. As recently
as yesterday undertakings were given in meetings with
the Victorian Farmers Federation about its involvement
in the implementation process, including the
establishment of the enterprise. The government will
certainly honour those undertakings now that it is
past — or almost past — the negotiation stage in
reaching the agreement.
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The large-scale investments in irrigation infrastructure
the agreement will provide for will, as has been
mentioned, bring long-lasting benefits to regional areas
in Victoria and New South Wales. They will not only
create employment through capital works but also
significantly improve infrastructure, which will assist
irrigators and farm operations.
It is notable that in briefing irrigators on the agreement
between the New South Wales and Victorian
governments immediately following its announcement
the response from a number of irrigation representatives
was that the investment in improvements and
enhancements to irrigation systems would provide
incentives for further on-farm investment as a result of
improved reliability. We are looking at not only
significant economic benefits from direct investment in
and improved efficiency of these irrigation delivery
systems but also at their providing leverage for further
private investment in on-farm systems, which can
deliver considerable economic benefits.
The government has indicated that as part of its charter
the enterprise will have the flexibility to enable it to
purchase water. An example of where it is important for
the government to include that flexibility as part of the
enterprise’s charter is that governments may elect to
conduct water savings projects in their own right, such
as the Woorinen pipeline project. In addition to the
water savings it will produce that project will have a
range of benefits. The water savings from that project
may be transferred to the enterprise at an agreed price.
The process has been included to provide the enterprise
with flexibility in meeting its targeted flow objectives,
if necessary.
The government has placed clear qualifications on the
exercise of that flexibility by the enterprise. They
include that if the enterprise elects to purchase water it
will only do so in a limited way that does not distort the
water market. It is clear the water market will mature
over the next 10 years, not just in Victoria but also in
New South Wales and South Australia. The enterprise
will have the capacity to operate across state
jurisdictions. It is important that it have the flexibility to
avail itself of opportunities that may present themselves
over that time frame. It also provides opportunities for
groups and individuals to come up with ideas for saving
water.
As has been pointed out, the enterprise will operate
under strict rules. It will not be able, as has been alleged
in some places, to buy water at any price. It will have a
defined annual cash flow and a limited capacity to carry
out short-term investments or to carry over funds
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between financial years. As has already been referred
to, it will have annual business plans that have to be
approved by the participating governments. The
enterprise will have powerful incentives and constraints
that preclude any actions that may lead to distortions in
the water market, as will participating governments.
Hon. W. R. Baxter interjected.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — It is counterproductive to
engage in any actions that will lead to the situation
suggested in the alarmist assertions that have been
made by the National Party.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — How do you get into the
market?
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I will return to the alarmist
assertions of the National Party in due course.
Reference has been made to the work of the Murray
Water Entitlement Committee and its Sharing the
Murray report. Earlier in the debate the Honourable Bill
Baxter asserted that there was no reference in the report
to purchasing water entitlements.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Be careful, Minister, you are
on the record.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — Given those assertions it is
worth referring briefly to the reports. The proposals in
the Sharing the Murray report were the commencement
of the process undertaken by the entitlement committee,
chaired by the honourable member for Swan Hill in
another place, Barry Steggall. The committee’s
proposals about dividing the River Murray resources
were arrived at in September 1997 after some
18 months of work and considerable consultation.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — What about the
recommendations? You should be careful with your
terminology in referring to recommendations.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I will get to those in due
course. It is worth pointing out that in those proposals
there is a reference to environmental flows for the
Snowy River. They were in the process of being sorted
out. Without knowing the outcome of the proposed
inquiry and the state response at that time, the
committee considered it realistic to make some
allowance for increased flows down the Snowy River.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — So what. That has nothing to
do with purchasing water entitlements.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — We will come to that. The
recommendations of the committee’s second report,
Entitlements to the Murray, were forwarded to the then
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Minister for Agriculture and Rural Resources, the
Honourable Pat McNamara, by the chairman of the
committee, Barry Steggall, in June 1998. In the review
of the main elements of the original proposal there is
again a reference to the Snowy River in the
recommendations to the minister and a reference to the
committee’s unanimous recommendations to the
former minister. In going through those highlighted
recommendations I come to the final paragraph on
page 12, where the committee further advises the
former minister:
… that any water to be provided by Victoria to the Snowy
River on top of this 33 gigalitres should be achieved from
additional savings or from purchasing water entitlements.

Hon. W. R. Baxter — Read the preceding words
where it does not say ‘recommendations’ but ‘advises’.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I read it exactly. The
recommendation refers to the committee’s
recommendations to the minister and advice to the
minister, which is part of those recommendations, so it
clearly contemplates the selling of water entitlements.
Hon. R. M. Hallam interjected.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I think that deals with what
is and is not said in the report.
It is clear that the National Party is still smarting from
the results of the last election, and the result in East
Gippsland in particular. The stridency with which the
National Party has declared that the sky is about to fall
in the matter of water entitlements is a giveaway of its
sensitivity and the fact that it is still smarting from the
result of the last election.
Mr Baxter’s attack on the honourable member for
Mildura in the other place this morning is also a
giveaway. It is evident when one puts that together with
the results in the seats of Benalla and East Gippsland
that this exercise and the National Party’s endeavour to
focus on the issue of entitlements is nothing more than
a transparent tactic in its desperate search for some
relevance in country Victoria.
The assertion made in the house today that the National
Party knows what is good for country and regional
Victoria and the government does not is not borne out
by the election results or those of the by-elections
which followed the election. If the National Party
thinks it will restore the confidence of country and
regional Victorians in its party with these alarmist
arguments, it will be a long time waiting for any return
of the support that it lost at the last election and in the
subsequent by-elections.
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It is disappointing that the National Party has chosen to
play politics with this issue. It has sought to
unnecessarily alarm country and regional Victorians
with a complete misrepresentation of the Victorian and
New South Wales governments’ agreement on these
matters. It is a somewhat transparent search for
relevance on the part of the representatives of the
National Party in this place and in the other house.
Unfortunately for the National Party it has difficulty in
exercising control over some of its members. Its
somewhat transparent attempts to create alarm about
this very small part of the agreement is in marked
contrast to the public statements of the federal member
for Gippsland, Mr McGauran. He has welcomed this
agreement and indicated that he expects the
commonwealth to commit funding to the Snowy River
within the next month. That is something which the
Victorian and New South Wales governments will
await with some interest following the consideration by
the commonwealth government of the environmental
impact statement on corporatisation of the Snowy
hydro-electric scheme. Mr McGauran referred to the
involvement of the three governments in committing
their full resources including substantial funding. That
statement is clearly at odds with those of the state
representatives of the National Party who obviously see
their political interests as lying somewhere else.
There is a potential to expand the package to increase
flows for the Murray River but, as was indicated in the
announcement made by the New South Wales and
Victorian governments, that is dependent on
commonwealth government funding. In order to
proclaim its corporatisation legislation the
commonwealth is required to be satisfied with the
outcome of the Snowy water inquiry. The
commonwealth is also considering a supplementary
environmental impact statement with which the Snowy
water agreement is wholly consistent.
The Victorian and New South Wales governments are
encouraged by the discussions that have been held to
date with the commonwealth. They are optimistic and
confident that a positive response will be provided in
the near future. The public statements made by the
Prime Minister, Mr Howard, and the commonwealth
minister responsible for the negotiations on the Snowy
River agreement, Senator Minchin, have been
extremely positive in welcoming this agreement
between the Victorian and New South Wales
governments and have indicated their consideration of
it.
The publication of information has also been raised. I
have indicated previously — and it is worth
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repeating — that the agreement will be publicly
available when all of the relevant documentation is
concluded in its final form and following consideration
by the federal cabinet.
Hon. N. B. Lucas — When will that be?
Hon. C. C. BROAD — Unfortunately I do not set
the timetable for federal cabinet. If I did, I would be
seeking to list this as an item for early consideration on
its agenda. However, I do not expect that it will be
delayed very much longer. Federal cabinet cannot
consider the issue until Senator Hill provides his
recommendations on the environmental impact
statement to Senator Minchin. My advice is that
Senator Hill must provide those recommendations by
the first week of November, so that should be occurring
very soon.
Honourable members have also noted that it is a New
South Wales government legislative requirement for the
outcome of the Snowy water inquiry to be tabled in the
New South Wales Parliament. That will also become
public following the commonwealth’s consideration of
this agreement.
In terms of the processes leading to the publication of
the content of these agreements between the respective
governments and those of the Murray-Darling Basin
Commission, it is required that the Murray-Darling
Basin Commission consider the proposal under
clause 46 of the Murray-Darling Basin Agreement. For
the information of the house, that clause states:
… government(s) proposing any action that might
‘significantly affect the flow, use, control or quantity of any
water in the upper River Murray and in the River Murray in
South Australia’ is/are required to inform the Murray-Darling
Basin Commission of relevant details in sufficient time for an
assessment to be made to governments before final decisions
are taken.

That advice has been provided, the Murray-Darling
Basin Commission is reviewing the proposal and
advice is expected back very soon. It is expected that in
line with an acknowledgment which is buried deep in
the environmental impact statement the advice from the
Murray-Darling Basin Commission will be that there
are no issues about the impacts on the upper River
Murray or the River Murray in South Australia. Those
processes must be completed prior to the finalisation of
the documentation which will become public through
those processes.
Reference was made earlier in the debate to another
matter canvassed in the environmental impact
statement. It is what can only be described as one of the
low points of the environmental impact statement, the
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somewhat spurious argument that forgone electricity
generation in the Snowy hydro scheme might be
replaced with more environmentally damaging
generation rather than generation from sustainable
energy sources. As a result, any agreement to restore
environmental flows to the Snowy River would be
damaging from a greenhouse point of view.
It was a very interesting argument to try to undermine
attempts to reach an agreement about restoring
environmental flows to the Snowy River but not one
that can be taken seriously. Clearly the government is
already taking significant steps to encourage investment
in energy efficiency and sustainable energy generation,
and to suggest that Snowy hydro generation will be
replaced by additional coal-fired generation is to draw a
long bow indeed.
It is important to draw attention to another aspect of all
this that has received very little attention, and that is
that in addition to the environmental objectives the
agreement sets out to achieve and the New South Wales
and Victorian governments believe will be achieved
through implementation of the agreement there will
also be opportunities to draw attention to the cultural
heritage and in particular the Aboriginal cultural
heritage of the Snowy region which has very
greatly — —
Hon. W. R. Baxter interjected.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — Perhaps the Honourable
Bill Baxter might want to share that comment with the
house.
Hon. G. R. Craige — You are thin-skinned, aren’t
you? Really thin-skinned!
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priority to take action to implement and honour that
commitment.
Those sorts of actions by politicians and by
governments will go some way to restoring confidence
in the political process and in political parties. That may
not be a commodity some members of the opposition
rate very highly but it is something on which this
government places great store. In fact, the commitments
the government took to the election are the ones it is
honouring and taking action to implement not just in its
first term of government but in the first year of its first
term of government, and that will be the way this
government intends to continue to do business.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. E. G. Stoney) — Order! I call the Honourable
Phillip Davis.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Thank you,
Mr Acting President — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — On a point of order,
Mr Acting President —
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. E. G. Stoney) — Order! Mr Forwood, the
minister foreshadowed that she was moving an
amendment.
Hon. Bill Forwood — On a point of order,
Mr Acting President, she sat down. She had finished
her speech.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I was expecting to be handed the papers,
Mr Acting President.

Hon. C. C. BROAD — Not at all. This government
at least believes, even if some members of the
opposition do not, that opportunities to draw attention
to that heritage are important and should be taken up in
the process of implementing the agreement.

Hon. Bill Forwood — Oh, so now you blame the
Clerks?

A further aspect on which I want to comment is that at
various times, particularly at this time, there is a
flagging in confidence in the political system and in
politicians in general as a result of the actions of
individual politicians who have received critical public
attention. One of the positive aspects of the agreement
is that it has been possible for people who have worked
at a community level, in some cases for as long as
40 years, to see a political party elected to government
take up the objectives towards which they have been
working as part of a policy commitment, and then to
see within its first 12 months that government make it a

The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. E. G. Stoney) — Order! Mr Forwood, have you
made your point of order?

Hon. C. C. BROAD — That was my understanding
of the proceedings.

Hon. Bill Forwood — Yes. I think the minister has
finished.
Hon. N. B. Lucas — Further on the point of order,
Mr Acting President, you called Mr Davis. He stood up
and did not get a word out but I think clearly the house
had moved on.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. E. G. Stoney) — Order! On the point of order,
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the minister foreshadowed that she would move an
amendment. I believe it was purely procedural and I
will allow that to be done.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I move:
That all the words after ‘Snowy River’ be omitted.

Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I join the
debate on the motion and the amendment with some
concern for the claims the minister has made. I am on
the record as clearly supporting an appropriate
environmental flow for the Snowy River. Rather than
repeat in this house the comments I made on previous
occasions I refer honourable members to the debate on
5 April this year when I moved a motion inviting the
government to outline its plans and policies for
restoring environmental flows to the Snowy River. I do
not want to reiterate that material today because it
would serve no purpose except by way of background.
As Mr Baxter said, it was a comprehensive debate and
provides a good reference point for honourable
members to understand the issue before the house. I
support the motion as it stands and I oppose the
reasoned amendment moved by the minister.
A government member interjected.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Perhaps simply the
‘amendment’ might be a better way of expressing it.
The amendment suggests that the words referring to the
purchase of irrigation water for environmental flows be
deleted. I support the motion because it is critically
important for honourable members to recognise the
import of the action on which the government is
embarking. How will its actions affect future policy on
flows in streams all round the state? This is not just
about the Snowy River; it is about the management of
streams and waterways in the state and the effect that
establishing the principle of diverting water from
agriculture to another non-commercial use will have for
regional Victoria. I believe devastating implications
arise.
For example, anyone who has any familiarity with the
Gippsland Lakes would know the environmental
pressure that is already placed on the condition of the
lakes. I have long been an advocate for improving
management of the catchment of that waterway.
However, the reality is that under the government’s
proposal water would have to be diverted from irrigated
agriculture. That would affect, for example, the
Macalister district, which supports many hundreds of
productive dairy farms. In turn the area supports a
number of communities, including Sale, Maffra,
Heyfield, and Rosedale. The effect on the surrounding
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irrigation district would be devastating, and that is just
one example.
The core of the point I am making is that the debate is
on a wider issue than whether Victoria should be
involved in the purchase and diversion of agricultural
water into environmental flows in the Snowy River.
It is interesting to note that the minister made a number
of claims about the matter. She asserted that the
agreement, such as it is — not that members have
sighted it at this stage — would limit purchases of
water for the purpose of establishing environmental
flows.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — She didn’t say how.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — No. She claimed that
most of the water would come from New South Wales
sources and that it would not affect the water market.
Given that the house has not sighted the agreement, one
would have to take the minister on trust.
Given that the minister is not in the house, I will say
what I intended to say to her face — that is, I
compliment her on the work she has been doing on
behalf of the government in dealing with a very
complex set of arrangements. There is no doubt that
this is probably the most complex technical issue the
government has before it at the moment. It should be
recognised by the house that the minister has been
delegated responsibility and has worked towards
meeting it.
However, it is a great pity her colleagues have not
demonstrated the same capacity to understand the
issues. I make a few references as an example of that
incapacity. I start with what the Premier has said. Over
the past couple of weeks the Premier has reiterated that
there would be no purchase or acquisition of water to
establish environmental flows for the Snowy. On
Tuesday, 24 October, he said in the Assembly that the
agreement would have ‘no effect on the Murray River
or on irrigators’. He said further:
… we have a guarantee there will be no net loss of flow to the
Murray River or to Victorian irrigators.

That is fine. Members can take that on face value, I
suppose.
Regrettably, on 25 October, the Premier, demonstrating
with insightful gobbledygook that he does not
understand the issues at all, said in the Assembly:
Achieving a 21 per cent flow down the Snowy River in the
next 10 years does not require any change to any entitlements.
The purchase-of-entitlements provision is there only for the
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next 10 years plus to assure the irrigators that there will be no
reduction in their irrigation capacity. That is the case. It will
be a negotiable position that is yet to be determined.

If any member of the government understands what the
Premier was saying, please explain. Members on this
side took it that he was reiterating that there would be
no purchases.
On 26 October, again at question time in the Assembly,
the Premier is reported as saying:
In achieving the 21 per cent flow in the next 10 years the
government does not anticipate, nor does it have plans to
examine, the purchase of water.

That was interesting because in response to a question
on 31 October — that is, yesterday — the Premier said:
The answer is simple — —

Hon. G. W. Jennings — Mr Acting President, on a
point of order, Mr Davis has been given excessive
licence — —
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — And I have taken it.
Hon. G. W. Jennings — I suggest you have almost
lost your licence! The honourable member has taken
excessive licence with the standing orders of the
chamber and has quoted extensively from Hansard of
the other place. I ask for your assistance in advising him
not to continue to do so.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — On the point of order,
Mr Acting President, the house has recently had a
specific ruling from the Chair on the precise matter, to
the effect that questions and answers in the other
chamber do not constitute debate. I suggest that you
strike out the nonsense.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. R. F. Smith) — Order! I am advised that the
matter has been ruled on by a previous Chair.
Consistent with that ruling, there is no point of order.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Thank you, Mr Hallam.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I have quite a number of
issues of Hansard. I am taking the opportunity to
advise the house that the minister is not being ably
supported by her cabinet colleagues, starting with the
leader of the team, the Premier. He clearly does not
think, as the minister does, that there is a capacity for
the agreement to facilitate the purchase or acquisition of
water entitlements.
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However, the Premier does support the minister’s claim
that most of the water will come from New South
Wales. I note that in response to a question yesterday,
31 October, the Premier said the majority of the water
will come from New South Wales. On what basis that
assertion is made I do not know. It can only be that that
is part of the technical arrangements prescribed by the
agreement that members have not yet seen.
It is interesting to note also, notwithstanding the
Premier’s comments about water acquisitions, what the
minister has said on a couple of occasions when
responding to questions in this place. On 24 October
she said in essence that following the negotiations there
would be provision in the agreement to allow for the
purchase of water entitlements.
The minister has reinforced in the house, as she did in
debate earlier today, on a number of occasions that this
capacity would exist in the agreement. The minister
made that clear on 26 October when she indicated that
there would be a process involving the purchase of
water entitlements. She further indicated that the
purchasing process would have no impact on the
entitlements of irrigators.
As Mr Baxter pointed out in his contribution, it would
seem hard to contemplate how that would be, given that
there is a finite water entitlement for those in irrigation
districts who must share the farm allocations. There is
the reality that every time an entitlement is acquired
under this process, as outlined by the minister, that
would be a diversion from the aggregate total of
irrigation water available to the community in which
that irrigation basin operated. That would be a
diminution of water for agriculture, which I find
farcical given the process introduced by the previous
government, and which has been supported by the
Bracks government, to establish regional water for
agriculture committees. What we have here is water
against agriculture! There seems to be an approach to
stop those water for agriculture committees from
having confidence in their deliberations, rather than
trying to facilitate additional resources for commercial
development in regional Victoria.
To re-emphasise the government’s confusion about
what all this means under the agreement and the fact
that the minister is not supported by her colleagues, I
point out that the minister responsible for water supply
in this state, the Minister for Environment and
Conservation, was, in an interview in the Swan Hill
Guardian on 20 October, asked the question:
Why did the state government keep its plans for buying water
for the Snowy a secret?
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That is an interesting question and it is one that the
opposition has been asking in this house. The response
from the minister was:
Well, we haven’t, it was announced in our first press release,
it was always there, it was part of the Premier’s
announcement.

So I thought, ‘That is fine. If the Premier announced it
and Minister Garbutt had read his press release, it
would be on the public record and we should all
understand that part of the process was a commitment
to buy irrigation water’. But what did I find when I
went to the Premier’s statement? There was no
reference at all to that issue, as claimed by the Minister
for Environment and Conservation. The reference was
clearly edited out. The Premier’s press release states:
The enterprise will acquire water at the lowest cost to meet
the target flow, principally by the development of water
saving infrastructure such as pipelining, major engineering
works, better water accounting and improved maintenance of
our irrigation distribution system.

Nowhere in that statement of 6 October did the Premier
refer to water purchases as claimed by Minister
Garbutt. It is interesting that the Independent members
of Parliament, the honourable members for Gippsland
East, Mildura and Gippsland West, have all made
commitments to support the government on this issue,
as was alluded to by Mr Baxter earlier. Clearly the basis
of that support is the disingenuous way in which the
facts have been represented to those honourable
members. In the same way that the Premier and the
Minister for Environment and Conservation are
confused about the provisions in the agreement
between Victoria and New South Wales and the
arrangements that are being entertained to facilitate the
acquisition of water for environmental flows,
Mr Savage, the honourable member for Mildura, is
quoted in an article in the Sunraysia Daily of
30 October:
Mr Savage said his support of the government proposal was
based on an assurance that water purchases would only occur
where there would be no adverse impact on the prevailing
price.

He is further quoted as saying:
If water is purchased, it will be in New South Wales.

This clearly must be something that is reflected, as the
minister alluded to in her comments, in the agreement,
because she set up the scenario. The Minister for
Energy and Resources has clearly articulated in this
house that there would be limited purchases, that those
purchases would be mostly from New South Wales and
that they would not affect the water market.
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The only way we can have an assurance that that is the
case would be if the minister would go to the heart of
the matter and provide us with the information that we
require to make a judgment about that, which would
include the details of the agreement. I have been
frustrated for some time, as have many of my
colleagues, that we have not had the opportunity to
examine in a transparent way what the government is
negotiating away from rural and regional Victoria.
Water entitlements are so precious and are in fact the
lifeblood of rural communities. Wherever there is an
irrigation district, the economic viability and the
bankability of many communities is dependent on that
guaranteed water supply.
For 100 years governments of all persuasions have
worked to achieve improved security of supply for
those entitlements so that agriculturalists, not only the
food processors and commercial entities that hang off
vital food-producing industries, can have confidence in
the system. The government is selling out the principles
committed to by successive governments.
I am relieved that today I have been provided with a
copy of the agreement between the governments of
Victoria and New South Wales. The agreement was not
tabled by the minister. This interesting document came
to me via Jindabyne from Sydney. It refutes many of
the claims and assertions made by the Premier, the
Minister for Environment and Conservation, the
honourable member for Mildura in the other place and
the Minister for Energy and Resources.
There is no control in the agreement over where
purchases will be made — in fact, the contrary applies.
The agreement specifically sets out under the proposal
for the establishment of a joint government entity that:
An entity will be established by the NSW, Victorian and
commonwealth governments with a charter to acquire water
at least cost, irrespective of whether it is sourced in NSW or
Victoria. The entity will acquire water through investing in
water savings projects and through purchasing water
entitlements and water rights.

More abhorrent to me because it is a reflection of the
deceptive nature of the proposal being advanced
clandestinely by the government without any public
exposure is that the document refers to:
… purchasing water entitlements and water rights from
holders and subsequently cancelling these entitlements and
rights.

That means the cancellation or removal of water rights
from Victorian agriculture forever, notwithstanding its
implications for or impact on the commercial viability
of irrigation districts.
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Hon. G. W. Jennings — On a point order,
Mr Acting President, given that this forms a substantive
part of the honourable member’s case and that he
purports to read from a copy of an agreement that is not
consistent with the information to which I have been
privy as part of the government, I ask that he table the
document.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. G. W. Jennings — As part of my point of
order, Mr Acting President, I point out that at no stage
has the minister or anybody representing the
government purported to quote directly from a copy of
an agreement. On that basis, given this is a substantive
part of the honourable member’s contribution, I
reiterate my point.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — On the point of order,
Mr Acting President, this is the grossest act of
hypocrisy I have witnessed in this house. For weeks the
opposition has asked the minister to table the
agreement, and now the cabinet secretary has the gall to
ask me to table the document the minister has refused
to table. It is a disgrace, and the point of order is out of
order.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. R. F. Smith) — Order! There is no requirement
for the honourable member to table documents. The
point of order is lost.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — I am sure that as the
debate develops, by way of rebuttal, the government
will be pleased to table its version of the agreement. I
would be delighted if the government could then
demonstrate that the document I have, which has been
offered to me as a contemporary document, is not
correct.
It is evident that the claims made by the minister about
the purchases of water from irrigators in northern
Victoria are refuted by simple logic and by the fact that
the agreement does not limit the capacity of the entity
referred to by the minister to buy water in any state. It
will be bought in New South Wales and Victoria,
wherever it is cheapest.
Naturally, that means the government will enter the
market. The reality of any market is that as a new
bidder comes in the price is driven up. This is probably
the second-worst agricultural statutory purchasing
board I have ever seen, the worst being the Australian
Wool Corporation reserve price scheme — 10 years
after the crash of the reserve price scheme woolgrowers
continue to pay the cost of a statutory marketing
authority established by Labor governments. Anybody
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with any knowledge of agricultural marketing would
understand that once you give a statutory authority a
government guarantee and it enters into a commercial
market against private competitors it will drive the price
and eventually dominate the market.
That is what will happen with your agreement,
Minister. You will corrupt the water market, and not
just the market in northern Victoria. Having established
the principle, the government will corrupt the water
market throughout Victoria. This will not be the end of
it. Wherever the government is trying to curry favour
every local group will say, ‘We would like increased
environmental flows’. What will be the natural outcome
of that? You, Minister, will succumb to political
pressure, just as the government has succumbed to
political pressure from the honourable member for
Gippsland East to secure his vote in the other place and
thus secure your position as a minister of the Crown.
You will corrupt the water market in every irrigation
district.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. R. F. Smith) — Order! Through the Chair,
Mr Davis.
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — It is a disgrace. The
minister has let down Victorians through her lack of
responsibility. When the minister was not in the house I
congratulated her on having taken on a difficult task —
probably the most complex technical task confronting
any minister of the government. The minister has tried
to discharge her duties but has not been supported by
her colleagues. Cabinet has not been supportive, as I
have demonstrated. The Minister for Environment and
Conservation and the Premier have let the minister
down badly in Parliament and throughout the
community because they have misrepresented the facts
that the minister clearly understands.
I put the best face on it: I suspect the minister has been
disinclined to be complete in her response in this house
to questions the opposition has raised on this issue over
time. Through the agreement the minister has
committed the government to a process of commercial
intervention in the water market by buying water in
Victoria and New South Wales for the purpose of
environmental flows, thus removing it from agricultural
districts forever, notwithstanding that at the same time
the government is funding water for agriculture
committees around the state and trying to develop new
sources of water to improve the commercial
opportunities for rural communities.
The government holds itself out as the great saviour of
rural Victoria. What is the minister doing? At the
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moment her rhetoric is embellishing her view of what a
great government hers is for rural Victoria, but by
sleight of hand with secret agreements that have not
been disclosed in Parliament or elsewhere the
government is taking away the very lifeblood of rural
Victorians.
The agreement is a disgrace. The minister should table
the agreement as requested, and I challenge her to do
so. If she is not prepared to do so she will be held to
account for the fact that she is part of a secretive
government.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I am
pleased to contribute to the debate and suggest to the
minister that she read the motion moved by Mr Baxter
because it does not take issue with environmental flows
of the Snowy River. It is about government policy —
we cannot find out anything about it because it is
secret — in entering and corrupting the water market to
the detriment not only of Victorian irrigators but of
Victoria itself. It is doing that at a time when the state is
striving to meet the target announced by the former
government and agreed to by the present government of
$12 billion a year in agricultural exports by 2010.
Corrupting the water market would put at risk
Victoria’s chance to attain that export target.
By referring to the sharing of the Murray documents the
minister attempted to drag the honourable member for
Swan Hill in the other place, Mr Steggall, into the
argument. During the negotiations on the allocation of
water, which took more than 18 months, advice was
given and options were suggested but they were not
recommendations. Mr Baxter read into the record the
advice given by skilled departmental officers not to
enter the water market. That was good advice.
The minister said members of the National Party were
alarmist. We are alarmed and will continue to be
alarmed. We have good reason to be alarmed: the
minister has not answered questions fully in this place
over the past few weeks. I assure her that until the
details are tabled and we all know which way the
government is going we will continue to be alarmed
and to pursue the government about this important
issue, which is particularly significant for the National
Party because it represents country Victoria.
This debate is not only crucial to the irrigators of
Victoria and New South Wales, it is crucial to the
commonwealth and South Australia. Our cousins in
South Australia are particularly interested in what may
happen. I read some notes the other day in which the
Premier of South Australia made it clear that South
Australia had the power of veto over any arrangements
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for the use of water from the River Murray to put
environmental flows back into the Snowy River.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — I have a copy of that,
Mr Bishop.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — I also have a copy, and the
Premier’s comments on the matter are straightforward.
It is essential that the commonwealth should be
involved because we need an umpire, and the
commonwealth would be the best umpire because it
manages the Murray–Darling Basin.
The National Party supports environmental flows down
the Snowy River. The National Party has a policy on
the issue and everybody knew its view. Members of the
National Party said that the Webster report, which
recommended putting 15 per cent of the flow back into
the Snowy River, was sound and reasonable and that its
recommendation could be achieved through savings.
We said there should be no impact on current
allocations to irrigators and no water would be taken
from other environmental flows in other areas. There
should be no government purchase of water in the
water market and Victoria should be responsible only
for its 25 per cent share of the water and the cost.
Now we have the revelation — we did not know
anything about at the time — that the government will
buy water on the market. I did not see much consulting
about that among the irrigators I represent, and I am
certain there was very little in other areas. It will distort
the water market because the market is relatively small.
The next revelation was that one can borrow to buy the
water out of that small water market. That is an
amazing statement.
To give a homespun example, some years ago I was a
grower representative on a storage and handling
organisation when the organisation decided to locate a
couple of executives in a town in central Victoria. It
decided to buy homes for those executives to make
their transition into country Victoria fairly comfortable.
Well-meaning producers were informed of that move
and wanted to help. They spoke to the real estate agents
in the area. They were told that the government was in
the market, and because of that house values increased
enormously almost overnight. That is what will happen
if the government enters the water market. It is
symptomatic of governments that make rash promises.
The government now has to deliver. It will be tough to
deliver on the promises it has made. I feel sorry for the
Victorian communities that have been swept up in this
cynical exercise. I am sceptical because the government
has done a 180-degree turn. The house debated an issue
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concerning the Snowy River on 5 April this year. To
paraphrase the minister, she then said that the
government was committed to providing additional
flows down the Snowy River that can be fully offset by
water savings. We have heard such statements over the
past few years, and it is sad that the only assumption I
can now make is that the minister has misled the house
because it has now been revealed that such measures
will not be fully offset by water savings. The
government will be entering the market.

who will be appointed to the boards of water
authorities? That will be an important part of the
management of the process next time around when
people are reappointed. I remind the house of what
occurred when catchment management authorities
(CMAs) across Victoria were ripped apart. They were
decimated by the appointment process and there was no
thought of corporate memory or experience as the
members of those authorities were changed quite
substantially and radically across the state.

The National Party commends the government for
putting money into infrastructure. There will be huge
support from irrigators for the injection of government
money into irrigation infrastructure to create water
savings and to utilise those savings equitably wherever
they are placed, which New South Wales has done.
Over the river from Mildura the government has in a
couple of areas injected money into water
infrastructure, and it has done it successfully and to the
advantage of the irrigators. It has also been done in
South Australia through a shared process involving the
state and commonwealth governments and the
irrigators. The National Party would support the lifting
of efficiency through the improvement of irrigation
infrastructure.

The best — or worst — example I can think of is that of
Mr Gerald Leach from Walpeup who has spent a
lifetime in water and land management. He chaired the
catchment and land protection board in that area and
then the catchment management authority with strong
leadership and absolute commitment. Like others, he
has totally disappeared; he has gone right out of the
system. That has been the experience right across
Victoria.

When listening to the debate I wondered whether the
government or the minister understands the
Murray–Darling Basin cap. They must realise there is
only one bucket of water, about which we have all
agreed. If the government takes water out of that bucket
it is gone and cannot be used by the irrigators to raise
the standard of exports and help the economy of
Victoria.
I thought the minister said the best returns on
infrastructure upgrading might be in New South Wales.
That is what I thought I heard. I am concerned now that
Victorians will be putting money into New South
Wales infrastructure to save water. It would be nice to
have the agreement to ascertain whether that will be the
case. There is no doubt that Victorian irrigation system
infrastructure and efficiency levels need upgrading, but
new technology is now available. It is good technology.
Pipes can be used and there are new laying systems; in
fact, that has been done in some of the water
authorities, and they have done a particularly good job.
I take this opportunity to warn Victorian irrigators to be
vigilant. When they promote the process of upgrading
the irrigation infrastructure in their area they might find
the government is inclined to encourage or perhaps
force water authorities to initiate the works at irrigators’
expense and spirit the water away. That brings me to
the point I have been thinking about for some time:

Victorian irrigators need to be vigilant to ensure the
systematic sackings of people from water authorities
across the state does not occur because if it does the
water authorities will certainly not be run from the local
area but from either Spring Street or Nicholson Street in
Melbourne.
I note from some of the publications I have read that
from time to time the Victorian Farmers Federation
agrees with the government. That is okay; it is up to the
VFF. But the VFF wants to be vigilant and ensure the
water authorities do not suffer the same fate as the
CMAs. Again, I will lay out the revelations: the
government will enter the water market, and it will
borrow, ignoring the 25 per cent responsibility level,
7 per cent from the private sector. That is amazing
news. I thought the government did not like the private
sector. I cannot understand how that will work either,
but they are all crucial features of this debate.
As soon as the announcement was made that the
government would purchase water, I called on it — I
have plenty of documentation in the Mildura media —
and the Independent member for Mildura to justify that
and to reverse the decision. The Independent member
for Mildura should represent irrigators because his
electorate is a strong irrigation area. I asked them to say
no to government purchases and to adhere to the 25 per
cent cap on water and money. The government was
silent on the 25 per cent cap, as was Mr Savage, but in
regard to buying water they said, ‘That is fine, no
problem at all. We will buy only water that is wasted’. I
wondered what it meant; I do not know of any water
that is wasted.
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There were further revelations. Mr Savage said, ‘It is
that stuff down at Kerang. We’re going to buy some of
that; it is wasted water’. I wondered about that, and
thought I would like him and the government to go
down to Kerang and say that! I found some more
interesting material. The government said, ‘No, it will
be people who flood irrigate’. I thought that was a
beauty. What about the dairy industry? What does it
think about this? The dairy industry is a huge
contributor to the Victorian and national economies and
is very efficient and highly respected around the world.
So one comes back to the question: how will the
government do it? I suppose we will have to wait for
the secret deals and details that I hope will eventually
be forced out.
I am the first to agree, as is the National Party, that poor
irrigation practices exist in Victoria. But the demand
and the price for water are addressing the issue. One
does not have to go far to discover that: people are
rapidly changing their practices. I remind the
government and Mr Savage that the water they talk
about is irrigators’ water. The irrigators have been
allocated the water. It is not anyone else’s — it is theirs.
Further revelations include the statement from the
government, ‘We are going to buy only cheap water’. I
would not mind some of that myself, even though I am
a Mallee farmer and could not get it out there. I remind
the house that the Murray–Darling Basin has a cap.
There is only one bucket of water. If the government
takes a cupful out of it, it is gone. As Mr Philip Davis
says, it is gone and you cannot get it back.
I did some calculations. My understanding is that
28 per cent for the Snowy River represents
330 000 megalitres. As I understand it, that is the total
for New South Wales and Victoria. If Victoria’s share
is about 25 per cent, that represents about 80 000
megalitres. It is important that we look at the big
picture. The Murray–Darling Basin has a cap on the
water that can be utilised. We have only one bucket of
water. Let us say — I believe this is conservative given
what I have heard — a third of that required is bought.
That represents 110 000 megalitres of water. I know
that the high returns in horticulture can reach $3000 a
megalitre. So if the purchase was a third of the total —
that is, 110 000 megalitres — it would take
$330 million of sustainable production out of the
system every year. Obviously that is across that
catchment area, but where does that leave Victoria’s
$12 billion agricultural exports by 2010? It certainly
leaves them some distance away from the target, which
was quite attainable under the previous system.
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Honourable members have talked about the cheap
water, the effect that would have on the market, and so
on. But the other day I was interested to attend a
briefing on the Deakin proposal in the Sunraysia area. I
was also pleased that the Independent member for
Mildura, Russell Savage, was in attendance. I must say
that I had not seen him at any briefings prior to that. I
thought the briefing was excellent. Mr Mark Hancock,
the managing director of the Mildura Fruit Cooperative,
is the chairman of the committee overseeing the
consultants who are doing the work. He was excellent,
the committee was great and the consultants were good
at informing the large number of people who attended
the briefing. The Deakin proposal was commenced by
the Kennett government, and I congratulate the Bracks
government for continuing the research into that
project.
Early on it was identified in the Mildura to
Lake Cullulleraine area that there was around
40 000 hectares of land that might be suitable for
irrigation, but probably only half of it would be. There
was about the same amount of land from Karadoc to
Carwarp, but again studies would show that only about
half of that would be obtainable for irrigation. The
situation was similar in the Robinvale area — a similar
potential was identified. As I said, a large area of land
was available, but probably only half of that area would
be manageable for irrigation.
The Deakin project started many years ago with
developers, private farmers and other people being
involved in both Mildura and Robinvale. The Deakin
project as we know it — I again commend the
government on continuing the research started by the
previous government — is not about suddenly throwing
huge areas into production; it is about undertaking
research to ensure that markets, land and water are
available. I have previously spoken about the
availability of markets and land.
The consultants were very professional. When I
attended the briefing I was very good and did not ask
any questions. However, someone else asked a
question. The reply was, ‘We cannot make a decision
on the availability of water and its affect on the viability
of the project until the government makes up its mind
what it will do about buying water’.
Other issues being studied and worked through include
environmental issues. How will finance be obtained to
fund such a large development? Who will supply the
water in a physical sense with pumping and delivery? A
coordinated approach is being taken towards the future
development of the area.
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However, I reiterate that a government entering the
water market may well put the viability of the area at
risk. The governments and Mr Savage must see that —
you would have to be blind not to see it. The Deakin
project has like developments all long the river.
Wherever you go you find people with initiative who
are prepared to take risks by undertaking developments.
There is absolutely no doubt that if the government
enters the water market it will corrupt it. Prices will rise
and those projects and others along the river will be put
at risk. If the government is not prepared to listen to
reason on the matter it will stifle that investment and
other spin-off investments in the areas.

During the process I wondered where the government
would get the water from. A beautiful spot near
Mildura is Lake Cullulleraine — a wonderful place
with educational, yachting and other recreational
facilities. Kings Billabong is another lovely area. Both
waterways are used by various water authorities to
manage their water requirements. Because I represent
that area I say governments should keep their hands off
those waterways. As Mr Baxter said, they should keep
out of the way. Those waterways are part of a system
we have used for many years; they are absolutely
essential to our communities and to the operations of
the water authorities.

As an advocate for Mildura I have been saying for
some time that the Deakin and mineral sands projects
will see a doubling of the population in the area in
20 years. Imagine what that would do to the area? It
would be a huge regional centre about which Victoria
could be proud. However, the policy move by the
government to buy water puts those sorts of investment
processes and advancement at risk.

I raised the issue with the government and quite
properly asked, ‘What will you do about Lake
Cullulleraine and Kings Billabong? Can you give me
an assurance that they will not be touched and that the
communities I represent will continue to have these real
assets at their disposal?’. But who responded? It was
not the government; it was Mr Savage. I must say that
Minister Garbutt did respond, not in the print media but
over the air waves. I think the words Mr Savage used
were that I ‘was rising to superb heights of
misinformation’. I think the minister referred to those
comments yesterday in the house. I understand the
minister said on the radio that no studies would be
conducted in those areas.

I have been keeping my ear open for news from the
water market. I am hearing noises such as, ‘I wonder at
what trigger point the government will enter the
market’. I hear that New South Wales will buy water
wherever it is cheapest; so that will take the water out
of the market fairly rapidly. Indeed, I wonder what this
government’s trigger point is. Will it be $600 a
megalitre? I hear rumours that it is a lot more than that.
Currently the price of water in Swan Hill is about $700
a megalitre. However, I hear that the government could
be interested in twice that amount and that it could go
up further. What would that do to the market? You do
not have to guess too hard.
I am concerned about that. And all the irrigators and
business operators along the river and in regional
centres such Mildura, Echuca, Swan Hill and Kerang
are worried about it. I could go on and name many
areas. People are concerned about the issue. They are
basing their future livelihoods on the investment and
growth that have been seen to date. I hope that growth
will continue.
News is now starting to get out. The media has been
questioning Mr Savage about his stand on the water
issue. That pressure has come not only from me; it has
come from the community, and that is where it should
be coming from. People are questioning which way the
government and its Independent coalitionists are going.
It is good to see the community picking up the issue,
and it is absolutely essential that it continues that
advocacy.

Hon. W. R. Baxter — They have been.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — They have been. That is
another revelation. Studies have been conducted in the
area and meetings about Lake Cullulleraine have been
conducted with the locals by a leading water consultant.
They have had a good look at Lake Cullulleraine. I do
not know what has happened with Kings Billabong, but
I will keep an eye on that. The issue has been raised
with me by a number of members of the community
who are particularly interested in the area, and I will
continue to take a great deal of interest in it.
Following the revelations that the government was
going to buy water — there was no word of
borrowing — Minister Garbutt put damage controls
into place. As quick as a flash — bang! — it was in
place. She went up to Mildura and down to Swan Hill.
She spent 20 minutes in Mildura for the briefing. I
really do not know what happened there because I was
not invited. However, I have heard reports. In her
hosing-down exercise — pardon the pun! — the
minister said, ‘There will be no environmental, no
recreational and no operational interference in those
particular water areas. They will not be touched’. I
welcome that and have written to both Minister Broad
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and Minister Garbutt requesting that statement in
writing. I think that is only fair and reasonable.
I move to the issue of the $300 million that has been
banded together by New South Wales and Victoria. I
always thought the deal called for a share of 25 per
cent, because Victoria uses 25 per cent of the irrigated
water. But that seems to have changed as the process
has gone along. Is Victorian taxpayers’ money being
squandered? At any rate, I raise the issue and trust that
the minister may be able to respond at some other time.
It is absolutely essential that honourable members and
the communities involved know the details of the
arrangements. We must know where we are heading. A
huge number of questions have been unanswered, and
answers are needed. One thing that interests me is that
7 per cent will come from the private sector. I have no
idea how that will occur.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — Neither has the minister.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP — The government will not
sell anything, will it? That does not seem reasonable.
Will it sell off a bit and take water in lieu of dollars? I
have no idea what it is thinking of. I would be
fascinated to know how the private sector — which the
government does not seem to like a lot at times —
could help. I would welcome the private sector being
involved under the control of the government and the
water authorities who upgrade the infrastructure. That
would be fine; they know what they are doing and they
can get on with it.
I am also interested in the comments of the government
and the Independent honourable member for Mildura,
Russell Savage, that no irrigator will be adversely
affected. I wonder what that means? That conjures up a
lot of things. There is no doubt that if the government is
in the market, irrigators will be adversely affected, and
the government and the Independent member for
Mildura should be ashamed that they are supporting
that.
The government’s entry into the market will corrupt the
market and investment growth not just in Sunraysia but
throughout Victoria. The honourable member for
Mildura in the other place, who represents irrigators,
should be saying that the government should not get
into the market. He should be standing up for his
electorate and pushing hard for infrastructure
investment and increasing the efficiency and stability of
water authorities so they can work through the issues.
That is most important for the people the Honourable
Ron Best and I represent.
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I also point out that I have attended meetings in my area
of people concerned about rate increases. There is a
concern in irrigation areas that increasing water prices
will have an effect on rates. Irrigators and ratepayers
ought to be able to make inquiries so they can be sure
they are protected.
I conclude by referring to two other issues. The
government should immediately announce that it will
not enter the water market. That would give great
comfort to irrigators throughout Victoria and
communities that rely on the irrigation system for their
livelihood, advancement, growth and future. It could
achieve savings by moving into infrastructure
development. A lot of work is being done by skilled
people in government departments and by private
consultants. The government could move on that
tomorrow. It should immediately begin a consultative
process to fairly and reasonably allocate infrastructure
works across Victoria.
I urge the house to vote against the amendment moved
by the Minister for Energy and Resources and support
the motion moved by the Honourable Bill Baxter, who
has spent a lifetime representing people in irrigation
areas. It is important that stability, progress and
investment are maintained in irrigation areas
throughout Victoria because they benefit not just those
areas but Victoria and Australia as a whole.
Hon. G. W. JENNINGS (Melbourne) — I am
pleased to join the debate and support my colleague the
Minister for Energy and Resources and her proposed
amendment to the motion. I also support her
contribution to the debate this morning and her
important role in returning environmental flows to the
Snowy River. It is a significant undertaking, and I
congratulate the Honourable Phil Davis on recognising
the positive contribution the minister has made in
achieving this significant outcome for the Victorian
environment and the people of Victoria.
During the course of the debate, questions were raised
about the status of the agreement between the Victorian
and New South Wales governments and on
undertakings both governments are hoping to obtain
from the commonwealth government so that the
agreement can be fully implemented and its scope can
be augmented to achieve long-lasting benefits not just
for the Snowy River but also for the Murray and
Murrumbidgee rivers.
The joint press release of the premiers of New South
Wales and Victoria dated 6 October spells out the
relative status of elements contained in the agreement
and refers to the interdependence on the commonwealth
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government to augment the broader scope of the
agreement.
In starting my contribution I refer as a primary source
to that media release, which states:
The Victorian and New South Wales governments today
announced an historic 10-year, $300 million agreement to
breathe life back into the Snowy River and have agreed to a
long-term target of 28 per cent of original flows.
…
The governments have also agreed to significant increases in
environmental flows for the upper Murrumbidgee River and
the key Alpine rivers in the Kosciuszko National Park.

The release encapsulates the benefits for the Snowy
River catchment and indicates that although both
governments support the original intent of the
wonderful engineering feats achieved some 50 years
ago — Mr Baxter recognised those significant
engineering feats as part of Australia’s postwar
reconstruction — there are some long-lasting
environmental problems.
Although governments may have worthy objectives in
constructing major works there can be long-term
consequences that impact on the environment and the
lives of Australian citizens, including irrigators and
farming communities along the Murray. The motion
expresses some concerns about the impact of
environmental flows to the Snowy River on the
long-term viability of irrigators in the Murray–Darling
Basin, and to the extent that it allows the house to
express concern about those potential impacts is
therefore worthy of consideration.
Hon. Bill Forwood — The devil is in the detail.
Hon. G. W. JENNINGS — I remind honourable
members of the brief specified in the press release of
6 October, which sets out a number of criteria that are
essential parts of the package. The press release states:
deliver environmental benefits to the Snowy River and its
communities;
protect the environment of the Murray–Darling Basin;
safeguard the interests of irrigators;
maintain the quantity and quality of South Australia’s water
supply; and,
secure the financial position and operating flexibility of the
Snowy Mountains hydro scheme.

Mr Forwood suggested a moment ago by interjection
that the devil was in the detail. Often that is the case,
but the government or any statutory authority or
enterprise envisaged here should ensure that the way it
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operates in practice meets the charter and expectations
set for it. That is the challenge the enterprise will face.
The government is cognisant of the legitimate concerns
raised in the house today about the potential for the
water market to be corrupted.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — The minister said we were
scaremongering.
Hon. G. W. JENNINGS — Absolutely. The way
the debate has been conducted is typical of the quality
of political discourse and reveals the alarmist nature of
the other side’s presentation. The debate has revealed
that the most significant issue for the government is to
demonstrate how to achieve its pivotal objectives
through its funding allocations, the priorities set for the
enterprise, the charter, the way the enterprise is
monitored and how it relates to the Murray–Darling
Basin. The government believes the full suite of
measures has to be addressed. It is not running away
from those issues. The difference between — —
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Weasel words everywhere.
Hon. G. W. JENNINGS — I do not accept the
interjection of the Honourable Roger Hallam that these
are weasel words. The government has clearly specified
that it is not the intent of this — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — It may not be the intent but it
is likely to be the result.
Hon. G. W. JENNINGS — That is a contested
issue, which the government does not agree with and
takes on notice. The fundamental aspect of the motion
and the program that will be outlined by the
governments in the full course of time in accordance
with — —
Hon. R. M. Hallam — In the fullness of time —
that is a political term!
Hon. G. W. JENNINGS — I will take this
opportunity to go off on a tangent and put in context the
sequence of events relating to proper disclosure. I
would not contest that it is appropriate for there to be a
proper disclosure of elements of the agreement,
including how the government intends it to operate in
practice, what the operating practices of the entity may
be, the mechanical elements to be put in place to ensure
that the marketplace is not corrupted and the way the
whole package will be brought together across various
state and commonwealth jurisdictions.
The Premier’s press release of 6 October clearly
outlines the status of the agreement between the
Victorian and New South Wales governments to
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allocate $300 million primarily, overwhelmingly, for
the purpose of providing infrastructure to create
environmental benefits based on water flows. The bulk
of the expenditure allocated within that $300 million,
shared equally between the Victorian and New South
Wales governments, is for capital works projects. That
will be the primary focus and activity of the new entity.
The operating procedures of the entity and its desired
outcomes are encapsulated in that agreement.
The overlay of the commonwealth environmental
impact statement process and the legislation required to
deal with the corporatisation issues are integral to how
the package comes together. Those issues will be dealt
with. As the minister has attested, the environmental
impact statement is being dealt with by the
commonwealth government as we speak; it will be
done this week. The corporatisation is designed to take
place at the beginning of 2001. The Parliament of New
South Wales will consider the Snowy River inquiry and
its implications for corporatisation this month. The
minister outlined an important element in her
presentation — that is, that the procedures, projects and
consultative mechanisms for achieving the
environmental outcomes are not to be at the expense of
irrigators and will be considered by the Murray-Darling
Basin Commission. That reference is taking place as we
speak.
Hon. Bill Forwood — So you know what they are
considering.
Hon. G. W. JENNINGS — I am not aware of the
details of their consideration although I understand that
the package of measures undertaken by the entity is
being considered by the Murray-Darling Basin
Commission. There will be various overlays to ensure
that the package comes together.
When honourable members discussed the
Murray-Darling Basin Commission report earlier in the
session all sides of the house congratulated the
authority on its capacity to work across state
jurisdictions in the name of ensuring environmental
protection and improving environmental outcomes.
There is bipartisan support for the expertise and the
methodologies the Murray-Darling Basin Commission
brings to water management issues. The Victorian and
New South Wales governments will rely heavily on
that authority in concluding the scope and operations of
the entity to be established. The entity will be based on
the best advice to government on the way to deal with
the water management issues. Its operations will not be
made up on the spot or ad hoc; they will clearly
incorporate the ongoing interests of the irrigation
community
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Hon. Bill Forwood — And they will clearly destroy
the water market.
Hon. G. W. JENNINGS — By design this body
will operate not to corrupt the market.
A year ago the minister embarked on this mission of
reaching agreement with the New South Wales
government, let alone the commonwealth government.
The minister has gotten through the eye of the needle
and achieved a great thing for the people of Victoria
and the environment. I have great faith that the
dedication and eye for detail underpinning the operation
of the entity will ensure that no section of the
community along the Murray–Darling Basin will be
disadvantaged by this wonderful achievement.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I reject
outright the attempt of the government to amend the
motion and turn it into a meaningless form of words.
There is no disagreement on either side of the house
about returning flows to the Snowy River — that is not
in any contest. The attempt by the Minister for Energy
and Resources to delete the substance of the motion
does her no credit at all, nor does her response to my
contribution. The minister failed to address any of the
substantive issues I raised. Mr Jennings also failed to
rebut any of the substantive issues raised by Mr Davis
and Mr Bishop.
I find it astounding that honourable members have
heard a demonstration of a total lack of understanding
of how a market operates. It is as though the people
who run the government have never been to an auction
to buy their own homes. They seem to have no concept
at all that if one puts another buyer into the
marketplace, particularly a buyer who has very deep
pockets, one is bound to influence the market and is
likely to corrupt it as well.
I would like an opportunity at some later stage to
contest the minister’s assertion that the statements in
the environmental impact statement on the greenhouse
gas emissions are spurious. It is extraordinary for the
minister to say that somehow or another the water that
will no longer be available for hydro-power generation
will not need to be replaced by thermal generation. The
minister said that was a spurious argument but I will
keep that for another day because time does not allow
me to deal with it now.
I am very glad that in my speech I dealt with the
recommendations of the Murray Water Entitlement
Committee. The minister clearly came into the house
armed with a lot of tagged pages from the two reports
of that committee so that she could endeavour to
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implicate the committee, particularly its chairman, in
advocating the purchase of water rights. The minister
set out to dissemble, but fortunately I got in first and
she was unable to complete that task to her satisfaction.
The thing that most surprises me is the minister’s
allegation that the National Party is being alarmist in
what it is saying around Victoria in response to the
government’s intentions. What honourable members
have heard today has given the National Party, and
indeed the whole house, every reason to be utterly
alarmed, particularly given the document Mr Davis
quoted from. The people of Victoria, particularly its
irrigators, and every business and every resident of
every country town in the irrigation areas of Victoria
must be alarmed if that is what this government is up to
and has signed off on with its secret agreement. I urge
the house to reject the amendment and carry the
motion.
House divided on omission (members in favour vote no):

Ayes, 27
Ashman, Mr
Atkinson, Mr
Baxter, Mr (Teller)
Best, Mr
Birrell, Mr
Boardman, Mr
Bowden, Mr
Brideson, Mr
Coote, Mrs
Cover, Mr
Craige, Mr
Davis, Mr D. McL.
Davis, Mr P. R. (Teller)
Forwood, Mr

Furletti, Mr
Hall, Mr
Hallam, Mr
Katsambanis, Mr
Lucas, Mr
Olexander, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Ross, Dr
Smith, Mr K. M.
Smith, Ms
Stoney, Mr
Strong, Mr

Noes, 13
Broad, Ms
Carbines, Mrs (Teller)
Gould, Ms
Hadden, Ms
Jennings, Mr
McQuilten, Mr (Teller)
Madden, Mr

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

Luckins, Ms

Darveniza, Ms

Pair
Amendment negatived.
Motion agreed to.
Sitting suspended 1.07 p.m. until 2.13 p.m.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Liquor: licences
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — Can
the Minister for Small Business advise the house
whether it is true that the Premier and then Treasurer
altered the terms of reference the minister had proposed
for the review of the 8 per cent limit on liquor licence
holdings, and, if so, what was the effect of the changes
the Premier made to those terms of reference?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — To my knowledge, the terms of reference
were not changed drastically to alter the effect of the
review that was to take part under national competition
policy requirements. In fact, the review has taken place,
the report has been presented, and the response is now
out for public consultation.

Electricity: tariffs
Hon. G. D. ROMANES (Melbourne) — Can the
Minister for Energy and Resources advise what action
the government is taking to ensure that electricity
customers are protected in the transition to full retail
competition, especially as a result of the change in
electricity prices from the end of this year?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The Bracks government wants to ensure
that electricity customers are fully protected in the
transition to full retail competition. New electricity
tariffs that will apply to domestic and small business
customers during 2001 were published in the
Government Gazette of 31 October. The prices will be
charged by the current five monopoly retailers during
the period of transition to full retail competition in
2001. The prices replace the maximum uniform tariffs,
which expire at the end of December this year. The
gazettal is in accordance with the government
requirement that retailers publish the terms and
conditions for sale of electricity to domestic and small
business customers 60 days before those terms and
conditions take effect.
The new tariffs reflect the government’s commitment
that no Victorian will pay higher tariffs when the
maximum tariffs expire at the end of the year. They
also reflect the lower distribution charges set by the
independent Office of the Regulator-General.
The government retains the reserve power to override
prices that are unreasonable to protect consumers
against unwarranted increases in electricity prices. The
government has accepted the new prices gazetted by
Citipower, AGL and Pulse. Still to be resolved are
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some issues about acceptable costs for Powercor and
TXU tariffs for rural and regional customers. The
independent Office of the Regulator-General will be
asked to advise on those issues, which are expected to
be resolved before the new prices take effect on
1 January.
As I said, the government can use its reserve powers to
pass on further reductions for rural and regional
customers if that proves to be necessary. Consumers
will also be protected from price spikes caused by
jumps in demand for electricity, particularly over the
summer months. Retailers will have to handle any
increases in wholesale prices they pay as part of their
normal arrangements for managing price risks. It is not
appropriate for retailers to pass those risks on to
consumers when consumers do not have a choice of
either suppliers or the terms and conditions under
which electricity is supplied.
The government will use its reserve powers to manage
any unusual event that is beyond the normal control of
companies. That could include a reference, again, to the
independent Office of the Regulator-General for a
determination of any pass-through arrangements that
are considered to be fair and reasonable for customers.
The arrangements will therefore ensure that customers
will be fully protected in the transition to full retail
competition and not disadvantaged by the expiry of the
maximum uniform tariffs.
The introduction of full retail competition later in 2001
will give customers a choice of supplier and provide
further incentives for price reductions. The Office of the
Regulator-General will continue to monitor the
performance of electricity companies to ensure that the
services they deliver are safe and reliable.

Tertiary education and training: registered
training organisations
Hon. W. I. SMITH (Silvan) — I direct the attention
of the Minister for Small Business to a promise made
by the Labor Party at the last election to increase
training opportunities for small business and to the fact
that its first initiative was to freeze any extension to
training programs on apprentices and trainees to private
sector providers. What has the minister done to increase
training opportunities for small business?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — The Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment is doing a
number of things to provide small business with access
to training opportunities. She has announced a package
of about $37 million, which will open up opportunities
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for and encourage small business to take up
apprenticeships and traineeships. The government is
pleased to see the emphasis on training in that area and
will encourage small businesses to make use of the
funds available through that scheme.
The minister and I have discussed how to inform small
business about training opportunities, and that is being
taken into account in the construction of training
packages for small businesses.
The minister and I are also talking about opportunities
for people in small business to have access to training
not just for apprentices and trainees but also for
themselves and about ensuring that that suite of training
opportunities benefits small businesses and helps make
them more successful by giving them the skills they
need.

Paralympic Games: athletes
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — Will the
Minister for Sport and Recreation inform the house as
to how Victoria’s Paralympians performed at the recent
Sydney Paralympic Games?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — No doubt members will be well aware
what a magnificent event the Sydney Paralympic
Games were and that they exceeded all expectations.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I had the great honour of
being able to attend the games last Friday and the good
fortune to see the wheelchair tennis players in action
and the Australian men’s wheelchair basketball team
play off for fifth and sixth place against Germany. That
was fantastic.
One of the most impressive aspects of the games was
the attendance, particularly by schoolchildren. The
children were deeply engaged in the whole process and
that will reflect on future generations in sporting
participation and also appreciation of the Paralympics
and the elite sportspeople involved in them.
Honourable members may not be aware that the
Sydney Paralympic Games were larger than the 1956
Melbourne Olympic Games and the 1998 Kuala
Lumpur Commonwealth Games, and twice the size of
the 1998 Nagano Winter Olympics. It was a significant
event not just in terms of sport but also in terms of
culture.
I refer to a few notes on the medal tally. Victorian
athletes contributed 46 medals — 23 gold, 9 silver and
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14 bronze — to the national tally of 149. Victorian
athletes achieved more than one-third of Australia’s
Paralympic gold medals. No doubt the games were an
inspiring and fantastic event. We hear a lot of talk about
the inspiration they provide, but at the end of the day, as
I have said before, the Paralympians want to be known
as elite athletes in their own right. No doubt they have
achieved that, and members of the Victorian contingent
have done particularly well through the support they
receive from the Victorian Institute of Sport.

refer to the very important agreement between the New
South Wales and Victorian governments. As I have
previously told the house, on completion of the federal
government’s consideration of its part in the agreement
and the provision of the water agreement as required by
the New South Wales Parliament, the documents will
be provided, as would be expected, in the normal
course of events.

Some of the outstanding highlights were Tim Sullivan,
Greg Smith and Lisa McIntosh winning in their
respective events. Victoria was also well represented in
the women’s basketball team that won the silver medal.
I congratulate the Paralympians and all Australians who
endorsed and got behind the games.

Hon. R. F. SMITH (Chelsea) — Is the Minister for
Industrial Relations aware of the recent Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry survey
that demonstrates that the introduction of the proposed
fair employment legislation would have only a minimal
impact on Victorian business?

Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Again members of the
opposition show their ignorance on these matters.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am interested in
hearing the minister’s answer, and I suggest that the
members on my left desist and allow the minister to
finish.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I was referring to
members of the opposition showing their ignorance and
lack of appreciation of the fantastic elite athletes the
Paralympians are. On behalf of all honourable members
I congratulate all those involved in the games,
particularly the participants and especially the Victorian
Paralympians.

Snowy River
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — My question
is to the Minister for Energy and Resources. I again
refer to the so-called historic agreement reached with
New South Wales about environmental flows in the
Snowy River and the efforts of the opposition parties to
have the agreement made public to allow Victorians to
see at first-hand what the minister has negotiated on
their behalf. Given the minister’s reticence about
releasing the agreement, I take the issue back to square
one and ask: at the time of reaching the agreement she
so proudly announced, were the terms of the agreement
actually documented and did she actually sign
something?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I welcome this opportunity, following
the lengthy debate in the house this morning, to again

Industrial relations: reforms

Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — I thank Mr Bob Smith for his question
and his ongoing interest in this matter. I am aware that
recently the Victorian Employers Chamber of
Commerce and Industry undertook a survey of its
members about the independent industrial relations task
force, that the results of that survey were part of the
VECCI submission to the task force and that that
submission has been on the web site of the task force,
which is open to honourable members if they wish to
view it.
The VECCI survey indicated that 60 per cent of
employers continue to provide the same conditions of
employment as applied prior to the abolition of awards
back in 1996. The proposed legislation will not have an
impact on those employers. Some 29 per cent of
employers indicated they had made some changes.
However, those changes were not designed to reduce
any conditions. They changed their work arrangements
by introducing annualised salary with respect to rates of
pay, salary packages, time off in lieu of public holidays
and the taking of evening meals. Again, the proposed
legislation will not have an impact on those employers.
The survey VECCI undertook showed that the majority
of its members continued to apply the minimum
employment entitlements under schedule 1A and
federal awards. Those workers are already covered by
the safety net, so the Fair Employment Bill will have
little impact at all.
Other surveys support that the legislation will have very
minimal impact on a large number of employers. As I
said, 60 per cent of its members already pay in excess
of what is proposed in the legislation.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Hon. M. M. GOULD — This is VECCI’s survey,
Mr President. It said that it will have little impact on a
large majority of its members.
Other surveys came up with the same position — for
instance, many employers continue to pay overtime.
They continue to pay penalty rates for working on
public holidays. They continue to pay annual leave
loadings. The vast majority of employers continue to
regard 38 hours as the actual rate of pay. Some
employers deem it as 35 hours. This proposal will not
have an impact on those employers.
Hon. Bill Forwood interjected.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — No, it is not going to cost
that. I have indicated to the house that the extrapolation
of the survey that VECCI undertook is not based
on — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The members on my
left are not helping the situation. When it is very hard to
hear, Hansard cannot hear. I ask members to settle
down and allow the minister to finish.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — As I said, the survey
indicates that only about a quarter of its members pay
the minimum rates of pay to staff. Accordingly, the vast
majority of VECCI’s members, including small
business, already apply the conditions that will be
applicable under the proposed legislation, which is
consistent with federal awards.
The government commissioned some economic
modelling from National Economics, about which I
have advised the house, and the independent industrial
relations task force undertook surveys with the
Australian Centre for Industrial Relations Research and
Training and with VECCI members. There is clear
evidence that the impact of the proposed legislation
would be minimal on businesses in Victoria.
It is time the whole of the state shared in its economic
growth and that the people who have fallen through the
cracks because of the previous government’s referral of
its powers to the federal government and because of the
Workplace Relations Act are protected.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — You don’t care about
those workers.
Honourable members interjecting.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! Do not shout. Have
you finished?
Hon. M. M. GOULD — Yes.

Snowy River
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — Given that
the debate earlier this day confirmed that the Snowy
water agreement with New South Wales provides that
there will be purchasing of water entitlements and
water rights from holders and subsequently the
cancelling of those entitlements and rights, will the
Minister for Energy and Resources advise the house
under what head of power the government proposes to
implement that policy?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The honourable member referred to the
debate this morning. The proposal agreed to by the
New South Wales and Victorian governments is to
establish an enterprise. The shareholders in that
enterprise will be the governments. Actions undertaken
by that enterprise will need to be approved by the
respective governments. We await the decision of the
commonwealth government prior to finalising those
arrangements. In addition, the government has given
undertakings that it will consult with stakeholders prior
to finalising those details.
Hon. Philip Davis — On a point of order,
Mr President, I asked the question genuinely trying to
tease out the issue of the basis on which the Victorian
government proposes to acquire and cancel entitlements
and rights in respect of irrigation water. The question
was about a head of power. The minister has not
described at all under what authority she proposes to
implement that policy.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I do not wish to respond to
the point of order.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! A lot has been said
about this issue during the course of the day, and I did
not hear much of it. Certainly the question was specific.
It presumes the government will take some action based
upon some legislative or administrative power to do so.
That was the nature of the question. I do not think the
minister addressed herself to that issue. I shall give her
the chance to respond on that issue. Otherwise, all I can
do is indicate that the question has not been answered.
An honourable member interjected.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! No thumbscrews!
Hon. C. C. BROAD — Mr President, I do not
believe there is a point of order. I have indicated to the
house — it was indicated to the house this morning —
that the enterprise to be established by the jurisdictions
will be given as part of its charter the capacity to do a
number of things.
I am aware that the opposition wants to put all the focus
on one part of the operation of that enterprise. The great
bulk of the operation of the enterprise will be in using
funds provided by the jurisdictions to pay for
infrastructure and to provide efficiencies. To the extent
that it is involved in securing future water entitlements,
which as I have said will be part of its charter, it will be
doing so as part of the charter provided to it by the
respective jurisdictions.

Consumer affairs: government achievements
Hon. E. C. CARBINES (Geelong) — Will the
Minister for Consumer Affairs inform the house of the
Bracks government’s achievements in advancing
consumer issues in the past 12 months?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) — Unlike the previous government, the Bracks
government has prioritised consumer issues and put
them to the forefront of the agenda.
The government started by changing the focus and
philosophy behind the department, which was reflected
in a name change back to Consumer and Business
Affairs Victoria (CBAV). That signified an important
change. The government also created an interactive
web site that provides information to consumers and
enables them to obtain the most up-to-date information
on issues that are pertinent and important to them,
including topics such as renting and product safety.
CBAV has proceeded to become proactive and
cooperative about product warnings and issues that
need to be brought to the attention of consumers. It has
used electronic and print media to assist in ensuring it
gets warnings out to consumers in a timely way to
ensure they can protect themselves by not becoming
vulnerable to either poor products or people offering
shonky or misleading products or information.
CBAV also filled a void created by the federal
government on fuel pricing. The federal government
has run away from the issue. It is not prepared to face
up to its responsibility for fuel prices. The Victorian
government has implemented a fuel pricing monitor,
which has enabled CBAV to gather important
information and data to help the government
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understand how the market has been working as well as
to provide information on price increases in country
and metropolitan areas and the impact of the new tax
arrangements.
Through funding from the Department of State and
Regional Development, CBAV has proceeded to look
into the feasibility aspects that have flowed from the
Buangor Fuel Cooperative study. It has also developed
extensive consumer education programs on a range of
topics. The programs include Going Mobile for Young
People, which is aimed at informing young people who
purchase and use mobile phones without understanding
the costs or debts they may be incurring.
CBAV has also launched the home buyers magazine,
which has been welcomed by everybody and has been
widely distributed through local councils, real estate
agents and hardware stores. It has also been working
with other jurisdictions on cross-border issues. Some
have become widely known. Fundraising has been
raised as an issue in the house because of shonky
practices. With the Australian Taxation Office, CBAV
has been trying to close taxation loopholes. It has been
working with other jurisdictions to ensure people do not
cross those borders.
It is working cooperatively on issues relating to banking
and the consumer credit code, and the government
hopes to have amendments ready in February. It is also
working on a social charter for banks. The other
banking issue on which the department is working in
cooperation with other jurisdictions is comparative
interest rates.
It has been quite an achievement to have worked
through so many issues in the past 12 months. In the
near future I hope to introduce legislation governing
pawnbrokers. I look forward to ensuring consumer
protection remains high on the government’s agenda
over the next three years.

Ice-skating: international centre
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — I join the Minister
for Sport and Recreation in congratulating Australia’s
Paralympians and was pleased yesterday to welcome
them to Melbourne.
Last December the Minister for Sport and Recreation
spoke to the house about the feasibility of constructing
an ice-skating facility in Melbourne, as reported on
page 8 of today’s Herald Sun. As it is almost 12 months
since the minister’s announcement about implementing
Liberal Party policy, in the absence of other major
government projects will the minister now inform the
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house why the study is taking so long to be released and
when the project will be delivered?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I noted the coverage the Honourable Ian
Cover achieved in today’s newspaper, but unfortunately
he has again got his facts wrong.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — He needs to appreciate
that the Olympic-sized rink that is now being
investigated will cost approximately $30 million, not
the $60 million he appears to have suggested. As I said
in my previous report to the house, the feasibility study
was commissioned by Sport and Recreation Victoria
and the City of Melbourne. The report is being
finalised.
I would like the honourable member to appreciate that
we have identified how the project would need to be
delivered and the support mechanisms that may be
required. The important aspect is the investment — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Again they display their
ignorance. They were bullies in government, they are
bullies now and they will always be bullies.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I retract that,
Mr President, because the Honourable Ian Cover is not
a bully.
The government is currently evaluating the investment
needed because the construction of a $30 million
facility would not be entered into lightly. The house
would appreciate that such a project would potentially
require a partnership between the government, a
commercial operator and local government.
Honourable members may not appreciate enabling such
a facility to function properly requires two
Olympic-sized rinks — one for recreational purposes
and one for sporting purposes. That would ensure the
creation of a lasting legacy that will be viable, not a
short-term, privatised facility that could fall apart soon
after it is built.
The area required for such a facility is about
10 000 square metres. That requirement for a vast area
limits the potential location. There is a possible site at
Docklands and there is potential for a site near
Highpoint Shopping Centre at Maribyrnong that could
suit such a facility. It would be located close to the
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people who would be prepared to use it and involve
themselves in ice sports.

Youth: services
Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — Will the
Minister for Youth Affairs advise the house of the steps
he has taken to ensure that the delivery of youth
services in Victoria occurs in the most efficient
manner?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Youth
Affairs) — Recently I spoke at a conference entitled
‘Promoting Best Practice in Local Government Youth
Services’. Honourable members would recognise that
local government is well positioned to engage
non-government agencies, the private sector,
educational institutions and community groups in
partnerships. The Office for Youth is eager to engage
local government in those processes to provide a range
of services for young people in a local setting — and
the more localised the better for young people.
The conference was convened by the Centre for Youth
Affairs Research and Development with the support of
Local Government Professionals, the Victorian Local
Governance Association and the City of Stonnington.
The conference provided an excellent opportunity for
practitioners, managers, elected representatives and
policy-makers in their respective organisations to get a
better understanding of the current developments in
local government youth services, to respond to new
directions that some youth services are taking, to share
best practice models, to analyse service models, to build
on networks that may have been undermined by the
previous government, and to identify gaps to make
improvements.
Through the Office for Youth, I have indicated that we
will be working with local government to facilitate the
provision of services to young people. I am looking
forward to the report of the conference outcomes so we
can facilitate better outcomes for young people at a
local level.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — Last night during the adjournment debate
the Honourable Peter Katsambanis raised a matter
regarding question on notice 871. I indicated that I
would have the answer today, but I do not. It will be
available tomorrow.
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Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I have an answer to question on notice
855.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Sessional orders
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — I move:
That so much of the sessional orders be suspended as would
prevent new business being taken after 8.00 p.m. during the
sitting of the Council this day.

Motion agreed to.

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

This bill is a major step in implementing the
government’s program of reforming state taxes and
builds on work commenced under the previous
government. The primary purpose of the Duties Bill is
to replace the current Stamps Act 1958 with simple,
clear and equitable legislation drafted in contemporary
language and modern style. The proposed changes will
enhance the prospect of uniformity across jurisdictions,
with particular emphasis given to removing double duty
on cross-border transactions. The Duties Bill is the
product of collaborations by the Victorian State
Revenue Office with the revenue offices in New South
Wales, South Australia, Tasmania and the Australian
Capital Territory as part of an inter-jurisdictional
stamps rewrite project. Other jurisdictions have been
consulted on specific provisions where Australia-wide
consistency is an important outcome. Duties acts have
been passed by both the New South Wales and ACT
parliaments, and one of the great strengths of the Duties
Bill is that it is broadly based on a uniform model. That
uniformity is reflected in the bill’s arrangement, its
underlying conceptual basis and, insofar as common
taxing policies between the jurisdictions exist, in the
detail of the provisions.
The proposed duties act is also the outcome of
extensive consultations with taxpayers and their
advisers over the course of its development. Comments
received have been overwhelmingly supportive of the
rewrite of the stamps legislation and many specific
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comments have been incorporated into the Duties Bill
where desirable. Indeed, over the past several years
amendments have been made to the Stamps Act which
have implemented a number of the reforms flowing
from the rewrite project. These were supported by this
government during its period in opposition.
The introduction of this bill is a key part of the
government’s commitment to ensuring that the taxation
framework in this state is fair and equitable and
minimises the burden on business, not least in terms of
compliance costs. The government’s review of state
taxes is charged with the task of making
recommendations which would see a reduction in the
taxation burden on business in Victoria. Bringing this
rewrite project to fruition also reflects the government’s
commitment to ensuring that Victoria has a
never-before-seen level of clarity and uniformity in
state taxation legislation. The proposed duties act will
take effect from 1 July 2001. Any changes which will
be required as a result of the review of state business
taxes will be introduced at a later time. In the interim, it
is important that the government take all necessary
steps to ensure that the current legislation is clear and
reflects best practice. That is the purpose of this bill.
Some of the new features of the Duties Bill in contrast
to the current law may be outlined as follows. The
Duties Bill replaces all existing stamp duties with the
following duties: transfer duty, including the
anti-avoidance provisions known as the land-rich
provisions; lease duty; hire of goods duty; mortgage
duty; insurance duty on general and life policies; motor
vehicle registration and transfer duty; and a limited
number of general duties. In contrast to the Stamps Act
which it replaces, the Duties bill is structured in such a
manner that each duty head is contained in a separate
chapter. Similarly, unlike the Stamps Act, exemptions
from duty are contained in the individual chapters
making up the bill, rather than being obscurely hidden
in a schedule to the act. The terms used throughout the
proposed act are also to be found in one place and are
used consistently across the whole statute.
Under the Duties Bill liability for duty on dutiable
transactions arises differently from the current Stamps
Act. Under the Stamps Act, in all but a small number of
areas, duty is document based and liability to duty
arises when documents are executed. While there has
been a progressive movement over time to insert
transaction-based provisions in the Stamps Act, they sat
somewhat awkwardly in a statute which was based on
the physical stamping of paper instruments. Under the
proposed Duties Act, it is a transaction rather than a
paper document that is liable for duty and the key date
is the date that the transaction occurred. Duty is
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therefore not so dependent on the execution of a
document, helping to overcome a significant means of
avoiding or deferring the payment of duty in the past.
The transaction-based conceptual underpinning of the
Duties Bill is also more consistent with modern
business practices. The general approach of the Duties
Bill, however, is to reflect the policy underlying the
Stamps Act, rather than to introduce significant changes
to the taxation base or to rates of duty. One change is
that bonds, covenants and debentures have been
removed from the mortgage duty tax base, thus
abolishing a number of the nuisance taxes of little value
to the revenue but administratively cumbersome and an
impost on business.
The transfer chapter continues to impose duty on
dutiable transactions such as agreements, transfers and
declarations of trust. However, in line with the interests
of clarity and certainty, a list of dutiable transactions is
provided in the Duties Bill. The chapter also specifies
those surrenders of an interest in land that would not
attract duty — namely, a discharge of mortgage, a
surrender of lease and a redemption of units. The party
liable for duty and the taxing point in relation to a
dutiable surrender of interest is also clarified.
With respect to the so-called land-rich provisions
contained in chapter 3, there are a number of minor
departures from the current provisions. Honourable
members will recall that the land-rich provisions are
designed to ensure that conveyance duty is not avoided
by means of the creation of a land-rich corporate entity,
the transfer of shares in which effects the same outcome
as a transfer of land, but in respect of which duty at the
lesser marketable securities rate has been chargeable.
The land-rich provisions have been strengthened
progressively in the light of compliance activity. The
current proposed changes are designed to further
strengthen the anti-avoidance capacity of the provisions
to militate against their unfair or unreasonable
application, and also to bring them into line with those
operating in New South Wales.
Turning to other provisions in the Duties Bill, in line
with commitments made by the previous government
under the Intergovernmental Agreement on the Reform
of Commonwealth–State Financial Relations, duty on
the transfer of listed marketable securities has been
abolished and therefore this duty does not carry forward
into the Duties Bill.
The Duties Bill also reflects the outcome of a
cooperative effort between the states to simplify the
mortgage provisions and substantially reduce
compliance costs for taxpayers through uniform
application of provisions. This major review of the
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mortgage provisions has been developed in close
consultation with peak industry bodies. The model
provisions developed by the states have received
significant support from major financial and legal firms
on the basis that they promote simplicity, equity and
reduce compliance costs for industry and consequently
for the community at large. It is anticipated that these
model provisions are to be enacted by all taxing
jurisdictions.
Mention has already been made of the removal of
bonds, covenants and debentures from the tax base.
Mortgage duty will now be imposed on advances made
through the provision of funds by means of a bill
facility arrangement to align the Victorian provisions
with those in other jurisdictions. The Duties Bill also
represents a significant advance in uniformity across
the states for mortgages of assets located in more than
one jurisdiction. The mortgage provisions effectively
apportion duty between the Australian states and also
prevent deliberate avoidance and remove the possibility
of double duty resulting from different approaches. The
provisions also remove the necessity of transporting
mortgage documents between states for stamping and
include a range of reforms which further reduce
taxpayer costs. These measures together with
streamlined administrative provisions ensure significant
uniformity of treatment with other jurisdictions.
With regard to lease duty, a single rate of 0.6 per cent
will apply, replacing the more complex arrangement
whereby one rate is charged on the rental component of
a lease and a different and higher amount charged on
additional costs such as premium or royalties. This will
represent a saving to taxpayers and will promote greater
administrative efficiency.
The Duties Bill also simplifies the duty imposed on the
hire of goods and provides a clear nexus for duty in
order to reduce exposure to double taxation. Duty will
only be paid in Victoria if the goods the subject of a
hire are used solely or predominantly in Victoria.
Goods which are provided incidentally to a service will
be exempt from duty, and the duty ceiling for special
rental agreements will be raised from $4000 — an
amount that has not changed since 1981 — to $10 000.
These provisions will bring Victoria into line with New
South Wales.
The Duties Bill also provides a greater degree of clarity
to life and general insurances. The existing Victorian
life insurance provisions are more explicitly identified
in the Duties Bill, and the general insurance provisions
have been recast in the interests of uniformity. To avoid
any exposure to double duty, premium can be
apportioned between jurisdictions for duty purposes
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where the risk is located in more than one place or
between different types of insurance.

pornographic images resulting in a proliferation of child
pornography.

As mentioned at the outset, this bill represents a very
significant step towards the reform of state taxes. It
gives Victoria modern duties legislation and creates a
high degree of uniformity with other states and
territories. The Duties Bill will operate in conjunction
with the Taxation Administration Act 1997. This will
ensure that matters of general administration, such as
penalties for non-compliance and rights of review and
appeal, are common to other tax lines governed by that
act. The Duties Bill is also an outcome of a very
successful process of consultation with practitioners
and with industry. The clarity it provides will bring
greater certainly and it will reduce the compliance costs
to business and the broader community. The proposed
act will also be easier to administer. The Duties Bill has
been a long time in preparation, and as pointed out
earlier, it has been drafted in light of extensive
consultation not only with affected parties but also with
other jurisdictions — and in particular, with New South
Wales, whose Duties Act 1997 has been the national
template.

It is now possible to possess thousands of images of
child pornography by storing them in a personal
computer. People who previously may not have
physically sought access to child pornography
(although the proclivity was there), can now have
anonymous access to it without having to leave their
home.

I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. D. McL. DAVIS
(East Yarra).
Debate adjourned until next day.

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

The Crimes (Amendment) Bill 2000 has three
objectives. First, it increases the penalty for the offence
of possession of child pornography. Second, it creates
an offence of sexual penetration of a child under 16.
Third, it extends the definition of rape to include where
a male is compelled to sexually penetrate another
person with his penis.
Increasing the penalty for the offence of possession
of child pornography
In recent years, there has been a dramatic change in the
complexion of child pornography offences. Computers
enable the storage of large quantities of images. The
Internet has increased access to and distribution of

The government is committed to the protection of
children. The penalty for the possession of child
pornography will be increased from two years
imprisonment to five years imprisonment.
This increased penalty will send a clear message to
those who prey on children that the government and the
community will not tolerate this behaviour.
Creating one offence of sexual penetration of a child
under 16
A legal loophole currently exists which can result in a
person escaping conviction for the offence of sexual
penetration of a child where there is uncertainty about
whether the offence was committed before or after the
child turned 10.
There are currently two separate offences for sexual
penetration of a child — one applies where the child is
under 10 and the other where the child is aged between
10 and 16. Sometimes a child cannot recall whether the
offence occurred before or after they turned 10. This is
particularly the case where they have been subjected to
many sexual offences. If it is not known whether the
child was under or over 10 years of age at the time of
the offence, it will not be possible to prove the offence.
This bill overcomes this problem by joining the two
offences to create a new single offence of sexual
penetration of a child under 16.
The existing penalty structure has been retained. Where
the child is aged under 10 at the time of the offence, a
maximum penalty of 25 years imprisonment applies.
Where the child is aged between 10 and 16 and was
under the care, supervision or authority of the offender
at the time of the commission of the offence, a
maximum penalty of 15 years imprisonment applies. A
maximum penalty of 10 years imprisonment applies in
any other circumstance.
Where an accused pleads not guilty to the offence, it
will continue to be a matter for the jury to determine
any issue concerning whether:
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the child was under the care, supervision or authority
of the accused at the time of the alleged offence; or

CHILDREN AND YOUNG PERSONS
(RECIPROCAL ARRANGEMENTS) BILL

the child was less than 10 years of age at the time the
offence is alleged to have been committed.

Second reading

This amendment will close the loophole that enables
sexual offenders to escape conviction for these terrible
offences committed against children.
Extending of the definition of rape
It is accepted that male rape is under-reported and
under-recognised worldwide. It is also acknowledged
that for a variety of reasons it is difficult for victims of
rape to report their experiences. The government is
concerned to protect all victims of crime and
encourages all victims of rape to come forward and
seek assistance from the criminal justice system.
Whilst the traditional understanding of male rape —
that is, being sexually penetrated by another person —
is already provided for in the offence of rape, the
extended definition of rape in this bill now provides for
the situation where a man is compelled to penetrate
another person against his will.
Currently, this behaviour can only be charged as the
procuration of sexual penetration by threats or fraud, or
indecent assault, each of which carries a maximum
penalty of 10 years imprisonment. In line with all other
conduct encompassed by the existing crime of rape, the
conduct provided for in the extended definition of rape
will also carry a maximum penalty of 25 years
imprisonment.
The amendment acknowledges the invasive nature of
this type of sexual assault, and male victims of this type
of sexual assault will now be acknowledged as true
victims of rape.
This bill is evidence of the commitment of this
government to ensure that the criminal law
appropriately recognises all victims of crime and
punishes those who commit serious offences.
I commend this bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. C. A. FURLETTI
(Templestowe).
Debate adjourned until next day.

Debate resumed from 4 October; motion of
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small Business).

Hon. M. T. LUCKINS (Waverley) — The purpose
of the bill is to put in place reciprocal agreements for
Australian states and New Zealand to ensure that
children who are under protection orders or who are
part of proceedings for protection orders are not put at
risk as they are moved between jurisdictions in
Australia and New Zealand. It follows on from a model
bill which was approved in August 1999 by the then
Minister for Community Services in Victoria, Dr Denis
Napthine, who is now the Leader of the Opposition,
and which was agreed to at a conference by his
counterparts from the other states and New Zealand.
Each jurisdiction has agreed to adopt some mandatory
provisions from the model bill. Other provisions have
been left to the discretion of the individual jurisdictions,
depending on their laws and requirements.
The bill puts in place procedures for dealing with orders
and hearings in states other than those in which the
offences were perpetrated. It addresses past issues
where vulnerable children have fallen through the net
of protective services because they have been moved by
their families or foster families into other jurisdictions.
It has been a particular problem if an offence or alleged
offence has occurred in another state.
These days the population is much more transient than
it was in the past. There are a number of reasons for
that. Many people move around to follow work, and
many families decide to move on and start new lives,
particularly those who have been subject to abuse
within or outside their families, who seek to move away
from abusive and dangerous situations. Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander people in particular tend to move
around from community to community. Just as
Aboriginal people tend to be over-represented in our
jails, they are unfortunately also over-represented in
children’s protection matters.
The protection of children is absolutely paramount,
because they are the most innocent and vulnerable
members of our society. In the past the Department of
Human Services and its counterparts in other states
have had trouble in ensuring the provision of proper
care, assistance and supervision to families subject to
protection orders because they were unable to track
individuals interstate, and even if they were able to
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track them they were not able to transfer the orders to
another jurisdiction.
Under the bill orders and proceedings which originated
in one state can be transferred and heard in another. A
similar bill has already been passed in the Queensland
Parliament, with some additions that include an
expansion of mandatory reporting provisions.
The bill deals with significant issues faced daily by
border communities around Australia. Jurisdictional
issues are always of concern in our legal system. One
example — even though the child was not subject to a
community protection order at the time — is the sad
death of James Sette. He was abducted and taken from
his adoptive parents in Victoria by his birth mother. She
took him over the border to Moama just inside New
South Wales, where sadly he was murdered. Even
though that was a Victorian case involving Victorian
residents, it was heard by the New South Wales
Supreme Court.
I am sure all other honourable members are as
devastated as I am whenever they hear about a child
having been harmed physically or emotionally or of a
child being killed — in any way, whether by an
accident or by being murdered.
Many such cases are at the forefront of my mind when I
look at my own children. I appreciate how healthy and
happy they are and the stability I am able to provide for
them, which sadly a lot of other families are not able to
provide for their children. Just as people tend to recall
where they were when they heard about a prominent
person dying, I recall where I was and what I was doing
when I heard about cases which are now well known in
our community — the cases of Daniel Valerio, Katy
Bolger and Jaidyn Leske.
I hope their tragic deaths have not been in vain and that
somehow some good has come out of them that will
benefit others. There is now an increased awareness of
the challenges facing families and individuals in our
community, whether or not they are the subject of
children protection orders. The beautiful, smiling and
innocent face of Daniel Valerio covered in bruises
really pushed the community to move to ensure that
that sort of tragic case did not occur again in Victoria.
Daniel was killed in 1990. It took until the Kennett
government’s election to office in 1992 for mandatory
reporting to be introduced in Victoria. I commend the
previous government and the then Minister for
Community Services, Michael John, for their political
will and commitment to ensuring that a comprehensive
system was introduced to protect children.
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Since its introduction mandatory reporting has been the
subject of much debate. Unfortunately governments of
whatever political persuasion have often been criticised
for the number of cases reported under the mandatory
reporting provisions, as if those cases are somehow an
indictment of a government’s capability.
It is an indictment of society that so many cases are
coming to our attention and so many children are
subjected to abuse. People who see suspicious marks on
children or notice them behaving strangely should
report those incidents. I acknowledge that many cases
of suspected abuse are false or unsubstantiated. Often
false claims are made in custody disputes and family
law cases. It can place enormous stress on the family or
individuals concerned, but if the case was not
investigated and that failure to investigate resulted in
the death or injury of a child the community would
have to live with the knowledge that we, because of our
silence, may have allowed that abuse to occur.
An article in the Age of 1 July notes that the number of
notifications under mandatory reporting in the 1998–99
year was 34 779. There were 13 721 departmental
investigations and the number of substantiated cases
was 7353. The figure of nearly 35 000 is a substantial
proportion of Victoria’s population, but Victoria is not
alone. A further article in the Age of 18 May, which is
entitled ‘Children at risk’, states that the number of
confirmed cases of child abuse or neglect in 1998–99 in
all the jurisdictions were: New South Wales, 7540;
Victoria, 7251; Queensland, 6373; South Australia,
2114; Western Australia, 1215; and Tasmania, 128.
In the context of the population of those states the
figures given in the report are consistent across the
country. That is unfortunate. The article goes on to say
that almost 8500 Australian children were placed on
care and protection orders in 1998–99. It continues:
In Victoria 34 per cent of cases were physical abuse, 32 per
cent were emotional abuse and 25 per cent were cases of
neglect.
Another 46 per cent of notifications were not substantiated.

Michael Barnard in an opinion piece in the Herald Sun
of 2 July states:
In 1997–98 Community Services received 2622 notifications
from teachers, of which 1374 were investigated and 660
substantiated. That leaves a lot of unjustified ‘fingering’.

Although the number of substantiated cases of abuse
seems low — a little under half the cases
investigated — the families referred to the department
for investigation are able to access support provided
through the Department of Community Services such
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as strengthening families and the early intervention
program, initiatives I was proud to be associated with
under the Kennett government.
Many parents, especially single parents and those who
struggle to make ends meet, find the pressure of raising
children extremely difficult, and without additional
support they are unable to cope and may resort to
violence against their children. Additional support is
needed to prevent further incidents of parents losing
control. Parents should learn how to provide for and
support their children.
A Herald Sun article of 12 October 1998 refers to the
Alannah and Madeline Foundation report on child
abuse. It states:
An average of 762 children every week were victims — a
20 per cent rise in just two years.
A special report commissioned by the Alannah and Madeline
Foundation found one in five victims of all violent crime
nationally were children under the age of 20.
…
… Victoria, in comparison, was safer for children but still
posed a risk with a 7.3 per cent rise in crime since 1995.

In opposition the Labor Party was critical of the
financial support available for abused children and
mandatory reporting, but the Kennett government
provided much-needed extra funding for those areas
that was well above the funding provided by the
previous Labor government.
I refer to a Herald Sun article of 26 November 1999
entitled ‘Proven record of abuse’, which states:
The report, Australia’s Welfare 1999, was released by the
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare yesterday.
It shows that nationally $10.9 million is spent on welfare, and
the Victorian government spends the most per person.
…
The report also shows that in the middle of 1998, there were
16 449 Australian children on care and protection orders and
14 470 in out-of-home care.

Unfortunately the number of children raised in
inappropriate or unsafe circumstances will never be
reduced without a major generational education
program for all parents, but particularly new parents.
The community has a role to play in that.
Some societies say, ‘It takes a whole community to
raise a child’. Another saying I like is, ‘If you educate a
girl you educate a community’. Although it is desirable
for children to be raised within their own families, sadly
that is not always possible. Our welfare workers often
find themselves in a quandary. If they remove a child
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from an unsatisfactory environment they are criticised
for snatching children from parents. On the whole
families make better parents than the state, but in many
cases the child is not able to stay with his or her own
family. If the welfare worker does not remove the child
and the child comes to harm, the individuals who were
in contact with that family will have that on their
conscience for the rest of their lives.
Ideally, children removed from their birth families
should be placed with another family in a normal
family environment. Foster families provide safe
environments for thousands of children to adjust to their
lives and recover from past physical and emotional
trauma, neglect or abuse. I commend foster families for
their commitment to providing a loving and accepting
environment for many unloved children. They do not
do it for money. They share themselves, their homes
and their lives with strangers, many of whom are so
emotionally damaged that they are not able to
reciprocate the affection and respect shown to them.
An article in the Herald Sun of 26 October 1998
entitled ‘Keeping kids safe’ states that foster families
on the register increased from 1800 in 1996 to 2500 in
1998. It further states:
Over the past two years the numbers living in home-based
care increased from 2700 to 2900, so 8 out of 10 children and
youngsters in foster care now live with families.
Victoria now spends $15.5 million a year on direct support to
volunteer carers …
This funding, which was boosted in 1996, increased
payments to care givers by 38 per cent …
Another $22 million a year is paid to agencies to support and
supervise carers and children in care.

Unfortunately there is so much pressure on foster
families financially and emotionally that some are
withdrawing from the program. They feel they are not
appreciated or provided with enough support. Other
people are hesitant to take on fostering, partially
because they are concerned about the mandatory
reporting provisions. Some children have been so
emotionally damaged that they are quite concerned and
even paranoid about harm being inflicted upon them
and may make false reports. It is a pity that the number
of families available to look after these very innocent
but poorly raised children is decreasing.
An article in the Australian of 12 October 1999
reported that a foster carer’s basic average weekly
payment per child was $102.80 in Victoria. That
compared favourably with Tasmania, New South
Wales, Western Australia and South Australia and was
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on par with Queensland, the Northern Territory and the
Australian Capital Territory.
An article in the Herald Sun of 20 October this year
states:
Victoria is creating a lost generation by failing some of our
most vulnerable children.
A Herald Sun investigation has found hundreds of abused or
neglected children are shunted between temporary foster
carers while they wait to be reunited with their families.
…
Experts say five placements a year for some children is not
unusual.

That is of grave concern to me as it means those
children are not in a safe, secure environment where
they feel accepted and loved. All children need to know
where they will be, what they are expected to do, and
what their rules and boundaries are. It is unfortunate
that these children are moved around so much and
cannot bond with anybody. Many have an unreal
expectation of being reunited with their families. Those
who are reunited often go back to a very different
physical environment from the one in which they were
fostered, which is also of concern.
An article in the Age of 20 October headed ‘Crisis in
state child protection network’ states:
An Insight investigation has found that a chronic shortage of
foster carers, coupled with repeated, unsuccessful attempts to
reunite children with their families, means welfare agencies
are constantly forced to place children in unsuitable, and
sometimes dangerous, environments.

It should be acknowledged that although children may
not be in danger of physical harm while being shunted
from house to house, they are at risk emotionally. Many
well meaning but under-resourced foster families may
not feel capable of handling some of these emotionally
damaged children. We need to encourage more people
to be foster carers and perhaps we need to look outside
the square. Many single parents and older people in our
community would make terrific role models and loving
foster parents for these children.
This bill will go some way to ensuring that we are
looking after the needs of children in protection, but we
still have a long way to go. Unfortunately for all its
rhetoric about compassion the Labor government has
not put many dollars where its mouth is. An article in
the Age of 23 March referred to the Minister for
Community Services, Christine Campbell, having
closed Napier House. Napier House was Victoria’s
only refuge for girls and it closed because the state
government stripped $1 million from child protection
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and youth services in Melbourne’s northern suburbs.
The article states:
One of the biggest welfare agencies, Anglicare, yesterday
warned that some of the most vulnerable children in the state
could be living on the streets as a result of the funding cuts.
Agencies predict the cuts will close 31 home-based care beds
and cut counselling services for 60 children and adolescents
in the northern suburbs.
The Minister for Community Services, Ms Christine
Campbell, said yesterday that alternative living arrangements
were being made for the girls at Napier House …

Since 1980 Napier House had been offering services to
girls aged between 12 and 16 years. Its closure is a
great pity, and I hope the Labor government begins to
provide more than rhetoric to the people in need in the
community.
Some of my concerns about the bill have not yet been
addressed by the government. Probably a month or
more ago the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee, of which I am deputy chairman, raised
concerns in Alert Digest No. 8 about clause 7(4) of the
bill which provides that legal representation would be
allowed for children who are the subject of an
application to transfer a child protection order to
another jurisdiction. The committee pointed out that
schedule 2 of the bill will come into operation no later
than 1 July 2001 but section 21(1) of the principal act,
on which clause 7(4) relies, is not in force. Therefore,
the legal representation contemplated by the addition of
these matters to section 21(1) may not be operative.
The Alert Digest notes that:
Given that legal representation for a child will be available
under clause 6 of schedule 2 for administrative transfers from
the commencement of the provisions in the bill, this would
seem to the committee to be an anomalous situation.
The committee considers that the Parliament should be
provided with further information relevant to the important
provisions concerning legal representation for children in
legal proceedings concerning their welfare. The committee
will write to the minister to seek clarification on this issue.

The committee wrote to the Minister for Community
Services and during the debate on this bill in the lower
house the minister thanked the committee and the
Liberal members who had contributed to the debate for
bringing the anomaly to her attention. She said the
government would have a look at it. The house is
debating and will pass the bill this afternoon, but the
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee has not
received any response from the Minister for
Community Services to its letter and no further
information has been provided to the opposition.
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The opposition is still supporting the passage of the bill
but its concern about the ability of young people who
are subject to orders for the transfer of protection orders
between jurisdictions must be clarified at the earliest
possible opportunity to ensure they have the legal
representation they need and are entitled to. I commend
the bill to the house.
Hon. E. C. CARBINES (Geelong) — I am pleased
as a member for Geelong Province to speak on behalf
of the government in supporting the Children and
Young Persons (Reciprocal Arrangements) Bill. I
congratulate the Minister for Community Services on
this bill which is designed to assist children and young
people who are in need of protection. The interests of
children and young people are at the very core of this
piece of legislation. It seeks to address a matter which I
hope every member of the house would enthusiastically
endorse and support.
In addition to introducing this bill the Bracks
government has committed an extra $300 000 from this
year’s budget to provide more training for child
protection staff. That is to be commended as is the
Bracks government’s move to increase the payment to
foster parents.
An article by Pamela Bone in the Age of 26 October
headed ‘The heartbreak of the unwanted child’ refers to
the conclusions of a paper prepared by Dr Sue
Richardson from Flinders University. The paper
entitled ‘Society’s investment in children’ states in part:
The paper concluded that the status of most children in
Australia today is good: they have good nutrition, health,
education and housing; most are in well-off families
(two-thirds live in the 40 per cent of families with the highest
gross income levels); 94 per cent live with their birth mother
and 74 per cent live with both their birth parents; most have a
substantial amount of parental time available to them (surveys
of time use show parents in paid work give up time spent
watching television, sleeping, and in leisure to spend time
with their children).

Before honourable members get too smug about that
conclusion, we have to remember that Dr Richardson
was talking about most Australian children but sadly
not all. My experience of childhood and I presume that
of most honourable members was one of growing up in
a loving family where my needs and those of my
brother were uppermost in the minds of my parents. I
often remember my parents going without to assist my
brother and me when we first migrated to Australia.
However, although that is the case for most children
growing up in Australia today, it is clearly and sadly
not the case for all. There are families in crisis and
subsequently there are sometimes children whose needs
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are neglected and whose interests and welfare are in
need of protection.
At different times in my life through my work as a
teacher I have had the sad occasion of being made
personally aware of children who were subjected to
abuse and in need of protection. As a year level
coordinator and as an English teacher I sometimes
found that students submitted essays that were personal
accounts as a way of alerting me to the fact that they
were in need of assistance because they were being
abused in some way in their daily lives.
I remember also 11 years ago when I was first at home
with my baby daughter we used to visit a maternal and
child health centre. For some reason after about six or
seven months the usual maternal and child health nurse
was no longer there. That was in 1989, and it was not
until several months later that I discovered she had been
dismissed because she reported a family she suspected
of abusing their child to the local authorities. The
family took extreme exception to that reporting and in
turn lodged a complaint against her with the
municipality in which I lived at the time. She lost her
job over it.
I remember when mandatory reporting was introduced
by the former Kennett government. I had time then to
pause and reflect on the dismissal of the maternal and
child health nurse and the fact that four years later the
reverse would have occurred; she would have lost her
job had she not reported the family. It is interesting that
nearly all of honourable members would support
workers who are required to report families they
suspect of abusing their children. It was a sad time in
her life and we were very sorry to see her go because
she was an excellent maternal and child health nurse. I
have even found that as a member of Parliament I have
had constituents write to me advising me of their
concerns about children in their family or
neighbourhood. At different times honourable members
are all touched by people who bring such concerns to us
and it is incumbent upon us to act on them.
In Geelong Province, which I represent, some
wonderful organisations assist families who are in
crisis, and I thank all the people associated with those
organisations. I will talk about just two of them
because, like all the organisations across the state
working with families in crisis, their work is tireless
and extremely beneficial to communities across the
state.
The first is McKillop Family Services, which I know is
a statewide organisation. It runs an excellent service in
Geelong that is extremely beneficial for Geelong
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families who are under stress and in crisis. McKillop
runs the service in Geelong under the guidance of
Brother Russell Peters and Ann Condon, who struggle
daily under very difficult circumstances to meet the
needs of Geelong’s families in crisis. I have been
continually impressed in the past year when I have
visited as a new member of Parliament to see how their
work benefits the families with whom they involve
themselves.
Another fine Geelong organisation that has been
addressing the needs of Geelong’s families under stress
for a very long time is Bethany, which offers to families
services such as counselling, respite care, courses
varying from management of toddlers and parenting to
anger management and addressing issues surrounding
domestic violence. Bethany has continually adapted
and changed to meet the different problems that
confront Geelong families. It started its life as a babies’
home but the services it offers today are vastly
different. On Friday the Governor-General Sir William
Deane will open Bethany’s new purpose-built facility.
It will be a historic day for Bethany, and I am very
pleased that the Bracks government has played its part
in bringing this day to fruition by contributing
$600 000 from the Community Support Fund towards
the new buildings.
Although organisations and services across the state
offer lifelines to families, children still fall through the
safety net, and they are the ones that this bill is about.
The Children and Young Persons (Reciprocal
Arrangements) Bill aims to assist children and young
people in Victoria who are in need of protection. The
bill originated back in 1996 when the Community
Services Ministerial Council agreed that New Zealand
and Australian states and territories should have
legislation to provide for the transfer of child protection
proceedings between the jurisdictions.
The passage of the bill will bring Victoria into line with
several states — South Australia, Queensland and
Tasmania — the Australian Capital Territory and New
Zealand. The bill aims to make it easier to protect
Australian and New Zealand children by making the
legal machinery follow the child it seeks to protect.
Currently between 200 and 250 children in Australia
are subject to child protection orders and live outside
the state in which the orders were made. As a
consequence the administration and supervision of
those orders is very difficult; the effectiveness of the
protection afforded to those children may be reduced,
and the safety of the children could very well be
compromised. The bill seeks to address that.
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The problems the bill seeks to address are felt
particularly in border towns and in communities where
there are large transitory populations. I am pleased that
the Bracks government is addressing the issue
identified by the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee that section 21(1) of the principal act
dealing with the requirement that the child be legally
represented has not been proclaimed.
The minister advises that the spirit of section 21(1) will
be followed so that the practice of requiring that
children be legally represented in the Children’s Court
will continue.
In conclusion, it is often said that a society can be
judged by the way it looks after its most vulnerable
members. Everyone would agree that children under
protection orders are among the most vulnerable
members of our society. The bill aims to improve the
protection afforded Victoria’s most vulnerable children.
Therefore I commend the minister on her work and
wish the bill a speedy passage.
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — On behalf of
the National Party I support the Children and Young
Persons (Reciprocal Arrangements) Bill. I was pleased
to have the opportunity of having a quiet conversation
with the Minister for Small Business, who is handling
the passage of the bill in this place. We talked about
some of the experiences we share as parents, including
enjoying the highs and suffering the lows and the
merry-go-round and roller-coaster ride just by
interacting as most families do. It is tremendously
important that we parents provide stability and support
for our children, so giving them the basics when they
are trying to take their place in today’s world.
That conversation is apposite because the bill addresses
matters relevant to children and young people,
particularly the jurisdictional problems that currently
exist in the area of child protection in Australia’s states
and territories and New Zealand. In October 1996 the
relevant ministers came together as the Australian New
Zealand Community Services Ministerial Council and
agreed to adopt legislation to recognise certain rights
across Australia’s states and territories and New
Zealand.
The history of the development of the bill is interesting.
As I said, the bill had its genesis in October 1996 but it
was not until August 1999 that many of its provisions
were agreed to in the form of a model bill. The bill
deals with five major components: the difficulty of
transferring child protection orders between Australian
states and territories; the inability to transfer child
protection orders or proceedings between Australia and
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New Zealand; the inability to transfer child protection
proceedings between Australian states and territories;
and the difficulty of transferring confidential child
protection information between jurisdictions. The latter
is something I raised in the ministerial briefing, and the
minister has been kind enough to reply by letter about
the concerns I expressed, to which I will refer later in
my contribution. The fifth component the bill addresses
is whether removing a child from a placement would be
an offence if it occurred outside the state that granted
the child protection order.

The bill also provides a range of actions involving the
Secretary of the Department of Human Services. That
is very important. In extreme cases where departments
have to make decisions about intervention, appropriate
provisions must be available to allow for the judicial
transfer of child protection orders. That could be done
administratively or, if the secretary was wanting to
obtain an order in the receiving state that was not the
same as the current order for transfer between
jurisdictions, there could be an opportunity to change
the orders relating to the transferring or receiving state.

Contributions to the debate show that members of
Parliament are mindful of the need to protect the most
vulnerable in our community — that is, our children.
We must ensure that the legislation we put in place
protects those children as much as possible from harm
and that we implement measures that minimise their
exposure to harm. I pick up the contributions made by
the Honourables Maree Luckins and Elaine Carbines,
who have referred to the stressful and traumatic
experiences of children who have been unfortunate
victims, having either been associated with bashings or
having died. Those cases cause enormous trauma and
heartache right across our communities.

As honourable members would be aware, my electorate
goes from Maryborough to Mildura. In Mildura many
families have relations living on both sides of the River
Murray. It is somewhat cumbersome and difficult when
issues arise in, say, Wentworth in New South Wales,
and family members or the extended family live in
Mildura or the surrounding areas of Mildura. It is vital
that we sort out those problems. I believe the minister’s
second-reading speech refers to the difficulties
associated with transferring a child from a river town
area in New South Wales to receive treatment at the
nearest hospital, which might be the Royal Children’s
Hospital. In order to protect children, it is important that
those technical issues are overcome. I welcome the
measures.

One of the problems we must face today is that with the
breakdown in marriages even more important safety
nets must be provided across our communities to assist
the children involved. We must ensure that they are
provided with all the protection and assistance they
need in the many family breakdowns that lead to family
violence. Many members would have knowledge of
such circumstances either through hearing of them from
people coming to our electorate offices or knowing
about a family breakdown that has led to violence and
the impact it has had on the emotional state of the
children.
As has been said, some people associated with family
breakdowns consider relocating interstate. The bill
proposes the introduction of a range of mechanisms to
ensure that when there is a transfer of children between
family or extended family members — for example,
aunties or uncles — they receive the best possible care,
assistance and support.
In her second-reading speech the minister emphasised
that the child in the family must be encouraged to fully
participate in decisions about the transfer of the child
protection order, except to the extent that such
involvement would be detrimental to the safety and/or
wellbeing of the child. That is an important provision
that protects the interests of the child.

As I said, invariably with child protection issues which
are sensitive and which cause an enormous amount of
emotion, there is a need for confidentiality. I have
raised with the Minister for Community Services the
importance of the security provided by the Department
of Human Services in transferring information,
particularly given that much of that information is now
transferred electronically. The security of that
information is vital to the protection and ongoing
wellbeing of children. I asked for some answers from
the minister and she was kind enough to respond to me
on 3 October:
I refer to your meeting with officers of legal services and the
child protection and juvenile justice branch on 6 September
2000 in relation to the Children and Young Persons
(Reciprocal Arrangements) Bill. I understand that you asked
about the security of information sent to interstate child
protection authorities in connection with the transfer between
states of child protection orders or proceedings.
The Protocol for the Interstate Transfer of Child Protection
Orders and Proceedings and Interstate Assistance was
approved by the Community Services Ministers Advisory
Council in October 1999. It provides for procedures
governing the transfer interstate of child protection orders or
proceedings and outlines the type of information to be
exchanged. Generally initial inquiries are made via electronic
mail or telephone and further information is provided by
facsimile, post or courier.
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The next passage was of particular interest to me:
Electronic mail is widely used in commerce and industry. The
system used by the Department of Human Services is as
secure as that used by, for instance, banks, for the
transmission of sensitive data. Although the system is, in
theory, vulnerable to interception by a determined and skilled
person, anyone with the requisite skill, resources and time is
likely to target more financially rewarding targets.
A project currently being undertaken by the information
services branch will significantly enhance the security of
electronic mail sent to recipients who have implemented
public key infrastructure (PKI). The PKI project is expected
to be completed in July 2001. Other governments are likely to
adopt PKI. The commonwealth government has already
indicated its intention to do so.

Although the minister indicated there are other more
rewarding targets for hackers, it is important that
relevant information about young children not be freely
available. Honourable members would appreciate the
emotional stress attached to a marriage breakdown
where children may be separated from one parent or the
other. It is important that the rights and the protection of
those children is paramount and that we have as secure
a system as possible.
The bill provides balance. It addresses many
community concerns about the protection of those most
vulnerable in our community — our children — and it
provides the best opportunity to have a safe and secure
environment for them. I am aware that some people
have been critical of mandatory reporting. However, on
the whole it has assisted many vulnerable children who
required protection from potential harm.
As I said at the outset of my contribution, not every
child has the opportunity of being brought up in a
caring, loving family. So as legislators and as
governments we need to ensure that we provide the
safety nets that protect these vulnerable members of our
community. Finally, I wish to recognise the wonderful
people who care for children in foster families.
I have been fortunate to have known and been close to a
family with five or six children but who have also
fostered hundreds of children in their home. The
demonstration of loving care the family has provided to
the foster children has been a heart-warming
experience. My thanks and appreciation go to that
wonderful family for its role in assisting kids during
times of emotional stress. On behalf of the National
Party, I have pleasure in supporting the bill.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. G. B. Ashman) — Order! I am of the opinion
that the second reading of the bill requires to be passed
by an absolute majority. As there is not an absolute

911

majority of members in the house, I ask the Clerk to
ring the bells.
Bells rung.
Members having assembled in chamber:

The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. G. B. Ashman) — Order! So that I may
ascertain whether the required majority has been
obtained I ask honourable members who support the
motion to stand in their places.
Required number of members having risen:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third reading.

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

I thank the Honourables Maree Luckins, Elaine
Carbines and Ron Best for their contributions.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. G. B. Ashman) — Order! So that I may
ascertain whether the required majority has been
obtained I ask honourable members who support the
motion to stand in their places.
Required number of members having risen:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

PLANT HEALTH AND PLANT PRODUCTS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 4 October; motion of
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and Resources).

Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — The
bill has been developed under the national guidelines
for quality assurance. It administers and updates the
certification scheme for the movement of plants, plant
products and plant materials interstate and intrastate. It
also provides accreditation for Victorian growers and
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packers to issue assurance certificates that will be
recognised throughout Australia.
It is significant that the bill allows for a move away
from government regulation towards self-regulation. By
way of comparison, I remember some years ago that
the small seeds industry moved in the same direction,
with subsequent enormous savings to growers and the
industry but without any reduction in the quality of the
scheme.
Such a move towards self-regulation can work only if
industry has ownership of and supports the move. The
comparison with what happened some years ago in the
pasture and turf industry is valid. About 30 years ago I
was part of that industry and grew a lot of small seed.
When I reflect on those days when I first started in the
industry, I can only conclude now that the system was
antiquated. Growers had a certification scheme for seed
that was grown in a particular paddock. Growers like
me had to take the seed from the header, put it into bags
and sow the bags by hand. We were not allowed to
move the seed from the paddock until Mr Jack Lomax,
the seed certification inspector, came around and
physically put a government tag and government lead
seal on each bag of seed.
As the house can imagine, that process was time
consuming. The bags had to be laid out in long lines
under the red gum trees until Mr Lomax came around.
Legally we were not even allowed to help him, but
often we did help particularly if a thunderstorm was
approaching. If the seed was not left in the paddock or
was interfered with in any way, the seed bags failed
certification.
Eventually the seed industry began to revolt; it ended in
uproar because the technology was far ahead of the
antiquated certification scheme. The industry took over
and virtually demanded that the government
department upgrade its conditions of certification
because crops were yielding more, headers were
becoming larger and bulk handling was to be
introduced in the grain industry. The small seeds
industry wanted to introduce a better system.
The industry demanded that the department act. It did
so and self-regulation was introduced with checks that
worked well. That is a classic example of how an
industry can take ownership of a process. The plant
industry has had a good deal of input into the drafting
of the bill and the requirements involved in moving
towards self-regulation.
No doubt there will be the odd villain in the plant
industry. The earlier comparison with the seed industry
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reminds me that it, too, had the odd villain all those
years ago but self-regulation took over. Everybody in
the industry knows what is going on and whether
somebody is trying to manipulate the industry. It took
only a word here or there and suddenly the problem
would be solved. That is how true self-regulation
works; it is also called the bush telegraph. It certainly
works in some of the rural industries. The plant and
produce industry will generally self-regulate well.
The mutual recognition of interstate assurance
certificates will assist the domestic and export trades. I
remind the house that the industry is worth billions of
dollars to the Australian economy. It is highly
susceptible to new and exotic diseases that could wipe
out an industry overnight. Immediately the scourge of
fire blight comes to mind. I am reminded of the
difficulties New Zealand exports may present to the
industry if fruit with fire blight were imported. It is
important that a structure be in place that deals with
emergencies quickly. The second-reading speech states:
The amendments proposed in this bill reflect the need to
respond to a changing commercial environment where there
is increasing movement of produce between major interstate
markets.

When I read that I reflected on what has happened in
Australia over recent years with interstate trading of
produce. Recently I heard a news item on the ABC
about produce from Kununurra arriving in Melbourne.
Mangoes were arriving somewhat overripe because of
overproduction in the Ord River scheme and a problem
with getting trucks. The Ord River scheme is a long
way from Melbourne’s fruit and vegetable wholesale
market. Thinking about the logistics of getting that
produce to Melbourne, to the market and to the shops
highlights how important good paperwork is and how
Australia is shrinking. It will shrink even further for that
area when the Alice Springs to Darwin railway line is
completed.
With good refrigeration, B-doubles and faster freight
trains there is the ever-present threat of new diseases
and of current diseases moving into an area where they
are not known. It is therefore vital that paperwork is
upgraded to keep up with what is happening in
Australia, a modern and vibrant country. The bill assists
with keeping the paperwork up to date. The Liberal
Party does not oppose it.
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — I support the
Plant Health and Plant Products (Amendment) Bill,
which introduces new purposes to the principal act. The
new purposes are to:
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facilitate the movement of plants, plant products, used
packages, used agricultural equipment and soil within and
into and out of Victoria.

The bill seeks to amend the principal act to provide
some legislative basis for the interstate certification
assurance scheme for plant health certification as well
as to provide for intrastate certification, to ensure
sufficient powers of inspection and enforcement and to
provide for the regulation of procedures for
reconditioning packing boxes.
The bill proposes to bring the act into line with modern
commercial practices and enforcement requirements,
and the increased movement of produce and plants and
plant products both intrastate and interstate.
The Interstate Plant Health Regulatory Working Group
has developed an interstate certification assurance
scheme, known as the ICA scheme, that allows
accredited growers to issue pest assurance certification
to accompany produce moving interstate rather than
having to depend on government inspection and
certification. State ministers of agriculture have signed
a memorandum of understanding to adopt this scheme
nationally. Queensland has enacted primary legislation
to allow for the administration of the ICA scheme, and
the other states are in the process of doing so.
The ICA scheme was developed on a national basis
following the outbreak of the papaya fruit fly in
Queensland in 1994. Introduction of the scheme will
mean considerably less supervision of product
certification by government officers. Audits of ICA
certification have shown an increase in product
misrepresentation on assurance certificates and in some
cases deliberate falsification of information.
Clause 9 of the bill provides for accreditation by the
secretary of persons to issue plant health assurance
certificates. Clause 10 extends auditing powers of
persons accredited to issue assurance certificates and
the operating procedures of those persons.
During recent compliance investigations the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment
inspectors have been unable to search premises for
documents or computer records for use as evidence
because the act does not permit it. Other investigations
have shown that inspectors lack power to access
premises where plants are being grown — for example,
neglected orchards — to inspect for pests and diseases.
Clause 11 inserts the word ‘growing’ after
‘propagation’ in section 52(1)(a) of the act so that
inspectors will have the necessary power to enter and
inspect a place that the inspector reasonably suspects is
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being kept for propagation, sale, storage, delivery,
treatment, packaging or preparation for sale of plants,
plant products and used packages.
Clause 12 sets out new section 52A, which provides
further powers of entry and search and seizure of
documentary evidence if the inspector believes on
reasonable grounds that those items may be on the
subject premises.
The continued reuse of unsightly and unhygienic
cardboard and other cartons for the sale of produce is
also of concern to many vegetable growers, who want
them to be completely banned or more tightly
regulated. Clause 7 will enable regulations to be made
to govern the standard for the reconditioning of
packages.
The bill creates some new offences. For example,
proposed section 71A, set out in clause 13, makes it an
offence for any person who is not accredited to issue a
plant health assurance certificate or to use such a
certificate or anything that purports to be an assurance
certificate. The penalty is 30 penalty units.
Proposed sections 71B and 71C provide penalties of
60 penalty units on a first offence and 120 penalty units
on a second or subsequent offence for a person who
makes false statements in assurance certificates and
plant health declarations or other certificates and
declarations.
Consultation and support for the bill is assured through
the introduction of the ICA scheme for Victorian
horticultural producers. It has been discussed
extensively with many organisations and authorities
both interstate and intrastate and with the producers,
who support the scheme. Plant health assurance
certificates issued by interstate growers are acceptable
to all quarantine jurisdictions within Australia and are
already widely used by the industry. Other changes to
inspectors’ powers are technical and will facilitate the
administration of the act. The legislation for
reconditioning boxes has been discussed widely within
local industry. Consultation has occurred with the
Department of Justice, the Department of Premier and
Cabinet and the Department of Treasury and Finance.
This is an important bill that goes to the protection of
consumers, who at the end of the day consume and use
the plant products that are the subject of the national
scheme. I commend the bill to the house.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I am
delighted to contribute to the debate on the Plant Health
and Plant Products (Amendment) Bill. The creation of
the bill probably began back in 1995. It is important
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legislation, given the thrust for Victoria’s agricultural
exports to reach $12 billion by 2010. That was
established by the previous government and agreed to
by the current government, as was said earlier today.
The bill highlights a national approach, and ministers
around Australia have signed a memorandum of
understanding setting up the operation of the scheme.
The bill changes the system. Instead of departmental
inspection of plants and plant products around Australia
self-management and quality assurance programs will
be implemented. That is a good thing. No longer during
busy times will growers and packing houses have to
wait until government inspectors turn up. The system
will gently direct the industry towards a
whole-of-industry approach. That is by far the best way
because it will provide benefits across the whole of
agriculture.
Strong responsibility must apply across the whole
industry. There is no point trying to slip something past
an inspector; the responsibility is right there with the
grower and the packing house, and it will be
identifiable.
Given that the process now has a national perspective, it
is important that the states and territories have
confidence in each other’s accreditation and quality
assurance programs. As all honourable members are
well aware, the Victorian government has legislative
power that operates only in this state, so the other states
and territories will be relied upon to play the game
fairly and properly, as Victorian producers do to protect
their livelihoods as plants and plant products are moved
around Australia.
For a long time the industry has relied on government
inspection certificates. They were issued by
government inspectors who were recognised by other
states and territories. Two of the previous documents
from the past will be retained. The first is the plant
health certificate, which can be issued only by an
inspector, an inspection agent or an officer from the
relevant department of a state or territory. The second is
a plant health declaration, which can be issued or made
by a person authorised by the secretary of the
department.
The bill provides for the use of another document —
the plant health assurance certificate. Such certificates
may be issued by people to whom the secretary of the
department has granted accreditation. They can be
industry people or appropriately qualified people who
move within the industry. They may issue certificates
about, for example, plants, plant products, used
agricultural equipment, used packaging and soil. Those
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products will be grown, packed, produced, treated,
tested or moved in Victoria, or will be about to be
imported, introduced or brought into the state.
That brings me to the accreditation issue, which is a
very important part of the bill. As I said earlier the
departmental secretary may issue that accreditation.
However, in doing so the secretary must also carefully
maintain a register. It is important for accountability
that the secretary of the department is able also to
amend or cancel an accreditation if there is a good and
sound reason for doing so. The secretary may also take
quite strong measures, including suspending the
activities of persons who have that accreditation. The
bill includes an appeal process in the event that an
accreditation is amended, cancelled or suspended.
An examination of the bill reveals that it is a good
measure that moves the industry forward and gives it
strong responsibility and accountability. Its weak link is
the audit system. A strong audit system is required to
ensure that accountability is maintained. That is not
easy to do, and honourable members have examined
that area. The National Party is aware of the existence
of some overseas audit system models and encourages
the minister and the government to examine them with
a view to including them to ensure the process moves
along in a sustainable way and so that the system can
have top credibility and accountability throughout
Australia.
The government must address the question of how to
manage a deregulated, freed-up system that relies
heavily on industry cooperation. Of course, that
industry cooperation is generated particularly through
the quality assurance systems in place, which have
improved enormously over the years. So it is all about
risk management — and every agricultural pursuit is
about risk management, no matter what it is. The risks
in this case are huge if the process is abused. I am not
suggesting it will be, but there needs to be an awareness
of the risks involved.
Some people have commented to me that the bill
contains very strong penalties. The penalties should be
high because of the risks involved. Markets could be
lost if the system breaks down. I know that can occur
even under the present system because sometimes
things can slip past. However, we all very much want
the system to work. It represents a step in the right
direction for the industry and for whole-of-industry
accountability.
I know many members in the chamber today can
remember, as I do, a previous member of this house,
Bill Hartigan. He was a very good contributor to
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debate. He was also a great deregulator. He was known
by all for his very strong views on the subject. In fact,
Bill was always a bit bemused — I suppose it would
not be quite right to say he was bemused because he
was always so certain — by the power provided in
agricultural acts. He always said, ‘Your agricultural
people and your inspectors have got more power than
the police’. In some cases that is right. So we expect
that if there is any difficulty those heavy penalty powers
will be used, but they need to be used carefully so that
the industry can move forward with a substantial
amount of confidence. The industry needs to use every
risk management tool it can to ensure it maintains the
credibility it has had in the past and enhances it in the
future.

here. From a national perspective the bill is very
important because it manages such a responsibility.

One might say that the legislation presents a bit of a
carrot-and-stick situation, as often occurs in life. When
I think of carrots I cannot help but think of Rocky
Lamattina, who has a large irrigation property at
Robinvale or Wemen. He produces a huge amount of
carrots and uses the latest technology in production,
marketing and transport. Like the products of all
Victorian producers, his carrots are likely to end up in
any market on any day. For example, the trucks may
take carrots to Melbourne or, if the demand arises, to
Sydney, Brisbane or Perth. That typifies the mobility of
agricultural products nowadays. They are market driven
and producers search out the markets into which they
wish to put their products.

Read second time.

Given that need, the flexibility of the bill will assist
producers right across the whole spectrum to reach
those markets. If an order comes in and products need
to be picked up at a particular time, it will be possible to
load and transport them quickly to meet the demand.
The industry will be able to do so with its own
accountability and quality assurance system.
Plant safety is a serious issue for Victorian and
Australian agriculture, and in fact internationally. I ask
honourable members to just imagine — the Honourable
Jeanette Powell is particularly interested in this issue —
if fire blight came to Victoria what it would do to the
apple and pear industry. It would decimate it — there is
no doubt about that.
What would happen if diseases got into Victoria’s
grape crops and affected its huge grape production
industry? What would happen if diseases got into grain
crops in Victoria or Australia? And the list goes on.
Being an island Australia has certain advantages. It
does not have problems involving access to the country
over borders that cannot be handled through the
quarantine process. The over-the-border situations that
occur in Canada and the United States do not occur

The enforcement of the legislation will require care, a
commitment from the industry — which the industry is
prepared to give — and careful use of the penalties,
which are quite heavy. It will also require the
implementation of an audit system to track the
processes and the real issues concerning the legislation
as it moves us forward. The bill is about managing risk.
I believe we can do that, but we will need to be astute
and vigilant. I wish the legislation every success as it
moves our industries forward into the future.
Motion agreed to.

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

I thank the Honourables Graeme Stoney, Barry Bishop
and Dianne Hadden for their contributions to and
support for this important bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

INTERPRETATION OF LEGISLATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 5 October: motion of
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small Business).

Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — The
Liberal Party supports any change that facilitates and
improves the interpretation of the multitude of written
laws in the form of acts and subordinate legislation. The
Interpretation of Legislation (Amendment) Bill will
provide for just that type of change.
The bill amends the Interpretation of Legislation Act
1984. I am advised that the bill has been prepared at the
request of Chief Parliamentary Counsel and, as
indicated, the opposition supports it. The bill is not
lengthy but is intended to clarify which parts and
elements of the written content of statutes and

INTERPRETATION OF LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
916

COUNCIL

subordinate legislation are to be taken into account in
the interpretation of those instruments. It goes without
saying that the proper drafting of legislation or of any
document is a craft which not only requires great care
and attention but which demands skill and precision to
ensure that the purposes and objects of the legislation
are achieved and, more significantly, that unintended
outcomes are avoided.
The written word is an imprecise science and the
spoken word is even more imprecise. Lawyers have
been accused of verboseness — or is it verbosity? —
and the accusations are sometimes warranted.
Hon. Jenny Mikakos — You are making it too easy
for me, Carlo. I just cannot resist.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — Although the
accusations are sometimes warranted, as Ms Mikakos
would appreciate, in most cases it is a matter of the
people who are entrusted with the responsibility and
who have a job to do to ensure that the meaning and
intent of an argument cannot be misunderstood, or that
a case being put can have only one interpretation. It is
even more important, given the nature of legislation —
the written laws — that the words used in instruments
constituting the law of the land be as clear and as
unambiguous as possible and that the interpretation of
legislation be as intended by the Parliament which
passed it.
Originally statutes were drafted in lengthy, verbose and
often convoluted prose. Without wishing to pre-empt
the next bill on the notice paper, I indicate that a bill
passed in this place in 1884 is a good example of the
way statutes were written in the early days of this state
colony, as it then was. Over the centuries a large
number of common-law rules have been developed to
assist with the interpretation of acts of Parliament, and
those rules persist to this day. In addition, the
legislature has drafted a guide to assist with the
interpretation of legislation. That guide is the
Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984, the last of a
series of acts regulating the mode of interpretation. The
purpose of the principal act is as much as a guide for
those who use and who are affected by legislation to
assist them to interpret the terminology used within it as
it is a guide for those who are obliged to draft
legislation. It is a road map not only for parliamentary
counsel and draftsmen of legislation but also for those
who use and are affected by legislation to assist them to
understand the meaning and the intention of words,
phrases, references, layout, punctuation, et cetera, of the
acts and subordinate legislation affected by the
Interpretation of Legislation Act.
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The bill therefore amends the principal act, which sets
out its purpose as:
to make fresh provision —

as indicated, it is a consolidation act —
with respect to the construction and operation of, and the
shortening of the language used in, acts of Parliament and
subordinate instruments …

and to repeal a number of earlier acts.
The Interpretation of Legislation Act contains
numerous aids to assist with the interpretation of
statutes; provides some short cuts to determining the
meaning of words, sentences and phrases; and is an
invaluable aid to consistency in the interpretation of
that terminology as it appears throughout the written
law of the land. The act identifies and sets out
extensions from the meaning which is to be attributed
to certain expressions through definitional aspects.
For example, the Interpretation of Legislation Act sets
out the distinction between the words ‘may’ and ‘shall’.
It also sets out the meaning of measures and distances.
It clarifies what is meant when a period of time is
referred to in a statute and makes it clear that a period
of time does not include a particular commencement
day, which is often the ground for great dispute. The act
identifies what a holiday is for the purposes of
legislation. In effect, it defines and makes clear what is
meant by standard time as in the time of day.
It also sets out the order in which subordinate
instruments are to be prioritised and has numerous
definitions. It clarifies gender and number by making
the words plural neutral.
As we know, the law is not always clear — indeed,
sometimes it is quite the opposite. When we in this
place make the law it binds everyone, and if it said in
statute that black is white, then black is white. For
example, section 41 of the principal act provides that a
power to appoint a person in an instrument confers on
that person the authority to remove or suspend. It is to
provide that sort of road map that the principal act is an
essential part of our legal system.
I am sure honourable members would be aware of the
many and lengthy arguments in both the civil and
criminal jurisdictions of our courts about the meaning
of a word or a phrase in a document or in an act or
regulation. While the Interpretation of Legislation Act
affords some guidance in interpreting large areas of the
law, it does not purport to provide assistance in every
case. Therefore, the argument about the meaning of
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particular words and phrases and their application
continues.
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The bill is intended to further improve the principal act.
Although it is brief the bill introduces some novel and
interesting notions. I look forward to monitoring its
implementation and seeing how over time it will affect
the interpretation of legislation.

The bill makes it clear that footnotes and indices are not
classified as being part of legislation. In the past to
clarify that position principal acts contained a note
reading, ‘This index does not form part of the act and is
provided for convenience of reference only’. That
clarification is now enshrined in the Interpretation of
Legislation Act, so it becomes absolutely clear that they
are outside the text of the statutes.

The bill further breaks down the body of acts. Currently
there is provision for acts to be divided into parts,
divisions, subdivisions, sections, subsections,
paragraphs, subparagraphs, sub-subparagraphs, clauses,
subclauses and sub-subclauses. It then deals with
schedules, notes, indices, items, columns and tables.
They are all part of the body of legislation under which
Victorians operate daily. The bill introduces a further
category of division to be known as chapters, which are
intended to be a level of organisation above what are
currently known as parts.

As I foreshadowed, punctuation has been included. I
remember in my first years of legal practice it was
almost a sin to put a comma in a deed. It was somehow
regarded as a craft to be able to prepare deeds that
flowed for pages and pages without punctuation. I
understand why that was so: a comma in the wrong
place can sometimes make an enormous difference.
The amendments introduced by the bill will mean that
the onus will be on parliamentary counsel to ensure that
punctuation is accurate and that section headings reflect
what the sections are about.

Their purpose is to allow legislation, especially acts and
subordinate instruments that are large and diverse, to be
grouped into chapters. One hopes that will facilitate
one’s travel through complex legislation. The
opposition has no difficulty with the proposal. Clearly it
expects chapters will be used only where it is necessary
to further break down legislation because of its size and
volume.

A novel introduction in the bill is the use of examples
and diagrams or notes which are to be embodied as part
of legislation. Not only is that novel, to tell the truth it is
something which I was not quite comfortable with at
first glance. Furthermore, the bill provides that
examples, if they are provided, actually override the
generality of the terminology used in the act itself.
Therefore, they will be a very powerful instrument. I
can understand the reason for it but one really should
not consider the use of examples as a replacement for
the written word itself. As an adjunct and for purposes
of clarity it is a good idea. However, I query whether
that will in any way release the stringent obligation
placed on parliamentary counsel to ensure that the
drafting is and remains as accurate and precise as it
needs to be. Time will tell and we will await the
implementation of the changes with a degree of interest.

Currently section 32 of the principal act requires
commonwealth legislation incorporated in Victorian
subordinate instruments to be tabled in both houses of
Parliament. That requirement is removed by the bill,
which recognises that access to commonwealth statutes
is readily available in one form or another. The change
brings the operation of the passage of legislation into
the 21st century.
The bill introduces a number of matters that until now
have not been able to be referred to by those who seek
to interpret legislation. It provides that all headings to
sections shall in future form part of the instrument and
therefore part of the interpretive process. The
government’s policy is that all text in the body of
legislation should be interpreted as part of that
legislation, as it is currently the case, we are told, in
Queensland, the Australian Capital Territory and New
Zealand. Everything from the title of the act to the
double lines at the end of the operative provisions of the
act — I refer honourable members to page 9 of the bill,
where the double lines appear — are intended to be part
of the legislation. All the writing, from the longest and
largest of headings of sections to the smallest comma
and full stop, will now form part of the text for the
purposes of interpretation.

I should point out that the amendments proposed in the
bill will come into operation on 1 January 2001 and
apply only to legislation made on or after that date. It
follows that there will necessarily be a time, perhaps
lengthy, before the whole of the written law is
reconsolidated. I suspect that for many years there will
be a degree of uncertainty because it will be necessary
for people who are referring to legislation to identify
and note when it was passed because unfortunately
different rules will apply to the interpretation of that
legislation depending on when the particular sections,
subsections and sub sub subsections are passed.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Or the diagram.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — Or, as the Honourable
Roger Hallam said, whether the diagram goes out of
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date perhaps. Who knows? It is novel and at first blush
it appears to be something that will assist in the short
term. As I indicated, so long as the proposals are
designed to assist in the achievement of the intentions
of Parliament and to some extent minimise disputes and
the cost of resolution, the opposition supports the bill.
Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — I speak in
support of the Interpretation of Legislation
(Amendment) Bill. As honourable members would be
aware from a very quick perusal of the bill, it is fairly
minor and I will be fairly brief in my comments on it.
It is the obligation of the Parliament not only to set the
policy agenda for Victorians but also to simplify and
demystify the law as much as possible. Like the
honourable Mr Furletti, in my former life I practised as
a lawyer and I constantly found that the public
considered most acts of Parliament to be rather
incomprehensible documents. I am pleased that the bill
will assist in the continuation of the trend we have seen
for many years of adopting plain-English principles in
the drafting of legislation. Not only will the bill adopt
plain-English principles but it will also seek to
introduce a more comprehensible format for acts of
Parliament and subordinate instruments. The bill will
go some way in further assisting the courts to
understand the intention of the Parliament and the
executive in drafting acts and subordinate instruments
in a particular way.
Clauses 4 and 6 relate to the formatting of legislation.
The clauses will allow acts and subordinate instruments
to be organised into chapters. If honourable members
have perused federal legislation in recent times, they
would be aware that the federal jurisdiction has moved
some considerable way towards presenting its
legislation in a far more comprehensible format.
I note that the federal taxation legislation has
introduced a fairly unique system of numbering that
makes it easier for taxation practitioners, if not the
ordinary person, to understand. That has assisted in
making the federal taxation legislation as a whole easier
to digest and particular sections easier to locate, at least
for taxation practitioners. Victoria is some way behind
the federal jurisdiction in terms of using that type of
formatting for its legislation but the introduction of
chapters in acts and subordinate instruments will assist
members of the public to get a general sense of a
particular piece of legislation and to locate the relevant
sections that appear of use to them.
Clause 5 is probably the most significant clause, at least
from my perspective, in that it means commonwealth
acts and statutory rules will be able to be incorporated
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into Victorian subordinate instruments without being
tabled in the Victorian Parliament. Honourable
members would be aware that we are increasingly
taking nationally consistent approaches to problems
that confront our society. The issues are taken up by all
jurisdictions and increasingly states and territories are
seeking to apply remedies that have been agreed at the
national level. As a result, a number of ministerial
agreements have been reached at the national level.
National scheme legislation has meant that template
and model legislation adopted in Victoria has applied
across all jurisdictions. Federal acts and statutory rules
have also been tabled in the Parliament.
This is an increasing phenomenon and something that
all honourable members would welcome particularly as
it affects Victorian consumers and businesses. In many
areas a national approach leads to a reduction in
compliance costs for Victorian businesses. This
government is committed to working with other
jurisdictions in achieving such a national approach
wherever possible and desirable. As a result of the trend
towards the adoption of commonwealth acts and
subordinate instruments in Victorian legislation more of
those commonwealth acts and statutory rules are tabled
in the Victorian Parliament as required by section 32 of
the Interpretation of Legislation Act.
When debating the opposition’s amendments to the
Information Privacy Bill the other day the house had an
interesting discussion about scrutiny by the Parliament
and the role the regulation review subcommittee
performs on behalf of the Parliament.
As the chairperson of the regulation review
subcommittee I certainly see it as continuing the role of
that subcommittee to properly scrutinise all statutory
rules coming before it that refer to commonwealth acts
and subordinate instruments to ensure that those
statutory rules are in the best interests of Victorians and
do not trespass upon their rights and freedoms.
Although we will not see commonwealth acts and
subordinate instruments tabled before Parliament, the
regulation review subcommittee will continue to
monitor those commonwealth acts and statutory rules
as they pertain to Victorians and will continue to report
to the Victorian Parliament and even possibly to
recommend disallowance where appropriate in the
future.
The remaining provisions of the bill relate to allowing
and assisting the courts to make reference to other
matters that appear in acts and subordinate interests
which they currently are not allowed to take into
consideration in interpreting that legislation. Those
matters include headings, examples, notes, punctuation

INTERPRETATION OF LEGISLATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Wednesday, 1 November 2000

COUNCIL

and indices. As the Honourable Carlo Furletti
explained, those changes will only apply to such
matters included in acts of Parliament and subordinate
instruments that come into operation after 1 January
2001.
The provisions are designed to ensure that our
legislation is far more comprehensible to the average
person and also that the courts are able to make
reference to such matters as examples when interpreting
and understanding the original intention of Parliament.
Clause 9 of the bill seeks to insert some new definitions
into the principal act, particularly as it relates to the
term ‘territory’. It seeks to insert new definitions of
‘Australia’, ‘external Territory’, ‘internal Territory’ and
‘Jervis Bay Territory’ which are based on the
commonwealth Acts Interpretations Act.
Finally, clause 10 seeks to correct the change in the
name of the organisation formerly known as the
Standards Association of Australia which is now
referred to as Standards Australia in the principal act so
there is no misunderstanding where Australian
standards are referred to in Victorian legislation.
In conclusion, the bill is a fairly minor bill in nature. All
members of Parliament should welcome its speedy
passage because it will assist the Victorian public and
the courts to better understand the intention of the
Parliament in adopting legislation and demystifying the
law as much as possible.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — It would be
very easy to underestimate the importance of the
Interpretation of Legislation (Amendment) Bill. I for
one would be prepared to forgive the layman or casual
observer who concluded that it was the ultimate
conversion of a molehill into a mountain, that this is a
piece of pedantic legislation, and that it is taking the
issue of technicality to a point of absurdity. After all,
the end objective of the bill is to provide guidance on
the meaning of headings, examples and punctuation
where they appear in legislation. I suspect that someone
whose major dose of reading comprises the Herald Sun
or perhaps even the sporting section of that paper is
hardly likely to see the need for a detailed description
as to the significance or importance of a headline, a
comma or an apostrophe and may well dismiss the
entire bill as a piece of humbug.
Yet nothing could be further from the truth because to
the technician, to the professional for whom the precise
meaning and therefore the effect of any piece of
legislation is important, the placement of a comma or
an apostrophe or perhaps even the inclusion of a
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heading may be absolutely critical to a policy direction
or to a particular decision. It might determine whether a
circumstance is deemed to be legal or illegal and it
might actually be the point upon which the decision of
a court action is hinged. It might be the ratio of the
entire action, which gives rise to a dramatically
different perspective of the importance of the
legislation.
As previous speakers have mentioned, the bottom line
is that our beloved English language is unfortunately
not perfect. Some would argue about that, but it is not
perfect. As legislators we might take every possible
care in framing a particular piece of legislation only to
find later that circumstances have changed, and that the
legislation has consequences that we did not intend. It
might be that even if we captured the intent of
Parliament to the nth degree when we constructed the
legislation, a smart lawyer may subsequently establish
some loopholes. That is not unknown to our world.
Worse still, we might find that the way in which the
intent of Parliament is expressed of itself leads to a
challenge in the courts of the land. It therefore becomes
even more important that we establish a rule book of
the way in which our legislation is to be read. What it
means is that the effect of a comma or an apostrophe
becomes very important, and then the question of
where a heading appears and so on takes on a
substantive new meaning.
Therefore, the interpretation of legislation is not a new
concept. It has been around for a fair time, for many
generations. Put simply, the legislation is an attempt to
strike a rule book as to the way in which the legislation
shall be read, not to determine how it should be
interpreted or what it means but how it should be read.
It attempts to determine what shall take precedence in
interpretation when ambiguity or inconsistency appear.
It is consistent with the principle that we have long
since established that there are other ways in which the
intention of Parliament might well be determined. For
instance, we have long since accepted that the pearls of
wisdom uttered in this chamber by members of this
place are catalogued and recorded for history. That is
not just to make them feel good. It is to give the readers
of parliamentary procedures and, more importantly,
those who have the responsibility or the need to
interpret the law the opportunity to look behind the
print and get some indication of the intent of
Parliament. For instance, it is not uncommon for
second-reading debates in this chamber to turn up in
courts of law on the basis that they give an indication of
the intent of Parliament where it is argued that that
intent is unclear from a reading of the legislation itself.
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Members of Parliament already have an extensive rule
book called the Interpretation of Legislation Act.
Tonight we have in front of us a refinement or addition
to that rule book.

thought that was ‘indices’, but the explanatory
memorandum says ‘indexes’.

The bill proposes three fundamental changes. I will not
go into them in depth because both Ms Mikakos and
Mr Furletti have addressed them well. The first is
interesting because this is the first time I recall
legislation actually making a value judgment, although
I may have missed such a provision in the past. It
amends a section in the principal act to allow legislation
to be grouped in chapters. That is commendable. It will
help with the layout for logical purposes and improve
the readability of legislation. Ms Mikakos cited the
example of federal legislation, and I agree with her
comment on the most recent tax legislation — it is quite
refreshing.

Hon. R. M. HALLAM — I thank Mr Furletti for
restoring my faith somewhat. The bill lists ‘indexes’, so
I bow to the usage applied by the draftsmen. Obviously
headings used appropriately can do nothing but aid in
the reading of legislation. In technical and complex
legislation, particularly in the tax field, the appropriate
use of headings will be a real breakthrough. Like
Mr Furletti I am not sure that I am convinced about the
inclusion of examples, but I look forward to being
proved unnecessarily cautious about that.

The Duties Bill, which is listed on the notice paper,
uses precisely the same principles. I am pleased to
claim that the process that brought that bill to the house
started several years ago, and I am delighted to have
been part of the process to make our legislation more
readable.
The explanatory memorandum states that the bill
provides for the grouping of chapters because:
Some acts, especially large and diverse ones, would benefit
from being organised into chapters.

Hon. C. A. Furletti — I said ‘indices’.

In any event, the bill proposes that ‘headings to
sections, clauses, sections, regulations, rules items,
tables, columns, examples, diagrams, notes or forms in
an act’ become part of that act. It will put beyond doubt
whether they are to be included in the process of
interpretation. Then, to provide clarity, it states that
endnotes do not form part of the act. As Mr Furletti
outlined, we start from the start and finish at the finish,
and as the determination of the start and the finish are
prescribed there can be no question mark remaining
over what falls within the act for interpretive purposes,
as opposed to what does not fall within the act. It
simply means that anything before the title and after the
double lines is not to be included.

As I said, this is the first time I can recall the house
having before it a bill that makes a value judgment. The
inclusion of examples which a few moments ago
Mr Furletti described as being novel falls into exactly
the same category: the conclusion of the draftsmen and
the Parliament of the day is that some of our larger acts
would benefit from improved organisation in their
layout.

Like Ms Mikakos and Mr Furletti I welcome the
proposed legislation. It cannot do other than make the
product of our work more logical and readable. In the
eyes of the layman that will be a welcome
development. For the professional, we are making even
clearer what is, as opposed to what is not, to be
included in any technical argument about the precise
intent of the Parliament.

The second major change, which has also been
canvassed well, is that we will now allow subordinate
instruments to incorporate commonwealth acts or
statutory rules without the need to lodge those acts or
rules with the Clerk of the Parliaments. That simply
acknowledges that today commonwealth acts or
statutory rules are available to even the casual reader.
We do not need to go through the formal process of
lodging them with the Clerk of the Parliaments. That
appropriate change will remove an anachronism that
could affect the processes of this Parliament.

I note that the legislation will apply from 1 January next
year. Again like Mr Furletti I am concerned about the
confusion that may emerge as a result of the bill
applying only to legislation framed after that date. We
are facing the prospect of for some years having on the
statute book legislation to which the interpretation of
legislation rules apply and some to which by definition
they do not.

The final issue I mention briefly are the changes
captured by clause 7, which deal with the status of
headings, examples, notes, punctuation and indexes. I

So we could be forgiven for saying, ‘This is too hard;
let’s not try’, but of course we must. In the longer term,
readers of legislation will see the benefits of it,
notwithstanding that we have to get past the interim
period where a dual rule book shall apply. It is in our
view good legislation and I am happy to record that the
National Party supports its passage.
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far as I can tell on one occasion previously, and it is
indeed one of the oldest pieces of legislation in
Victoria.

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

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

I thank the Honourables Carlo Furletti, Jenny Mikakos
and Roger Hallam for their contributions.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

ANGLICAN TRUSTS CORPORATIONS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 5 October; motion of
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small Business).

The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. R. F. Smith) — Order! I have had the
opportunity of examining this bill and it is my opinion
that it is a private bill.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — I move:
That this bill be dealt with as a public bill.

Motion agreed to.

Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — The
opposition supports the Anglican Trusts Corporations
(Amendment) Bill, which amends Act no. 797 passed
by this Parliament some 116 years ago. This appears to
be one of the earliest pieces of legislation to have come
before the Parliament, which at that stage was very
much in its infancy in historic terms.
The bill refers to the principal act by its number,
although, as indicated in the bill, the principal Act
no. 797 of 1884 has, for ease of reference, been
entitled — I have a copy of the Internet print-out from
‘Law Today’ — the Church of England Property
Trustees Act 1884, but for all intents and purposes it is
Act no. 797. If honourable members were to look for
that act in the laws of our state, they would discover
that it is not there. The act has only been amended so

The bill before the house amends the principal act by
providing it with a short title, which is set out in
clause 4 as the Anglican Trusts Corporations Act.
Clauses 8 and 9 modernise the references in the
principal act to ‘Church Assembly’ and ‘Church of
England’ by converting those words to ‘Synod’ and
‘Anglican Church of Australia’ respectively. They also
remove from section 7 of the principal act, reference to
Victoria as ‘the colony of Victoria’. The words ‘the
colony of’ are deleted. The bill incorporates some
housekeeping matters. It inserts a definition of ‘trusts
corporation’ which it removes from section 12A of the
act to section 1 so that it has general application to the
act.
As indicated by the minister, the legislation is a private
bill, but is appropriately being treated as a public bill in
the sense of its purpose, which is fundamentally to
enable a very major church in our country and state to
facilitate its dealings with its property.
The rectification of areas of concern which the bill
addresses were sought by the current archbishop,
Dr Peter Watson, and his predecessor. It is appropriate
that the Parliament should agree to the amendments
which the bill introduces. The amendments, as I have
indicated, are minor and simply facilitating.
The principal act is an unusual piece of legislation in
that it was appropriate when it was enacted to make
provision that the trustees appointed to hold property on
behalf of the church were, by operation of the principal
act after registration of the resolution by the
Registrar-General, incorporated so that they had
perpetual succession, a common seal, the right to sue
and be sued, and the right to hold any property in trust
for the church in the diocese in which such resolution
was passed. I am quoting from section 4 of the act.
The act further provides that in the event of any of those
trustees withdrawing, dying or otherwise becoming
incapable of acting as trustees the bishop of the diocese
is able to appoint substitute trustees to fill the void. The
trustees were appointed, acquired property and, as I said
earlier, obtained security under the principal act by
becoming what is called — it is an interesting term —
not a body corporate but rather a ‘corporate body of
trustees’. The use of those words is significant because
it applies to this situation.
The bill grants to the synod of a diocese the power to
alter the composition and number of trustees who
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currently hold property. That is regarded as a sensible
amendment. At present no number of trustees is
prescribed and there is no limit to the number of
trustees in any particular group. It appears that as each
new group of trustees was appointed for the acquisition,
presumably of a particular property, it became a new
corporate body of trustees for the purposes of the
particular acquisition. They continued to be trustees
with a corporate identity rather than a corporate entity.
It has become clear that it is difficult to manage
property, given that five to seven trustees are involved.
The archbishop has sought to have the number
determined by the administrators of the Anglican
Church. The bill allows the synod to determine the
number and composition of trustees who will be on
particular trust corporations.
Clause 7 inserts proposed section 12B into the principal
act. This is probably the most significant element of the
bill because it changes something that has been
embedded historically in religious groups for many
years. It is appropriate that this action to enable joint
use of church property by multiple denominations in
certain circumstances should be taken in this place at
this time given that Australia is one of the most
multicultural countries in the world. Australia is more
culturally diverse than almost any other country.
Victorians derive from more than 200 nations and
cultures and speak more than 150 languages, and they
practise more than 100 faiths.
Proposed section 12B will enable dioceses and synods
to approve the joint use of church property in
appropriate circumstances. It should be pointed out to
the house that the property referred to is not necessarily
a church or a church hall but any church property,
which is appropriate given the amount of community
and welfare work many churches are now involved in.
In many cases such work is the main purpose for the
existence of churches. I particularly mention the great
work being done by Anglicare in Victoria through a
whole range of assistance it offers to the community.
The proposed joint use of facilities is not restricted to
denominations and organisations of the Christian faith.
The bill is broad in that once an act of the synod of the
diocese so provides it allows the Anglican Church to
enter into a scheme of cooperation with any other
church, denomination or congregation and to use any
specified real or personal property vested in the trust on
the conditions I mentioned earlier. The change is
significant.
Proposed section 12B(3) states that not only is the
provision intended to apply to existing property now
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held by the Anglican Trusts Corporation but such
schemes of cooperation can include conditions for the
making of contributions of money by the church for the
acquisition, construction, alteration, maintenance or
repair of assets vested in or held on behalf of either or
both the trusts corporation and the cooperating church
or congregation.
It allows the church to enter into joint ventures.
Proposed section 12B(3)(b) allows the church to take or
give security — that is, to lend or borrow money — for
those purposes. That is quite a development, and it will
not only facilitate the church’s entering into cooperative
ventures with other groups but in the long term will
result in considerable benefits to the Victorian
community.
Given that the primary purpose of the bill is to facilitate
dealing by the Anglican Church with its property, the
extension of the powers of its synod are also significant.
On that basis the opposition does not intend to in any
way restrict the proposals sought and requested by the
Anglican Church. I commend the bill to the house.
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — I support the
passage of the Anglican Trusts Corporations
(Amendment) Bill. By way of background, in
November 1998 the former Archbishop of the Anglican
Church wrote to the former Attorney-General, the
Honourable Jan Wade, requesting that amendments be
made to Act No. 797, which will become known as the
Anglican Trusts Corporations Act 1884. The newly
appointed archbishop, the Most Reverend Peter
Watson, has recently confirmed that he wants the
amendments to proceed. The bill is the result.
I had the pleasure of reading Act No. 797. I did not get
it from the Internet but from the statutes in the
parliamentary library. It contains just 14 clauses and
was passed during the reign of Queen Victoria. The
preamble states:
Whereas by the Act … intituled ‘An Act to enable the
Bishops Clergy and Laity of the United Church of England
and Ireland in Victoria (now described as the Church of
England in Victoria under the authority of the Amending
Act 36 Victoria No. 454) to provide for the regulation of the
affairs of said Church’ certain powers are conferred upon the
members of the said Church meeting in Assembly as therein
mentioned of managing the property of the said Church …

The principal act, Act no. 797, provides for the legal
structures under which most Anglican Church property
in the various dioceses in Victoria is held and managed.
The act enabled each diocese to establish a corporate
body of trustees and provided for the transfer of church
property that had been held by many separate groups of
non-corporate trustees to the corporate body. The
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dioceses have recently reviewed the operation of the
act, and some changes are desirable to enable the
dioceses to improve the management of diocesan
property.
When the act was passed in 1884 there were more than
400 landed trusts each of which consisted of five
members. Over time vacancies occurred in those trusts
by virtue of death, resignation or absence from the then
colony of Victoria. The filling of vacancies was
expensive and time consuming. Often a vacancy was
not known of until the land forming the subject of the
trusts had to be dealt with for certain church purposes.
Under the circumstances, the Anglican Church
determined that it would be better to merge the
numerous and disparate trusts into one corporate trust.
The church was sensitive to the fact that there may be
some opposition from members of existing trusts to the
transfer of property to the corporate trust.
Consequently, the act operates to enable the transfer,
not force the transfer, of property.
Under the act, the number of trustees is determined by
the number of trustees that were initially appointed
when the diocesan trusts corporation was first
established in accordance with Act no. 797. The
number differs in the dioceses and varies between five
and seven, with some ex officio and some appointed
members. It has evolved over time. Sometimes the
numbers have been too restrictive to manage the trusts
corporation.
Clause 6 inserts proposed section 8A into the act to
enable the diocese, through its synod, to alter the
composition, including the number, of members of its
trusts corporation. The amendment will enable the
trusts corporation to function more efficiently.
There have been occasions when the diocese has
entered into arrangements with another denomination
for the sharing of facilities, particularly in rural and
remote areas of Victoria. The Anglican Church in New
South Wales and the Uniting Church in Victoria in their
acts regulating the trusts corporations have power to use
trust property for joint arrangements between churches.
However, the Anglican Church in Victoria under Act
no. 797, is not so empowered.
Clause 7 inserts proposed section 12B into the act to
enable the diocesan synods to approve the joint use of
church property in appropriate circumstances.
However, the property held subject to an express trust
forbidding the use of property for joint use or
ownership, as referred to in section 12B, will not be
used for the purposes of cooperative agreements.
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The bill contains a number of minor amendments to
correct outdated references to the act. For example,
‘church assembly’ is to be known as ‘synod’, and
‘Church of England’ is to be known as the ‘Anglican
Church of Australia’.
Clause 4 provides the act with a short title so that it will
no longer be known as Act no. 797, which subsequently
became known as the Church of England Property
Trustees Act, but will be known as the Anglican Trusts
Corporations (Amendment) Act. I commend the bill to
the house.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I shall speak
briefly on the Anglican Trusts Corporations
(Amendment) Bill. I make the point at the outset that
the brevity of my contribution should not be seen to be
an indication of the importance the National Party
places on the bill. Although it is relatively simple in its
effect, the passage of the bill is critical to the future of
the Anglican Church. This is a private bill now deemed
to be a public bill, which means the government has
waived the standard fee. The National Party supports
the bill and supports the government’s decision not to
impose the fee that would have otherwise applied to
this private legislation.
As Mr Furletti said, this is an update of one of
Victoria’s oldest statutes, the Anglican Trusts
Corporations Act of 1884. That statute is now clearly
out of date. It was written to accommodate
circumstances that applied 116 years ago when the
community was dramatically different. One must
contemplate that the original act was written 16 years
before the Federation of the states. I suggest that
everything has changed and so has the Anglican
Church.
The structure deemed appropriate in those early times
of Victoria’s development as a community to hold and
to manage real estate is no longer relevant. That is
acknowledged across party lines, and Parliament is
pleased to be in a position to offer the church a solution
to that circumstance.
I recognise there are many issues confronting church
denominations in today’s circumstances, not the least of
which is declining attendances, particularly in rural
communities. That has led in many instances to
rationalisation not only of services but of church
buildings and administrative structures as well as some
rationalisation of denominations.
We have seen the joint use of facilities, some mergers
and other practical arrangements emerge as a response
to changing circumstances. The Anglican Church has
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simply requested Parliament to pass the amendment to
update the structures of its organisation and to make
them more appropriate to today’s circumstances. The
National Party is happy to oblige. It sees this as both a
reasonable and a rational request.
The National Party not only approves of the bill and
gives it its blessing, but also prays that the Lord will
continue to bless the members of the Anglican Church
and continue to provide them with the strength to
continue their mission to the Victorian community.
Hon. B. W. BISHOP (North Western) — I shall
also make a short contribution in support of the
Anglican Trusts Corporations (Amendment) Bill. I
support the generosity of the government in making this
a public bill rather than a private bill. This legislation
has some history. The principal act, Act no. 797, goes
back a long way. It is always interesting to examine
early acts, whatever they may do. The first amendment
was made in 1985 and it provided for the power to
mortgage property. I believe that in about 1971 the
Uniting Church made similar changes to its structure.
Those are history lessons in themselves.
I noted the diocese of Melbourne was established in
1847 and the diocese of Ballarat in 1855. One imagines
that many great stories could be told about how the
church established itself in that area, as well as later in
Bendigo, Gippsland and Wangaratta.
I understand the bill changes the terminology from
‘Church of England’ to ‘Anglican Church of Australia’.
When one considers the history of the changes and the
references in the legislation to the colony of the state of
Victoria, one recognises that is really going back a year
or two! The bill also enables the church to vary the
number of members in the trust corporation, which
used to be restricted to four or five. I believe that was in
the 1884 act itself.
The bill also allows the Anglican Church to share
facilities with other churches. Some would ask why we
need legislation for that. In fact, the other day at
church — I am a Uniting Church member — I was
talking to our minister, Jeff Gray, who is shortly
leaving our parish to go down to the Western District.
He told me he thought it was a requirement for that to
be done to allow the churches to share their facilities.
Our parish, which covers Sea Lake, Berriwillock and
Waitchie, some time ago entered into a cooperative
sharing agreement with the Anglicans in that area, and
it has worked very well indeed. We might have been
just a little bit before our time. It is working well and
the situation can certainly be formalised.

Wednesday, 1 November 2000

I also understand that another reason may well be that
in the past governments gave Crown grants to churches
so that the Christian faith could be brought into
developing communities. Although I am not an
Anglican that is certainly a great idea. But hasn’t the
wheel turned enormously? It is now difficult to
maintain Christian services in rural areas across
Victoria. I suspect that is the case in some areas of the
city as well. My Uniting Church parish of Sea Lake,
Berriwillock and Waitchie was already operating under
an arrangement with the Anglicans. It works well, and
that practice will no doubt spread across other areas and
more churches over time.
But I do not think the difficulties that our churches,
particularly those in rural Victoria, are facing are any
different from those faced by football clubs, tennis
clubs, schools, political parties and other groups. It has
always been a struggle for numbers, particularly in
today’s world. The systems of the last generation are
now being substantially challenged by the fact that
people are so busy nowadays. There are other things
happening on Sundays, traditionally the day on which
in the past they would have gone to worship. There is
nothing new in that. Our church is also wrestling with
that issue in the same way as the Anglican Church is
doing now and has done in the past.
We always thought in our church that we did our best,
but we have low numbers now. We are challenged by
the issues of whether we will have to rationalise,
whether we will have to use more laypeople in our
church to provide the message of the Christian faith in
our rural communities, and whether the elders should
conduct the services. I know all that can be done but it
is rather difficult.
It is good that churches can come together and share
not only facilities but also share the Christian faith,
particularly in areas where the numbers are waning. A
few Sundays ago my wife and I attended an ecumenical
service at Ultima in a Catholic Church. It included all
denominations, with lunch to follow. Just a few short
weeks ago, along with the honourable member for
Swan Hill in another place, Barry Steggall, and his
wife, my wife and I attended the service of
commissioning of Reverend Gary Fordham into the
parish of Swan Hill. I understand the Anglican Church
there has been without a minister for some 18 months.
It was a great evening and there was a large crowd. The
Right Reverend David Bowden, the Bishop of Bendigo,
was there. The guest preacher was a man I know well
from Mildura — Merbein actually — the Reverend
Canon Ron Wood. Ron has been a great fellow in his
area: he looks after the police, the Returned and
Services League and his parish. He will soon retire to
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Echuca. He will be sadly missed, but no doubt, as the
Right Reverend David Bowden said, he will get plenty
of work wherever he is and will not get a chance to
have that sort of retirement.
I congratulate the Anglican Church on its moves to
formalise a process that is no doubt already occurring in
particular areas. It also formalises the real recognition
of where churches are going in the future. I can recall
clearly that when the Uniting Church was coming
together in our area, people came up and spoke to us
about it. One of them was a Professor George Thule,
who told us a story about churches getting together. He
asked what would happen if a spaceship landed in the
main street of Sea Lake and someone came out of the
spaceship and asked what a particular building was. If
the answer was ‘That’s a church’ and he walked a bit
further up the street and asked what another building
was and received the same reply and so on in the next
street, according to Professor Thule the questioner
would have great difficulty understanding why so many
churches were needed, particularly in communities
where populations were dwindling. I am glad to see that
issue being addressed across the whole Christian faith.
I commend the bill to the house. It certainly has my
support. Like other honourable members, I wish the
Anglican Church well, as I wish all other churches well
throughout Victoria and Australia. I urge more
churches to show the same leadership that others have
shown in joining together to promote the Christian faith
throughout country areas.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

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

I thank the Honourables Carlo Furletti, Dianne Hadden,
Roger Hallam and Barry Bishop for their contributions
to the second-reading debate.
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LAND (ST KILDA SEA BATHS) BILL
Second reading
Resumed from 24 October; motion of Hon. C. C. BROAD
(Minister for Energy and Resources).

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — The
opposition does not oppose the Land (St Kilda Sea
Baths) Bill. I am speaking on the bill mainly as a local
member who represents the area — along with my
colleague Andrea Coote — in which the St Kilda sea
baths are located, and also as one who has followed the
saga that has become the redevelopment of the sea
baths almost since the day I was elected to this place in
1996. I had a passing interest in the development
beforehand, but since I have been elected to Parliament
the issue has been continually raised with me by my
constituents, particularly residents of St Kilda and
others in my electorate who enjoy going to the St Kilda
foreshore both in the summer and at other times of the
year.
Apart from describing the St Kilda sea baths as a
long-time landmark in the local area from their early
inception in the 1920s, it is also fair to say that the baths
are located in a position along the St Kilda foreshore
that I have described previously — I know others have
also done so — as the gateway to St Kilda. St Kilda is
not only an important local recreational precinct; it is an
integral part of Victoria’s strategy to attract tourism to
Victoria. It is one of the places that the state, especially
the government, has been promoting as a special place
to visit when people come to Melbourne. When they
get to the gateway to St Kilda and the foreshore area,
for too long tourists and locals alike have been
unfortunately confronted by a building site.
The initial concept for the development of the St Kilda
sea baths in their current guise started in 1991, when the
then City of St Kilda created a committee to consider
the redevelopment of the precinct. Over the years the
site has been used for a number of purposes, but for
more than 70 years its one almost constant use has been
as warm sea baths. No matter what else the building has
been used for, it has been used primarily as a
water-based recreational facility.

Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

The former St Kilda council decided it was appropriate
to redevelop the site because it considered the building
had become run down over the years and that such a
prominent location as the St Kilda foreshore should
have an appropriate building that incorporated
water-based recreational facilities and blended in with
the rest of the foreshore.
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A tender process took place, a developer was chosen in
1991 and a lease was entered into for the development
of the baths, but unfortunately a number of legal
disputes took place subsequently. The person who won
the tender to develop the sea baths was not the person
who operated the existing sea baths business on the site,
and a series of protracted legal battles — what became
a litany of litigation — ensued. After the tenancy issue
was resolved another series of litigation matters
embroiled the project, and have continued until almost
the present day.
At another time and in another place it could be worth
documenting what occurred, but I do not think the
purposes of this house would be served by my seeking
its indulgence to go through it all today. However, I
wish to place on record the concern that has been
expressed to me time and again by local residents and
prominent Melburnians who have used the St Kilda sea
baths in the past and would like to use a sea baths
facility in the area again.
Concern has been expressed over two different issues.
One is the time it has taken for a not insurmountably
difficult redevelopment to be carried out. The piece of
land has not been difficult to work with and, as
originally stated by the successful tenderer, the
proposed development was not an overly difficult
design. Yet nine years after the tender process
commenced a still incomplete building stands on the
St Kilda foreshore. People constantly ask me, ‘Why has
it taken so long?’. Residents also tell me that during the
whole process they have been given little information
about what has been going on. It is probably not too
harsh to say that a veil of secrecy has surrounded the
negotiations between the developer, the state
government and the local government authority, which
was initially the City of St Kilda and then its successor,
the City of Port Phillip.
Each time I have looked for reasons for the lack of
communication and for the significant changes being
made to the original plans without further consultation
with local residents I have narrowed the field down to
one: initially, although the idea was to redevelop the
St Kilda sea baths, which no-one questioned needed
redevelopment at the time, the process entered into was
effectively flawed. Any project that starts off on the
wrong foot is difficult to bring back into line.
There is no point in levelling blame. However, it is
important to put on the record that the local people feel
they have been completely disenfranchised by a process
that has embroiled the St Kilda sea baths and
surrounded the site in cyclone wire fencing for far too
long. Local residents and organisations such as the
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Esplanade Alliance, which has contacted me many
times about the issue, have a legitimate right to ask not
only why they have not been fully consulted but also
why the redevelopment has taken so long and why the
gateway to St Kilda has had the blight of a cyclone
fence and a partly completed building sitting there for
so long.
St Kilda is promoted as an important tourism area —
and it is. It is also an important area for local residents.
For such a large part of our foreshore to be a no-go
zone for so many years is just not right. I have no doubt
that the current developers will be able to complete the
project. Already tenants are in the building. It was
heartening three or four weeks ago to see a newspaper
advertisement for a person to manage the entire
complex. That gave me great heart because it means the
developers are not too far away from finishing what
should have been finished at worst six or seven years
ago, and at best seven or eight years ago.
Finally the barbed wire and cyclone fencing will be
removed. Finally the residents of St Kilda and all the
other users of the foreshore — other Melburnians and
people who have travelled from country Victoria,
interstate and overseas — will be able to enjoy all the
foreshore, including the new complex. But anyone who
has been there will say that it is happening many years
too late. The real reason for that is that back in 1991 the
process was flawed. That allowed the project to become
bogged down in litigation and go completely off the
rails. What has occurred should be used as an example
of how not to do things in the future, especially when
dealing with sensitive foreshore and other areas the
public wants to use and does not want to be cut off
from.
The bill allows the City of Port Phillip to enter into a
lease with the current developer for a piece of land
adjacent to the St Kilda sea baths complex that is
intended to be used as a car park. The term of the lease
is not to exceed 45 years. There is nothing wrong with
that. Funnily enough, right from the initial 1991 tender
process, the successful tenderer intended to use the land
as a car park. That was the original intention and has
been the intention all along.
As I said earlier, the fact that the house is debating the
Land (St Kilda Sea Baths) Bill nine years after the issue
was first raised of incorporating land into a parcel of
land so the council, as the committee of management,
could give the developer a lease over the land that was
always intended as a car park for the complex
highlights that the initial process got it terribly wrong.
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I have seen plans going back to 1991 which indicate
that the land was always going to be a car park. Why
were steps not taken earlier to incorporate that parcel of
land as part of the land for the car park to make it easier
for the council to grant a lease over it? It is another
example of the project being off the rails from the start.
This provision should have been introduced at the start
of the process. It is not new. The developer was not
going to build on a new piece of land; that land was
always going to be a car park, even though the plans for
the car park may have changed.
Anyone who has visited the St Kilda foreshore knows
the demand for car parking at any time of the year,
summer or winter, weekdays or weekends exceeds
supply. The demand for car parking during summer
periods is constant around the clock. Any new car park
will be welcomed.
I have a special interest in the St Kilda foreshore. As a
child I used to go to the St Kilda beach, and I continue
to go there. It has changed a lot over the years, but one
thing that has not changed is that it continues to be a
favourite playground for Melburnians and tourists alike.
Another thing that has not changed is something that
has always upset me: that the Upper Esplanade, the
main part of St Kilda, is chopped off from the foreshore
by Jacka Boulevard. A line or wedge has been drawn
between the foreshore and the residents living on the
other side of the road.
It has been a dream of mine, and I know of other people
in St Kilda, that one day the road will be relocated
closer to the wall under the Upper Esplanade. The
Upper Esplanade will then be blended into the
foreshore. That opportunity will arise soon because the
piece of land known as the triangle site, which
incorporates the gravel car park off Jacka Boulevard
and the Palace entertainment site, will be fully
developed. I call on urban planners, the local council,
the Department of Treasury and Finance and the
ministers to take a visionary approach and not to be
shackled by the existing road or by the consideration of
getting a job done quickly or of meeting any important
imperative in that short period.
When considering the redevelopment I urge those
involved to look at the big picture. I urge them to
change that road from being an impediment into a road
that combines the Upper Esplanade into the St Kilda
foreshore proper. With a little commitment from all
parties it is achievable. The house should learn from the
mistakes made in the St Kilda sea baths redevelopment
and make sure that any future redevelopment of that
triangle site is done after full consultation with the
residents involved. They should not be cut off from the
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process. A process should be put in place at the start to
quickly achieve a proper outcome. The foreshore
should not once more be encased in barbed wire. The
foreshore should remain a place for recreation and not
be seen as a long-term building site. It is the gateway to
St Kilda and the playground of Melburnians.
The opposition does not oppose the bill. I welcome the
fact that the development is taking place on the
foreshore. It gives me great heart and confidence that
one day soon, perhaps by the end of the year, the
fencing will be removed permanently so that the sea
baths will no longer be a building site and the land will
be handed back to the residents of St Kilda and
Melburnians, who have come to St Kilda to enjoy the
foreshore over many years.
Hon. G. W. JENNINGS (Melbourne) — As
Mr Katsambanis said the Land (St Kilda Sea Baths)
Bill has been a long time coming. The residents of
St Kilda and Victoria would have expected the issue to
be resolved a long time ago. I am pleased the bill does
something about the car park after a decade of the issue
being kicked around. It is a planning disaster in terms of
the appropriate use of important public foreshore land
in the metropolitan area. The area is particularly
important to St Kilda and its community. The
legislation will allow the development of the sea baths
to come to fruition and the sorry history to end.
The bill will provide power for the lease of land for a
car park adjacent to the St Kilda sea baths. It will
enable the facility and the car park on Crown land to be
dealt with under Victorian law in the same way. That is
a key issue. The bill provides that the City of Port
Phillip, operating as the committee of management, will
advise the minister, who will approve the lease of the
land for a total of 45 years. That will enable the
developer, South Pacific St Kilda Pty Ltd, to complete
the development, which involves significant
investment, by the end of the year.
Mr Katsambanis has already attested to the fact that the
tenants have moved in and that the management will be
appointed to oversee the activities of the sea baths. The
residents of St Kilda, Melburnians and tourists will gain
benefit from the facility. It has had a sorry history. The
planning problem relates to the concern various
governments have had about the appropriateness of
Crown land being used for private purposes and the
leasing regime that applies on public land. It is an
important policy consideration for all governments and
is compounded in this case by the complexity of the
issues surrounding the parcel of land that
Mr Katsambanis described as the triangle of the
foreshore. A number of variations apply to different
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parcels of land and the bill addresses one of the last
discrepancies in the way that land is treated in terms of
leases for private use.
I am not sure why I am representing the government on
this bill. Perhaps it is because I am one of the few
government members who has been to the cinema
recently to see the film Chopper, which was in part set
in this infamous car park. The car park has a very sorry
history in the film as it featured quite prominently in the
underworld for some time in the 1980s and early 1990s.
The sorry history of the quarantining of this parcel of
land does not have a direct correlation with its sordid
past, but I agree with Mr Katsambanis that it is time the
cyclone wire fences came down and the community
had access to this land and the facility on it.
I am pleased to support the proposed legislation. I hope
the house will be short on rhetoric about it and will
enact the bill to enable a $42 million facility to be
created for the citizens of St Kilda, Melbourne and
Victoria who choose to come and spend some
recreational time on the foreshore. With that very brief
contribution, I wholeheartedly support the bill and
encourage other members of the house to support this
‘doing’ piece of legislation.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — Given the
challenge laid down by the Honourable Gavin
Jennings, I am prepared to say that the National Party
supports the proposed legislation. I have not seen the
film Chopper, but it sounds like I need to in order to get
further background to the bill. It is a fairly simple bill
which facilitates a longer term lease arrangement for
land adjacent to the St Kilda sea baths building. As has
been said by other speakers, the designated use of this
land is for car parking facilities to service patrons of the
sea baths complex. I understand that work towards
achieving that objective is progressing well and that a
double-storey car park with one storey underground is
being built.
I believe from the briefing I received that the land has
already been leased to the current developers of the sea
baths project for a period of 21 years. The purpose of
this bill is to enable that lease to be extended for up to
45 years which will make it consistent with the current
term of the lease for the land on which the sea baths
building itself is located. It is commonsense that the
leases of the land comprising the total project have the
same term.
As the Honourable Peter Katsambanis said in his
contribution, there is a fair history behind this project. I
understand that in 1992 the then St Kilda council issued
a consent notice — which was effectively a planning
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permit — for the development of the land. The project
has had a somewhat protracted history. I am told that
construction commenced in mid-1995, later that year
the project encountered some difficulties with
unapproved building works being undertaken, and that
a long-winded process of delays and financial
difficulties stalled the project at that time. It was not
until 1998, when the project was taken over by a new
company, that construction of the facility
recommenced.
I understand the project is nearing completion and is
expected to be opened by Christmas. The National
Party certainly hopes that turns out to be the case. This
is a significant project worth in excess of $40 million,
and the car park itself is worth around $13 million. This
sizeable project is important for the local community
and the people who visit the area. As the Honourable
Peter Katsambanis said, St Kilda has been and
continues to be a focus for visitors to the city of
Melbourne.
The bill facilitates a longer term lease arrangement to a
committee of management, and as the minister’s
second-reading speech states, the City of Port Phillip
will act as the committee of management for the
project. The National Party has consulted the City of
Port Phillip about the project and it is keen to see it
come to fruition. I make those brief comments to
indicate the National Party’s support for the bill. I hope
the project’s completion brings about the result that all
Victorians would like to see.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — I have great
pleasure in speaking on the Land (St Kilda Sea Baths)
Bill. Like my colleague the Honourable Peter
Katsambanis, I will not be opposing the bill. The
St Kilda sea baths are located in my electorate and will
eventually be a first-rate tourist complex for the area.
Other honourable members who have spoken tonight
have described the location of the land. I have not seen
the film Chopper and I do not intend to, although I was
pleased to hear what the Honourable Gavin Jennings
had to say about it. However, many people have been to
this area and seen the mesh fence, which has been there
for a significant time. The Honourable Peter
Katsambanis spoke about that at some length.
For the information of honourable members who are
not aware of the site, it is that sort of pseudo-Moorish
building that has had several changes of colour and has
been tucked behind the mesh fence for some time. It
has been an eyesore and I am pleased that we might
have some resolution of this issue.

LAND (ST KILDA SEA BATHS) BILL
Wednesday, 1 November 2000

COUNCIL

The land is located in a very auspicious part of St Kilda
at the end of the pier and near, as Peter Katsambanis
said, Jacka Boulevard. It is adjacent to Luna Park, right
at the end of Fitzroy Street, and near Acland Street in a
very good tourist precinct. International tourists come
to this area. I would like to remind the chamber that our
international tourists do not have to travel all the way to
Phillip Island to see penguins; they can come to the
St Kilda pier, as there is a colony of penguins there. The
tourists could see the penguins at the St Kilda pier, have
a caffelatte in Fitzroy Street, go to the Stokehouse for
lunch and go home or back to their city hotels having
had a very pleasant day in the City of Port Phillip.
Hon. P. R. Hall — We Gippslanders do not agree
with that.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — The penguins tucked
away at the St Kilda pier are a very good day’s outing. I
do not know what the caffelatte are like in Gippsland
but they are very good in Fitzroy Street. This area is a
focal point for Victorian tourism. It is used by the
people of the City of Port Phillip for rollerblading,
riding scooters, walking, jogging and cycling. Once the
project is completed it will be something we can all
enjoy.
I must stress that the land was set aside as an area for
sea baths and we must remember that it was not meant
to be a shopping or cafe precinct. I am pleased to see
that the Hepburn Spa organisation will be involved with
this as it runs very good thermal baths in Hepburn
Springs.
I have to agree with the Honourable Peter Katsambanis
about the parking issue — it is absolutely appalling. We
have a very good Sunday market, which I encourage all
honourable members to visit. It is held on the
Esplanade and is excellent but parking is appalling;
something needs to be done about it. There has been a
very ugly car park on this site. I know the site very well
as I walk and ride a bike along this area most
weekends. In this debate no-one has outlined the
troubled history of this development, so I will briefly
run through what happened.
The St Kilda baths were built in 1862. The wooden
building burned down in 1926. In 1931 the baths
re-opened with such modern amenities as a dancing
salon, facilities for bridge parties, the sea baths that we
have spoken about and hair dryers. I would like to see
the 1931 version of the hair dryers, but nevertheless
they had them. There were also separate facilities for
male and female bathing. However, as a result of a very
big change in 1938 mixed bathing was introduced. In
the 1940s the area became very seedy and went into a
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decline. That decline obviously continued until it
reached the era of Chopper Reid, about which the
Honourable Gavin Jennings spoke. In 1980 the
enclosed shark-proof pool was demolished.
The most interesting aspect was that on the eve of the
1992 election, under the Kirner Labor government, the
Honourable Barry Pullen signed an agreement with a
St Kilda company called Zarawaters to redevelop the
baths into a $6.5 million swimming, fitness and retail
complex to be completed at that stage by
6 February 1998. However, as many honourable
members have already said, controversy dogged the
development, including a dispute between the
developer and the builder, and sections of the roof were
ordered to be removed by the council. In 1998 the lease
failed, it was advertised, and Zarawaters went into
receivership.
In 1999 South Pacific St Kilda Pty Ltd took over the
development, which was supported by Minister Tehan.
The new developers, Henry and Jannie Tay, took over
the lease, and they are the people who will be affected
by the bill.
The car park will cost between $12 million and
$14 million and will hold approximately 420 cars.
Zarawaters originally recommended 120 car spaces but,
as was suggested earlier, those honourable members
who have visited St Kilda on a weekend will know that
the development certainly needs 420 spaces.
I am pleased to see that the council put pressure on the
developers to make certain that the whole area was
landscaped. To replace the hole that is there at the
moment with a multistorey car park would be ugly for
all to see. The proposed development will have only
one storey above and three storeys below the ground,
which will be excellent.
Looking at the site and at the hole itself, I can see why
it was going to cost so much money. The site is very
close to the beach and I am sure there are considerable
problems — indeed, I have been told that is the case —
in developing the area.
I fully expected— as did the Port Phillip council — to
see the sea baths, restaurants, retail outlets and the car
park completed by February 2001. However, I was
horrified to read in the Emerald Hill Times of
25 October an article by Kate Williams, which states:
The St Kilda sea baths project is likely to miss another
deadline, with work to continue past the scheduled
completion date of February.

The Port Phillip Leader of 16 October states:
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Port Phillip council has raised concerns that developers of the
St Kilda sea baths project will not meet the
February 28 … deadline.

Although I am concerned about that, I was pleased to
learn that the City of Port Phillip is looking at a
contingency strategy to manage the project through the
busy summer tourist season. The current developer is
putting an enormous amount of money into the
development. As the second-reading speech states, the
developer has a 50-year lease with a residual of
45 years for the first part of the complex, the sea baths.
The bill also provides South Pacific St Kilda Pty Ltd
with a lease term for the adjacent underground car park
that is consistent with the lease term for the sea baths
complex.
I will be very pleased, as will the previous speakers, the
Honourables Peter Hall, Peter Katsambanis and Gavin
Jennings, to see the matter tidied up. The area
concerned is important to all Victorians, especially the
residents of St Kilda and Port Phillip. I wish all those
involved success with the complex and look forward to
seeing the sea baths in action. I do not oppose the bill
and look forward to further development.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

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

I thank the contributors to the debate, the Honourables
Peter Katsambanis, Gavin Jennings, Peter Hall and
Andrea Coote. I think all honourable members are
looking forward to the successful completion of the
developments following the passage of the bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
Sitting suspended 6.31 p.m. until 8.02 p.m.
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DRUGS, POISONS AND CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES (INJECTING FACILITIES
TRIAL) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 31 October; motion of
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial Relations).

Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS (Monash) — I speak
on the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
(Injecting Facilities Trial) Bill with mixed emotions.
Over the years it has been accepted in our community
that the issues surrounding drug use are so important
that the drug debate has been elevated to a status that is
above party politics. It has been accepted that
politicising the drug debate would not achieve anything
and would in many ways harm the people the
community is trying to protect.
At the same time, especially in places such as the
Victorian Parliament, significant bipartisan work has
been undertaken by people on both sides of the political
divide. As a shining example of that I refer to the work
pioneered in this place by the efforts of the Drugs and
Crime Prevention Committee, so capably led in the past
Parliament by our colleague the Honourable Andrew
Brideson, who made a wonderful contribution to the
debate yesterday.
However, during the election campaign last year the
bipartisan nature of the debate tended to change. The
issues of drugs and, more specifically, the methods by
which drug abuse might be combated and how society
should fight the evil that drug abuse can inflict not just
on drug users but on their families and everyone else in
society, including victims of crime committed by
people supporting drug habits, were cast aside when the
current government chose to use the impact of drugs on
society as a crude political weapon for its own gain.
Since the election the government has continued with
that strategy and as a result the bill has been introduced.
I think there is universal acceptance in Victoria and in
Australia generally that to do nothing in this area, to sit
on the status quo and pretend that what exists today so
far as legislative provisions, regulatory provisions and
service delivery provisions are concerned is adequate or
is meeting the needs of communities would be to defy
reality. It would be for us to simply stick our heads in
the sand and try to justify that day is night.
At the same time, to turn such an important community
issue into a political football and a political
battleground means that the people everyone is trying
to protect from the evils of drug abuse are forgotten and
cast aside in a chase for cheap political point scoring.
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I place on the record from the outset of my contribution
to this debate that I hope this period of about a year or
so has been an aberration in an otherwise fairly
bipartisan approach to finding solutions to the drug
problem in society. The approach was certainly not
party political. I hope it is just an aberration along the
way and there can be a return to a robust debate which
will create some controversy — change does, new
measures usually do — but which will deal with the
issues rather than dividing on political lines.
We can all cast blame, but unfortunately it was the
current government that chose to use the drug issue as
an electioneering tool. Its members are now,
unfortunately for them, reaping the harvest of what they
have sowed.
A government member interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — In that chase to
gain a few extra votes the government was lumbered
not with a policy but with an initiative — one initiative.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — If you hear me out
you might find that there are many people on this side
who are genuinely concerned that the outcome we have
is flawed because the government chose to deviate from
the bipartisan model and went down a partisan political
path.
As I said, anyone who pretends that the current system
and the current situation adequately address drug use
and abuse in society, with all the resultant social and
other problems, does not live in the real world. Such a
person does not live in the world I see every day when I
walk down Bourke Street or Russell Street, or when I
go into various areas in my own electorate.
I represent the St Kilda area, which has been
highlighted, but I point out that there is significant drug
use in all parts of my electorate — as I daresay would
be the case in most electorates. If we think we are
winning the fight against drug abuse, we are seriously
mistaken.
A Government Member — We’re trying.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — Yes, we are all
trying. I have no doubt about that, and I do not question
the genuineness or the commitment of anyone in this
debate. If members opposite continue to interject all
they will prove is that they want to continue this party
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political debate on an issue that should be above party
politics.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — You can scream
and shout all you like, but this is an issue that is
fundamental to ensuring that the Victoria we live in in
the future, the Victoria our children and our
grandchildren grow up in, is a Victoria that we would
like to see, a Victoria that is as drug free as possible, a
Victoria that offers the people who unfortunately fall
prey to drug dealers and the people who unfortunately
become drug abusers a way out of the depths of the
black hole created by the effect of drugs on their lives
and on the lives of the people around them.
If we as parliamentarians want to see a Victoria that is
truly compassionate and weighs up the interests of
people who are affected by drug abuse — be they drug
users or people who suffer as the consequence of the
actions of users — we will stop yelling and screaming
at each other and heed the significant contributions to
this debate that have already been made on both sides
of the house, and I daresay the contributions that are to
follow that will have an equally significant impact on
how we deal with the problem.
Far from hiding their heads in the sand or being
troglodytes or conservatives, as the people on the
government benches would like to paint them,
members of the Liberal Party have a genuine
commitment to change — change for the better. It is no
secret that I believe the prohibition model has failed. It
failed with alcohol, it failed with tobacco, and anyone
who does not believe it has failed with drugs should
walk down Bourke Street right now. I challenge anyone
to get to Swanston Walk without being offered a hit.
No-one should think society is winning with the
prohibition model. A debate in this place in May 1996
focused on drug abuse and ended up, rightly or
wrongly, centring on whether cannabis use should be
decriminalised. That debate will not go away. Even this
evening, as I read the latest news on the ABC online
site, I discovered that a new proposal has been put to
the Premier of New South Wales to decriminalise the
use of cannabis in that state for medicinal purposes.
Although the Premier of New South Wales has not
given any commitment, it was he who commissioned
the report that now recommends he should trial it for
two years. The debate on drugs will not go away, but it
is a narrow debate.
The proposed establishment of self-injecting facilities
in Victoria is simply chipping at the edges of the debate
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on whether one drug or another should be
decriminalised. Such a debate is reactive and
sometimes short-sighted, and can often be calculated to
meet political rather than community needs. I am not
saying anything new when I say that the standing that
we, as a group of individuals and parliamentarians,
have in the community is probably the lowest it has
ever been, certainly in my time in public life. One way
of addressing that problem is to ensure that on the
issues where real change can be effected in an area that
impacts on people’s lives as heavily, and often as
devastatingly, as does drug abuse parliamentarians and
society must work in a bipartisan manner and come up
with what may be considered radical solutions but
which are properly formulated policies that take a
broader view and identify the real issues. Then we must
try to deal with those issues. I hope in that way the
status of politicians in the community will be elevated
to that of people who care and understand, not people
who throw sand at each other in this place.
How can that be achieved? The first thing society needs
to do — as has been said by other honourable members
in their contributions — is to try to understand the
reasons people turn to drugs. I am no expert. Why do
young, middle-aged or older people turn to drug use?
Unfortunately, because of the addictive nature of heroin
and many prescriptive drugs, reliance often turns into
drug abuse. People have tried to answer the question.
Community groups are trying to answer the question
today, but I have not seen any whole-of-government
approach to working out why people take drugs.
Society cannot stop drugs from entering Australia to
any great extent. When one considers the length of
Australia’s coastline and the resources available in a
country as large as but with a population as small as
Australia’s, one realises some sort of zero drug policy
cannot be run. Therefore, it is important to ensure that
no matter how drugs come into Australia — whether
they are grown or manufactured here, or imported into
the country — once they have landed there will be no
market for them. That can be achieved in a number of
ways.
Governments and society can work at finding out why
people turn to drugs and address the issues. Many
programs in schools try to teach children about the
effects of drugs on their bodies. Programs such as Life
Education should be supported and government
responsibility for that program continued. I hope the
Life Education program will continue in our schools.
But more needs to be done to ensure that people do not
fall through the cracks. Society will always need to deal
with drug dealers who have a financial incentive to get
people addicted to drugs. The fundamental problem is
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that people will always have a drive to make excessive
legal or illegal profits. I have spoken to many
policemen and policewomen about the issue. They say
drug dealers take prison, fines or confiscation of
property as a business risk in the same way as
legitimate business people take 80 per cent or 100 per
cent gearing as a business risk so as to turn a profit. It is
similar to a game of Russian roulette: people hope they
will not be caught because of their excessive chase for
profits.
The problem of drug abuse can be attacked, but no
matter how much it is attacked and what penalties apply
the authorities cannot stop all drugs getting into the
country; the police say what they stop is a drop in the
ocean. Society can afford little more enforcement
measures. Once the drugs get into Australia, no matter
how their use is policed somebody will want to make a
higher profit. Even if the pushers and dealers are
nabbed, if the drugs have reached the streets the higher
their price becomes. The more addicts who want drugs,
the more people who are pushing drugs will say, ‘I will
take the risk of going to prison so long as I make a huge
profit’.
Stopping drugs from getting into Australia and to
people on the streets is an important element in
society’s dealing with drug use and drug abuse, but it is
not the only way to go. Proper preventive programs
must be put in place to stop particularly young people
from wanting to take drugs. That is the first element of
the problem, but has that element been satisfied by the
government? No. The government has said its plan for
the moment is self-injecting rooms and it will come up
with something on preventive measures.
Hon. G. D. Romanes interjected.
Hon. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — Ms Romanes says
programs are already in place. If Ms Romanes thinks
what the government is doing today is working, maybe
she should go to schools and talk to 16-year-olds and
17-year-olds to understand their attitude to ecstasy and
such drugs. They believe some drugs are wonderful
designer drugs and will not harm them; they look out
for the opportunity to find a rave party to attend and
sample the stuff. That situation is terrible.
Society cannot stick its collective head in the sand and
pretend that what is now being done is working, but at
the same time it cannot be said that the establishment of
1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 heroin injecting facilities will solve the
problem.
They will not solve the problem on their own. The bill
does not address how the addicts who use the facilities
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will source their drugs. They will buy them illegally on
the street, of that there is no doubt. They will play
Russian roulette with the purity of the heroin which,
because it contains other additives, not only increases
the weight of the packet but increases the profit of the
drug dealer. The other additives could be glucose,
caustic soda or anything in between.
We know that chaotic drug users will inject within
minutes of acquiring the drug. We also know that it is
not those who do not have a place to go who usually
end up dying of an overdose when injecting heroin,
because more than 60 per cent of heroin overdoses
happen in the home. The government has not said what
it will do for those people. It would be a lot safer to
overdose in the middle of Bourke Street because a
passer-by may ring an ambulance. However, the person
overdosing in the home may find that his or her partner
who is also on heroin may not react.
The bill does not address those issues. It was a
quick-fix, good-idea policy during the election
campaign. Once lumbered with victory the government
made an attempt to justify the introduction of the
policy. There is no global view of what society is trying
to achieve to stop drug use and abuse; the bill is simply
a bandaid fix. Although people are dying on the streets,
injecting facilities will not attack the fundamental issues
that face us as a society.
An injecting facility will most probably, if not
definitely, be part of an overall strategy that addresses
the drug problem. However, before introducing an
injecting facility or injecting facilities a number of
issues must be resolved, and that is something the
government has failed to address. The opposition and
the community have highlighted those issues to the
government, which has turned a blind eye. The
government must address how addicts will source the
drugs. Will the area around the heroin injecting facility
become a no-go zone for police and will drug dealers
be able to sell their drugs at their leisure? Will the
people who live, work and run businesses in that area
have to put up with it becoming a magnet for drug
dealers and users? Will the drug users have to source
the drugs somewhere else and come to the injecting
facility, which will be policed correctly? The
government has not answered those questions. At the
Kings Cross injecting facility in New South Wales local
residents are asking the same questions.
Residents of St Kilda where a proposed injecting
facility was to be set up are asking the same questions
of me. They ask: what will happen when one of the
facilities opens? The City of Port Phillip claimed that
77 per cent of residents favoured an injecting facility
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being established within the city so I conducted a
survey of my own in the area. I asked people to write,
email or vote online. The results were interesting. The
online poll showed that some 64 per cent of people
were against an injecting facility in Port Phillip but the
rest of the survey produced a fifty-fifty result. However,
it was not the numbers that were important, it was what
people were saying — that the government is not
addressing the problem. Injecting facilities may be part
of a solution but they are not the solution. Regardless of
whether people were in favour or against an injecting
facility they were moving towards an acceptance that if
the drug problem is to be dealt with prevention
programs for heroin addicts must be put in place. The
nexus between criminality and the provision of their
drugs must be broken.
There is a significant convergence of views in the
community. People are beginning to think about
prescribing heroin to registered addicts, whether in an
injecting facility, as is currently proposed, in an
injecting facility in a hospital or offered in the same
way as the current methadone program through
pharmacies or doctors’ surgeries. It is an acceptance
that the nexus must be broken between the drug dealer
and the person who is addicted. I have great sympathy
with that view.
The community is also saying that if prevention
measures are put into place the addicts must be treated.
Apart from providing them with safer heroin, thereby
cutting the nexus with the dealers, the government must
provide detoxification programs. When people come
out of those programs they require significant intensive
rehabilitation. That may be an issue for another day, but
it is one that must be put on the record to effectively
deal with the drug problem. There is no point in treating
addicts, stabilising them, ensuring they receive clean
heroin, detoxifying them and then putting them back on
the streets with the same peer group where they inject
each other. People must have real life skills. To gain
those skills an intensive one-on-one rehabilitation
program must be put in place. The government has
failed to address that issue.
If the government had not been so hasty in
implementing an ill-conceived election promise and
had concentrated on coming up with an overall strategy
to deal with drug addiction in a coordinated way from
the prevention, stabilisation and detoxification stage
through to the rehabilitation stage to making people
stand on their own two feet, that would be another
matter. The government should have thought about
how to assist in determining the factors that drive
people to drug use in the first place, identifying the
problem scientifically and putting programs in place to
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ensure that those factors are taken into account so that
people do not take up drugs. If the government had
done that it may have had a program that was clearly
responsive and acceptable to the community. Instead, it
has come up with a bill that has met almost universal
objection.
Honourable members have read about it in the press
and heard about it in the media and in our electorates.
Heroin injecting facilities may well be part of an overall
solution, but will it solve the overall problem?
The government cannot give us just one piece of the
jigsaw puzzle. If it does that it is, firstly, continuing that
partisan political fight, which the issue of combating
drugs in society should be above; and secondly, and
more importantly, it is simply ignoring the real issues
and looking for a quick fix. Unfortunately this
government is all about quick fixes. It is not about
providing proper coordinated solutions that take into
account the needs of society and recognise the need to
legislate for positive community outcomes rather than
for positive party outcomes.
The government has not made out a case for the
establishment of heroin injecting facilities as a
stand-alone solution for drug abuse in our society. It is
hoped in the next few years, when this government
comes back into the bipartisan mould that I spoke about
earlier, that proper debate can occur; that honourable
members can sit down as mature adults and work
together with the Victorian community on finding
proper long-term solutions to the drug problem rather
than short-term solutions to political problems of the
government’s making.
It is not with any great joy that I will vote against the
bill today. I would have much preferred a bill that, be it
radical or not, represented a proper, coordinated
response to what is clearly the most pressing
community issue facing Victorians today. I look
forward to the opportunity in the near future — be it
under this government or under a Liberal government
when my party is returned to office — of supporting
legislation in this chamber that will provide a proper
solution rather than this half-baked scheme, which is
simply a reaction to a political necessity.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Jika Jika) — After
listening to the speech of Mr Katsambanis the only
thing I can say is that I am glad to be in the Labor Party.
The sorts of attitudes and approaches to serious
problems in our community that he demonstrated are
exactly the reason why this debate cannot move
forward.
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The first thing that should be said is that this bill is
about only one thing — saving lives. You might ask,
‘How many lives?’. I do not know how many lives it
will save, but I do know it will save lives and I know
that the number of people dying is too many. One needs
only to look at the statistics. We are not talking about
one or two people. Based on the third report, dated
February 2000, of the Victorian Institute of Forensic
Medicine and the Department of Forensic Medicine,
Monash University, 359 people died in 1999 as a result
of heroin use. I would have thought those people and
their families deserved a bit more from this house than
the kind of debate that has occurred so far.
I can reach only one conclusion about opposition
members’ contributions to the debate: they believe
ultimately that if these people want to get on to drugs,
they deserve everything they get. That is the message
from the opposition. It conveys no sense of
understanding that addicts are in some way the victims
of a society that creates an environment for addiction to
occur. They only harp on continually about this being a
good debate. I do not know how many opposition
speakers have told the house what a great debate this is.
Frankly, I do not care whether opposition members
think it is a great debate and whether that makes them
feel better. The fact is that people out there are dying.
Opposition members need to start thinking outside of
the square. They need to start thinking about what is
happening in the community. They need to talk to the
addicts and their parents. They need to ask those people
one fundamental question, as I have done. The simple
question is: ‘Do you want to die?’. I asked that question
of a son of a friend and constituent in my electorate.
The answer is that these people do not want to die.
They are scared. They do not know what they should
do or how to deal with the problem. They are not a pack
of people who do not care about themselves, about their
community or about anything — people who deserve
everything they get. They are frightened young people
who do not want to die.
There is a need for honourable members to start
regarding addicts as people, and to ask themselves
some fundamental questions, such as: ‘What if it was
my son or daughter? If my daughter or my son was in
that situation, wouldn’t I want him or her to at least
have access to somewhere that was not going to kill
them? Wouldn’t I at least want them to have the chance
to live?’. Those are questions I have asked myself, and
they are questions that people who think about these
things ask themselves. They do not go about saying,
arrogantly, ‘It would not happen to my kids because my
children are better than that and I am a better parent
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than that. It will not happen to one of my children. It
might happen to everybody else — —
Hon. A. P. Olexander — How long would they live
on heroin, Mr Theophanous? What would their life
expectancy be?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The question is
not about how long they will live on heroin, but about
how long they will live on the streets.
That is what the question is about. I am not a medical
expert. I do not know how long under controlled
programs people can live on heroin, but I do know that
overseas there are controlled programs under which
heroin is medically given.
Hon. J. M. Madden — You cannot treat them when
they are dead.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Yes, and at least
they will live a lot longer if they are in a relatively safe
environment.
I am not saying this is the answer. Nobody on this side
of the house is saying this is the solution to the
problem. What I am saying is this: between 1992, when
the previous government came to power, and today,
1343 people have died of heroin overdose. What are we
talking about here? People carry on about this issue
when 1343 young people have died in the space of
eight years. Are people’s egos so out of control that
they do not understand that? It is an absolute disgrace.
Anything we could have done to help prevent those
deaths would have been worth it — if it saved one life,
Mr Olexander, it would have been worth it. You know
deep in your heart — —
Hon. A. P. Olexander — Why have you given up?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — You know deep
in your heart that the proposal would save some lives,
yet you still vote against it. That is the bit I cannot
understand and the bit that makes the debate so
difficult. You know it and I know it — we both know
that it will save some lives.
What happens after that? Rehabilitation, other
programs, research, treatment programs, new
frameworks — whatever you like. But let us at least
provide those for people who are not dead, people who
are still alive.
An expert committee has looked at the issue and has
said that it is worth having a go. What is the worst thing
that could happen? The absolutely worst thing that
could happen is that a trial takes place and it does not
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work. If that happened I would be happy to come in
here and say, ‘Look, we made a mistake. It hasn’t
worked. Let’s go back’, but that is not what the
overseas experience shows.
Let us not get locked into the nonsense about breaking
the nexus between the drug dealer and the addict that
Mr Katsambanis spoke about. Sure, break the nexus.
But the problem is not the availability of heroin, it is the
reverse — the fact that heroin is available
everywhere and is available cheaply. That is what is
driving this.
That is why back in 1993 only 59 people died from
heroin overdose and last year 359 people died from
heroin overdose. Think about that. The number of
people who died from heroin overdose last year is
seven times greater than the number of people who died
from that cause in 1993. You can bury your heads in
the sand, say this was a good debate and feel good
about having had a good debate and about how
everybody was really caring about these people, but
next year another 350 people will die. That will be the
outcome of the attitude taken in this house.
Until you have been close to the issue at a personal
level it is difficult to understand. I can excuse some
people for that. But the mistake people are making is
that they have not asked the parents of the drug addicts
what they want and how they feel about it all. I asked
that of one my constituents, who said, ‘I don’t know
whether tomorrow my son will be dead or not. I don’t
know how to control it. Nothing works. Logic will not
work on him. His whole life is geared towards finding
the next hit. He has dropped out of school. He is doing
all sorts of things to get the money’.
When these people are in tears in front of you and you
ultimately ask them the question, ‘If they are going to
take it, would you rather they did it in the back alley of
some street or in a controlled environment?’, every
single one of them would answer, ‘In a controlled
environment’. They would rather their children did not
take drugs, but it is better that they do so in a controlled
environment. That is the basis of what the government
is proposing.
Talk to the professionals. I have spoken to the
professionals who administer methadone treatments in
Preston and Reservoir and Northcote. This is the bit that
really gets to me. I would have thought
Mr Katsambanis might be interested in his own
electorate. In 1999, 24 people died from overdoses in
St Kilda and he says an injecting room would not have
helped those 24 people. He is saying, ‘I am certain that
if there were an injecting room in St Kilda every one of
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those 24 people would still be dead’. That is what he is
saying.
Hon. P. A. Katsambanis interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — That is what you
are saying.
Hon. P. A. Katsambanis — How many were in the
home?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Whether it is in
the home or in the back streets, Mr Katsambanis, it is a
very different situation from a controlled environment
and an injecting room.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Through
the Chair, Mr Theophanous.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — It is a very
different situation.
Hon. Bill Forwood — You won’t get to be the
leader with this speech.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — You may want to
make light of it, Mr Forwood, but you are one of the
people who have shown no leadership on this issue. I
would be quite happy to stay on the backbench forever
if I could save the lives of a few of the people who are
dying of overdoses out on the street. You just want to
talk about who is the leader on this side or who is the
leader on that side. That just shows what a diminished
person you are. This is an issue — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr Theophanous must address the Chair.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — You clearly have
not been in touch with people who have lost loved ones
in this kind of situation.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Come on.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — If you had you
would treat the debate more seriously than you are,
which your comments show.
Hon. Bill Forwood — You are just grandstanding.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — You might say
that I am grandstanding, but I will not engage in a
nonsensical debate in which each member of the
opposition tells us how much he or she cares and how
good the debate is when the subject of this debate is one
thing that we know and you know would save some
lives. The opposition parties will not vote for the bill
because they do not understand what is happening.
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Hon. K. M. Smith — You don’t know all about it.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I do not have a
holier-than-thou approach. That is the difference
between this side of the house and the other side. We
are not puritanical about it; you are!
Deep down the opposition parties cannot get past the
emotional issue — that they all deserve it. That is what
they really think. That is why whenever the rednecks on
the radio stations say that addicts should be left out in
the street, opposition members agree with them.
Opposition members cannot get past that point.
Hon. Bill Forwood — You diminish the Parliament.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I am not here to
make you feel better. Nor am I going to make members
opposite feel better because they think that is the right
thing for me to do. I say to the house that kids are dying
and will continue to die because the opposition is not
making the decision to give it a try.
Hon. Bill Forwood — You blame us for their
deaths?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I am happy to
take up the challenge. The decision of members of the
Liberal and National parties not to vote for the
legislation will result in more people dying.
Hon. J. M. Madden — That is true.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The opposition
parties may say that is not true and that its members
have given it a lot of thought and have come to a
decision. The fact is that the proposal is worth trying —
it is worth trying to save a few lives. The opposition
parties could have moved amendments so that we
introduced one facility rather than five. But it was not
prepared to do that. The government is caught in the
situation where the federal government will not agree to
heroin-type trials where people receive heroin as they
receive other medicines such as methadone and are
treated as if they have a disease. I am sure some
opposition members may support that proposition, but
that is not available to the government and this option is
the next best available.
I do not want to produce statistics or surveys or refer to
previous debates, because people on either side have
different views about the empirical evidence. I have
looked at the evidence and my view is that the
judgment of an expert committee is that supervised
interjecting facilities would save lives.
Hon. W. I. Smith — Debatable.
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Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Even if it is
debatable, I challenge anyone to say that by not passing
the legislation and establishing the facilities one life
would be saved. If you cannot say that a single life will
be saved, you should not vote against the legislation.
Members opposite know as well as I do that this
program would save lives, but they cannot bring
themselves to accept it. Because of a range of political
factors such as which side he or she takes on this issue,
opposition members cannot bring themselves to vote
for the legislation. That is the reality, and it is a tragic
reality. Unfortunately the attitude of the opposition
parties demonstrates clearly why this house needs
reform. It shows why the debate has come to this point.
This is landmark legislation that could save some
young people in our community from dying.
Unfortunately the toll will continue because members
of the opposition do not have the courage to do the right
thing.

Liberal parties have consulted widely. We do not take
this issue lightly. We have consulted with our own
communities and the so-called experts. Members of the
National Party met with Dr David Penington and went
through his report with him and listened to why he
supported supervised injecting facilities. He told us
about the rapid increase over the past four years of
heroin abuse among young people. I asked
Dr Penington a question that he was not able to answer,
but I would like an answer to it. If there has been a
rapid increase over the past four years, could it be
possible that we have been sending the wrong messages
to young people on matters such as needle exchange
programs? I acknowledge the good initiatives of that
program and I put on the record that Australia’s rate of
HIV infection is among the lowest in the world —
below 3 per cent — compared with the rate of infection
in some other countries of more than 50 per cent, so
HIV and AIDS are kept to a minimum.

Hon. Bill Forwood — What an appalling
contribution.

The fact that the government provides needles may give
young people the impression that injecting themselves
is safe. In talking about the possible decriminalisation
of marijuana use young people may believe the
government is condoning and supporting the use of
marijuana and that it must be okay. These are the
messages we are sending to our young people. It is no
wonder so many of them are taking and experimenting
with drugs.

Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — It must have been
good if you say that.
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — The
National Party opposes the bill because it does not
believe supervised injecting facilities are the answer.
The word ‘arrogant’ has been used on a few occasions
to describe Mr Theophanous. I have heard the
honourable member speak on many occasions and I
have had to listen to his speech tonight.
Mr Theophanous’s contribution has to be one of the
most arrogant and politically motivated speeches I have
ever heard in this house. He should be ashamed of his
political point scoring just because the opposition
parties do not believe supervised interjecting facilities
are the appropriate or initial response. We believe other
issues should be tried first.
Opposition members understand that drug abuse is a
major problem. Members on this side have spoken to
children who had been on drugs and to their parents, yet
Mr Theophanous says arrogantly that members of the
opposition parties have never seen or spoken to a
person on drugs and do not know parents of drug users.
We are not isolated from those people. Country areas
have young people who are abusing drugs. It is a major
problem. Opposition members have no doubt about that
and are not trying to move away from that fact, but
supervised injecting facilities are not the full answer.
Opposition members will not be talked down to and
told they are not consulting just because they have a
different point of view. Members of the National and

We also have harm-minimisation education in our
schools. Although that has some wonderful programs,
my concern is the message it sends to our young
people. We tell them it is not safe to do drugs but we
also tell them if they do it this way — know the dealer,
ensure the drugs are pure or whatever, and do not shoot
up alone, have friends there — that means it is safe.
The message we are sending to our young people is
there are certain ways a person can take drugs safely,
and I reject that.
I am glad the government has moved away from the
words ‘safe injecting rooms’ because those words do
not go together. The message to young people is that
this is a place where they can safely inject. Although it
may save lives — and we have no proof of that — it
could cause people to start experimenting with drugs
because they think there is this safe room they can go.
We have to be very careful of what we are saying to
young people. We should remember that most young
people are not on drugs and we need to keep it that
way. We need to be careful about the messages we
send. We think we are doing it in the right interests but
we need to ensure that the messages are not saying that
drugs are safe. I do not believe any honourable member
would say that.
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The National Party also met with Andrew Bolt.
Honourable members who have read his reports in the
Herald Sun over the past few months would understand
that he opposes injecting facilities, and he gave the
National Party his reasons. He said the Bracks
government is aiding people to take drugs and that there
is not enough aid for people who want to get off drugs.
That is a relevant point. We are looking at ways for
people to take drugs safely instead of saying that it is
not safe to take drugs so let us find ways of getting and
keeping people off them.
Andrew Bolt criticised many of the facts in
Dr Penington’s report and talked particularly about the
Swiss experience. His article in the Herald Sun of
10 August included a chart which he provided to the
National Party. The chart shows that Switzerland
opened the first of its 13 injecting rooms in 1986. What
happened then? As the Penington drug expert
committee admits in its report, the mortality report
tripled within five years. More deadly was
Switzerland’s decision to tolerate open drug dealing
and drug taking in Zurich’s Needle Park. The number
of drug deaths started to fall only when the police
finally got tough and shut Needle Park. The number of
deaths rose again when the drug scene reopened in
Letten, but the police soon closed that down and
cracked down on street dealers and users. The number
of arrests tripled and the number of deaths halved.
Andrew Bolt states:
Conclusion: Switzerland’s success came mainly from better
policing, not injecting rooms. Germany’s experience is almost
identical.

Andrew Bolt also talked about the Frankfurt
experience. He said the death toll for drug overdoses
peaked in 1991, but the authorities set up drug crisis
centres, methadone facilities, needle exchanges, and
rehabilitation and accommodation centres. There was
also stricter policing, with the closure of the park drug
market, and the death toll plummeted. The injecting
room was then opened in December 1994. Andrew Bolt
is disputing some of the facts and figures in
Dr Penington’s report. While Dr Penington deserves the
utmost admiration for the work he is doing, Andrew
Bolt says we should have the facts rather than some
figures which are not quite conclusive.
In making my decision on this bill I spoke to many
people in my electorate. One area I visited was the
Kyabram learning centre. I was a guest speaker there at
about the time of the public discussion about injecting
rooms and there was a general discussion about drugs.
A mother in the audience had a 16-year-old daughter
who was on heroin. I asked her if she supported these
safe injecting houses and she said on no account must I
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support these heroin injecting rooms. She wanted her
daughter to get off heroin, not for someone to make it
safe for her to stay on it. The same view was expressed
by a number of people I spoke to, including some
young people who are on drugs but who would not use
the heroin injecting rooms.
Many letters have been sent to my office, both for and
against injecting rooms. Mr Theophanous said he asked
young people who were on drugs whether they wanted
to die. He said all of them replied that they did not want
to die. I have spoken to people in different
organisations and rehabilitation centres who are on
drugs. I asked them whether they understood that if
they kept taking the drugs they would die and their
answer was that they did not care. I do not know who
Mr Theophanous has been speaking to, but the people I
speak to say that when people are on drugs they have a
sense of hopelessness, a sense of despair; they are
spiralling downward and the least they care about is
living for the next 10 years. All they care about is
where their next fix is coming from.
These are not just people from low socioeconomic
backgrounds; they are people who come from decent,
caring, loving families. I have two sons and I am
thankful that neither of them is on drugs. I cannot
imagine what it must be like for parents whose children
are on drugs — to see the despair, to watch them dying
slowly in front of them and to know that they are going
into a world where their parents cannot help them and
they do not want help. As a mother I can only imagine
what that must be like and the despair and horror of
those families.
People ask why country people have a view on safe
injecting trials that will be held in the city. Our children
go to Melbourne to work, to do their training and
apprenticeships and to attend university. They are
vulnerable at those times; they are away from their
family and support and they may get into the wrong
crowds. Country Victorians are very concerned about
these injecting rooms being established in the city, and
that is reflected in what we think.
I have asked many people whether they support
injecting rooms. If they say that they do, I ask them for
their reasons. They say — and I hear it time and
again — because we have tried everything and nothing
is working. I do not agree. We can be doing more in the
education facilities, we can be doing more counselling
in schools, and we can find out why our young people
are turning to drugs. We have to go back to the
beginning and find out why they are taking drugs,
whether there is a family problem or an issue in their
life and they think nobody can help them. We need to
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talk to young people in the schools and the homes and
find out why they are taking drugs. That is the first
issue, not safe injecting rooms.
We also need to be able to help people who are on
drugs go into detoxification. Many speakers have talked
about detoxification and said that it is not the answer. In
his contribution yesterday the Honourable Bruce
Atkinson said detoxification is not working on its own,
and I agree. Long-term rehabilitation is the answer. We
need to ensure that we have enough money for
rehabilitation. We should also try stricter policing and
enforcement. We should try increased surveillance on
drugs entering Australia.
We should try special prisons for drug offenders; 60 per
cent of prisoners are serving time for drug-related
offences. When I was a new member of Parliament I
had an opportunity to visit the women’s prison at Deer
Park. We were told that 80 per cent of the women in
that prison were there because of drug-related offences.
We need to ensure that we counsel those people while
they are in prison and that when they get out of prison
they have as much support as they can get. We should
not send them back to the areas they come from without
some support. We need to assist addicts to break their
addictions and provide support for them to stay off
drugs. We need to break that cycle, find out why they
are on drugs, get them off them, and provide support so
they do not return to their old habits.
As I said earlier, drug abuse does not affect only the
drug users; it affects the family and the community. In
communities where there are drug users we have
people stealing from others just to maintain their drug
habits. We need much more money for drug
rehabilitation programs. We are not washing our hands
of the drug issue but saying that we, as opposition
parties, believe we need much more money for drug
treatment programs.
There are a number of drug treatment programs in my
electorate. I refer the house to a wonderful program
called Teen Challenge in Kyabram.
An article in the Shepparton News of 1 August states:
The Victorian government’s commitment to harm
minimisation to combat drug addiction has left one of the
world’s most successful drug rehabilitation programs without
government funding.
Teen Challenge, which provides residential support at its
Kyabram farm to up to 30 people who want to overcome drug
and alcohol addiction, does not receive any government
funding because of its Christian values and promotion of total
abstinence as the ultimate form of harm minimisation …
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The Kyabram farm relied on community and church support
for its planned expansion to accommodate 60 people
undergoing drug and alcohol rehabilitation.

We need to look at the programs that are working, not
saying they do not meet our guidelines but asking,
‘What is it you are doing that is working well and how
can we support you and help your organisation to
expand?’. Teen Challenge now has a waiting list of
about 30 people wanting to undertake drug
rehabilitation. It takes 18 to 35-year-olds but will make
exceptions, and it provides about 6 to 18 months
residential care. That is a model we should be looking
at.
I visited the facility, where director Mark Corrigan
showed me around and spoke about how the
organisation works and told me some of its wonderful
success stories. An article in the Shepparton News of
19 July, headed ‘Drug rehab delay crisis’, states:
Shepparton people in urgent need of residential drug
rehabilitation services were missing out because they had
nowhere to go.
Faced with up to six months wait for help, many people
wanting to overcome drug addiction gave up and continued to
self-destruct.
Two of the region’s drug rehabilitation workers said the
Shepparton region suffered a critical shortage of drug
withdrawal support because of insufficient funding.
…
Goulburn Valley Health’s withdrawal support service
coordinator, Cameron McGregor, said he tried to gain
residential placement for 14 people in urgent need of
post-withdrawal services in the past 12 months, but only
three were able to be placed and one of those waited six
months.

There are other programs we should be looking at
funding in our effort to try to get people off drugs. One
of those wonderful programs called How to Drug Proof
your Kids was held in Wangaratta in June this year. The
guest speaker was Normie Rowe, whose daughter was
very publicly battling heroin at the time. He talked
about the problems the family had and the issues that
were going on. The course deals with parenting
strategies to help prevent children from turning to
drugs, which is important. It is important to get the
parents to recognise if their child is on drugs, and it
helps them to understand how they can get them off
drugs and perhaps work with them to learn why the
child may have started taking drugs in the first place.
That program is very successful, and there is already a
waiting list for the next one.
A number of members have spoken about crimes
around injecting room facilities. An article by Paul
Raffaele in the Readers Digest of August refers to
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unsafe areas around injecting facilities. Mr Raffaele
states:
I recently visited a government-financed and supervised
heroin injecting room in Frankfurt am Main, Germany,
praised as a model by supporters of trial injecting rooms in
Australia. Frankfurt’s facility has been operating for five
years and has not reduced the area’s serious crime rate,
among the highest in Germany. As with Australia, heroin is
illegal in Germany and many addicts there commit crimes to
pay for their habit.
‘Mostly the men rob stores or passers-by with knives or steal
bicycles and car radios’, says Josch Steinmetz, who runs the
injecting room I visited. ‘The women sell their bodies.’
‘We can expect the same criminal activity by users of the
Australian injecting rooms’, says Moffit. ‘In setting up the
rooms to be used by people who rob and bash to get their
illegal heroin, the governments involved will themselves be
aiding and abetting the breaking of the law, facilitating and
condoning the committing of criminal offences’, he says.

The Government of Victoria publication ‘Injecting
facilities trial — framework for service agreements’,
states:
Victoria Police will:
maintain a high level of uniform patrols and other police
activity in the vicinity;
maintain vigorous targeting of drug traffickers —

and this one I found interesting —
use discretion as to whether to charge persons found
with small quantities of drugs near the facility and to
assess the bona fides of potential users of the facility …

The bill is asking our police to turn a blind eye. Heroin
is still illegal in Victoria, and the police are sworn to
uphold the law. What will police do if people leave the
injecting rooms under the influence of drugs, get into
their cars and drive away? If they kill or maim
somebody, what will we say then about our wonderful
injecting rooms? The danger is that
government-sponsored injecting rooms will encourage
people to use heroin believing they are safe.
The Wesley mission in Melbourne sent a newsletter to
all MPs — I know most of us received it. It states that
heroin use is a regular feature of the lives of the people
with whom it works across Melbourne. Wesley’s CBD
Crisis and Counselling Service assists a growing
number of drug users. The newsletter states that — this
is an important statistic — 75 per cent of teenagers
resident in Wesley’s Eastern and Southern Youth
Services accommodation are heroin dependent.
Those people will be unable to gain any benefit from
safe injecting rooms because the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances (Injecting Facilities Trial) Bill
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excludes children from having access to injecting
facilities during the trial. It is recognised that some
young people may seek access to services, and as is
outlined in the framework for service agreements the
provider organisation will be required to have in place
arrangements to directly refer such young people to
alternative services, including the youth substance
abuse service. That is a good inclusion in that part of
the framework, but I still think it misses the point of
what we will be doing to our young people and the
messages that will be sent to our young people. The bill
excludes people under 18 years of age from access to
the injecting facilities during the trial.
In conclusion, we need to ask ourselves whether we
believe drugs are harmful. If we do, we need to spend
much more money and make a much greater
commitment to getting people off drugs rather than
helping them stay on drugs.
Hon. G. R. CRAIGE (Central Highlands) — At the
outset I wish to make it clear that I oppose the Drugs,
Poisons and Controlled Substances (Injecting Facilities
Trial) Bill but I do so with an extremely heavy heart. I
think we have missed an opportunity to choose the way
we should move ahead. My heart is also heavy for the
users of heroin, their families and importantly a group I
have not heard anybody mention in the debate so far —
the carers, the people who work in the field day in and
day out, whether they are social workers or youth
workers or outreach workers, whether they are doctors
or nurses or whether they are volunteers. We need to
reflect on the impact the whole issue of drug use has on
all those people as individuals.
I heard the Honourable Theo Theophanous say we will
all walk away from here feeling good that we have
entered into the debate but nothing has really happened
and what we really did was to close the door. I put to
honourable members and to the community, to
organisations, individuals and institutions and also to
the drug users that we did not close the debate, in fact
the bill closed the debate and politics became too much
of an issue in something that should be beyond politics.
I am disappointed that the legislation is before us in its
present form. Perhaps if a little more time and care had
been taken it would not have created such uncertainty
in the community. What has happened is that the debate
on the legislation has not only affected those who work
in the field, but the families, relatives and friends of
drug users have also been severely affected by it.
I make my contribution on the basis of a suggestion that
we should all move on and not consider that the debate
on the bill will be the end of the discussion. We should
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not just close the door but should examine the existing
programs and expand and secure them, and ensure that
we consider proactively the development of further
programs. I have mentioned the carers, both the
organisations and individuals, with whom we must
work.
Many of my colleagues have made intelligent,
thoughtful and well-researched contributions to the
debate. I cannot add anything to the intellectual basis of
those contributions, but I will refer to my observations
in this area. When the bill was introduced I was not
surprised that the government proposed moving along
that track. Instead of closing the door, I wanted to
consider opportunities of addressing the matter
cooperatively, but that was not to be.
One factor that has struck me more than anything is the
organisations whose members work tirelessly in the
community. I place on record the work done by people
at the Youth Substance Abuse Service (YSAS), and I
refer in particular to a person I have known for many
years. Some 10 years ago he worked at the Salvation
Army centre in Grey Street, St Kilda. I knew him when
he had long hair, a beard and earrings, but even then I
respected Paul McDonald as someone who actually
knew what was going on. He was street-wise. He had
been there, worked his way through, and understood the
heart-wrenching situations that those young and older
people were going through. The matter was in its early
stages. The needle exchange program was huge on the
agenda then. Paul told me about how much flak they
were copping about that, that people were saying it was
not going to work, and that they were talking about all
the social issues associated with that program.
We have moved on beyond that, and we must all
consider moving on even further. YSAS does an
enormous job. Government members may not believe
it, but that excellent institution was started and funded
by the Kennett government. It works very closely with
the Turning Point Alcohol and Drug Centre. They have
magnificent programs that are delivering results at the
coalface. They are not just talking about it; they are out
there delivering.
The Salvation Army also runs programs, one of which
is the Bridge, which people work at tirelessly. As a
member of and on behalf of the community I can do
nothing but express my gratitude for the work that
members of those organisations do against all sorts of
odds, including us debating the matter in the chamber.
Despite all that, they want to get on with the job, with
so much hope in their hearts and belief they will
achieve outcomes — and they will. Those groups
include Hanover Welfare Services at Southbank and
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Flagstaff, church organisations, health facilities,
Odyssey House and many others.
When I attended the Bridging the Gap forum at Box
Hill run by the Association of Relatives and Friends of
the Emotionally and Mentally Ill, it became apparent to
me that many people are searching for answers.
Families, relatives and friends want programs that
deliver real outcomes. We need programs run by people
who look at the hole that people fall down and try to do
something about it. If we cannot eliminate the hole we
must not create such a deep hole that people cannot get
out of it.
I would not know so much about the issue or be as well
educated as I am on the matter had it not been for the
passion, understanding and relentless work that people
do in the area. My daughter works at Hanover Welfare
Services at Southbank with people who are drug
affected. I have the greatest admiration for her and each
and every one of her colleagues because sometimes the
work they do can be the most challenging in our
community. They must be given confidence and
support so they can do the work that is before them.
I shall refer to users and illustrate how opportunities
must be grabbed when they arise. The approach must
be holistic and not narrow and, no matter what
governments do, funding is important. For those who
do not know, users go through many phases of heroin
use. They have what is called a pre-contemplation
stage. That is when they have the idea of giving it up. It
is not constant. They think they might give up, but in
fact they do not get there. However, the contemplation
stage is the stage where they seriously want to stop
using heroin.
A heroin addict can go through that stage 10 times a
week or only once a year. However, the reality is that it
provides a window of opportunity that must be grasped.
It means the addict is sick of his or her lifestyle.
Honourable members were told to ask many questions
tonight by a member of the government.
If you ask a 16-year-old girl who has been on a rehab
program at an establishment for six months, ‘What was
it that made you make the decision?’ invariably she will
say, ‘I’m sick of the lifestyle’.
That is the moment that must be grabbed. We must be
able to respond immediately. We must have the funding
and the appropriate programs. The Honourable Bruce
Atkinson put quite clearly last night how detox is not
the only answer. However, it has to be available. The
tragedy is that addicts might come back and have to go
through it all again. However, if we do not take that
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opportunity, we will never achieve any outcomes for
those people who are already on heroin.
Detox can work in conjunction with good counselling,
which is important. Once you go through that stage,
rehabilitation is absolute. There are no ifs or buts. You
cannot just carry out a detox program and think that is
the end of it. The sad part is that although it may be the
end for the user, the reality is that it is not the end for
the way the user must be managed.
One of the issues that confronts us is that detox,
counselling and rehabilitation programs must be
flexible. The current programs are still far too rigid.
There is not enough flexibility to suit individuals.
Hon. D. G. Hadden interjected.
Hon. G. R. CRAIGE — Perhaps you should sit
down and listen. You have just walked into the
chamber and I find it amusing that you should make
that smart comment.
Hon. D. G. Hadden interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Hon. G. R. CRAIGE — There has to be flexibility
in the programs offered. While detox alone suits some,
it may not suit others. While counselling and detox suit
some, that may be the answer. Counselling may in fact
be the answer on its own. Not everyone fits into the
same mould. One of the issues is that a rehabilitation
phase with a one-on-one carer and user relationship can
take up to three years. This is long-term stuff; it is not a
short-term fix. They have never worked anywhere. This
is about maintaining contact and programs with users
over a long period.
The drug problem will not go away if a government
merely introduces legislation to establish a trial of
injecting facilities. Many crisis centres already operate
as de facto injecting facilities, anyway. The majority of
their clients are people who have been affected by
alcohol or drug abuse. The centres already act as such
centres, but they do not have the facilities and they are
not equipped to handle such programs.
The trial the bill contemplates, as clearly illustrated in
the framework for service agreements, is that the
facilities will be stand-alone units. I object to the bill on
that principle and that principle alone. That is not the
answer.
If injecting facilities were part of an integrated structure
they would have much more merit. In that way they
could adopt a holistic approach. Organisations like
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Hanover at Southbank or other facilities and crisis
centres that currently exist could be well-equipped
enough to have injecting facilities within their
establishment.
Why do I say that? I say that because those
establishments already have networks and programs.
They already have a good base to work from. That
means the clients would be able to use the facilities and
also use the injecting facilities. They must be fully
staffed with full-time medical people. There is just no
sense in establishing stand-alone facilities as this
legislation does. It does nothing at all to address the
issue.
On behalf of all those who work in the facilities
designed for drug users I make the plea that the
government re-examine the issue seriously rather than
putting up a narrow proposal to stop heroin use.
As I said earlier, the debate on the issue is not over and
nor should it be regarded as over. The debate about the
resolution to the problem is just starting. Society should
take a realistic approach to the issue. The house should
not be debating a bill that seeks only to gain political
points. The approach to substance abuse must be proper
and real.
No matter what honourable members think, a key
aspect of the debate is that the existing programs, no
matter what their form or where they are located, must
be securely funded. No matter what happens, the
government must make a commitment to funding those
programs. That is needed not only for the security of
people in the programs but also for the security of those
who work in the area so programs can be further
developed. It is not good enough to have year-by-year
funding for those programs.
The Honourable Jeanette Powell referred to country
programs that sometimes do not receive government
assistance. She also said many that receive assistance
have to apply every year to try to qualify for continuing
funding.
Hon. D. G. Hadden — What about accountability?
Hon. G. R. CRAIGE — I take up that silly
interjection. Accountability is an important issue. There
is no reason for programs for people who require
long-term rehabilitation not to be funded for longer
periods. Many people need to be in programs for
perhaps two or three years. It is impossible to get
certainty into programs when their funding expires each
year and the program managers have to reapply
annually, yet that is what happens with many programs
now being delivered.
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The state has three-year funding for the arts but not for
drug services. How can people in the arts get three-year
funding? They argue that they cannot be creative if they
have to apply for funding each year. The government
must look at long-term funding for drug rehabilitation
programs. That is what it is all about. The issue cannot
be regarded as having a short-term solution, which is
how the government has approached it for a long time.
I sincerely hope the community can continue to look at
ways of addressing the issue realistically. Society must
look at using approaches, whether through education or
enforcement, and the most important area from which
to start is existing programs. Funding for detoxification,
counselling and rehabilitation should not be something
people have to ask for year after year and people should
not have to wait for three months to get into
detoxification or rehabilitation programs. Long-term
plans must be made, and organisations and individuals
who work in the area should have security about the
programs they deliver.
I oppose the legislation with a heavy heart, in that I
believe injecting facility trials should have been an
integrated part of existing services and not stand-alone
facilities. Had that been the proposal, I assure
honourable members and the community that this
debate would have been somewhat different from my
perspective.
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) — My
contribution to the debate on the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances (Injecting Facilities Trial) Bill is
made on behalf of the large province I have the honour
to represent. I do not face a dilemma in voting against
the bill, although I do face a dilemma when dealing
with many of the complex and difficult aspects of the
debate on drugs and considering what should be done
about the scourge of illicit drugs.
I do not have a dilemma in voting against the bill
because as a single measure the bill sends the wrong
signals to everybody connected with such a difficult
community problem. It sends the signal, when it should
not, that it is okay to take drugs. No measure before the
house should send a signal to the community
suggesting that Parliament says it is okay to take illicit
drugs. I cannot and will not support that.
At the end of the day, above all things parliamentarians
are the representatives of their constituents. In the many
months since the proposal was placed before Victorians
and the house, the vast majority of my constituents —
who number more than 146 000 — have said they do
not want injecting rooms. I am their representative, and
I will not support the bill.
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I have genuine and real sympathy for the users who are
caught up in that downward spiral and for people and
families dealing with such a dreadful circumstance. I
am not only sympathetic but anxious to make a
contribution in any way I can to help people who are
hooked on drugs and provide them with a better life. I
have listened to many of the contributions from
government members and am sure the proposal
contained in the bill is not worthy of my vote. It will
receive only my negative vote.
The message is wrong. The government is throwing in
the towel by saying, ‘We will help you take drugs’. I do
not believe — my constituents have made it very clear
to me — that it is all right to throw in the towel on the
drug issue. More than 80 per cent of my constituents in
my large electorate tell me loud and clear that they do
not want this proposal to proceed. There is a
longstanding belief that more than 70 per cent of crime
is based on drug or drug-related activities. What does
the bill do to reduce crime? Nothing. There is an
ever-increasing toll on our young people.
In 1999 it was reliably reported that Victoria had
359 drug-related deaths — a tragic figure indeed. The
reliable figures so far for this year show that there have
been more than 270 deaths, an average of one a day. It
cannot be dressed up any other way — dealers and
pushers are murderers. But we can save lives. There
was considerable controversy when the New South
Wales Parliament decided to allow one supervised
injecting room in the Kings Cross area. It is not yet
open but was scheduled to open in either November or
December. If New South Wales, in the opinion of my
colleagues and others, is so convinced that it wants to
go ahead, why should Victoria follow? I do not believe
we can afford to take the risk. If New South Wales
wants to take the risk let Victoria learn from its
experience. Let us watch New South Wales but not
imitate its unfortunate action.
Injecting rooms — I will not use the word ‘safe’ —
involve issues such as access, age limits, management
and cleanliness, disease control, records of activities,
statistics, fundamental safety, accountability, and
training and supervision. I do not believe the bill covers
those aspects adequately.
The Honourable Geoff Craige spoke passionately and
at length about his high regard for volunteer
organisations. I put on the record my appreciation and
respect for all those professional and voluntary
organisations that care for victims of drug addiction.
The ambulance and police officers, the medical
services, doctors, nurses and carers of all description
deserve the highest praise.
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If Victoria Police is involved in supervising and
controlling injecting rooms its members will be put in
an impossible and unfortunate position. What will
happen to police morale when officers have to stand
aside while illegal substances are taken into a facility
and consumed? The matter of legal indemnity to protect
members of the police force has not been provided for
in the bill. If a user goes to an injecting room, takes an
illegal substance, then gets into a car and has an
accident and the police know that person’s driving
skills were impeded what about the issue of indemnity?
On that basis alone the bill should be thrown out. The
police have access to injecting rooms but they cannot
take action. How can an illegal and dangerous
substance be purchased and then transported within the
state to a supervised injecting room? It is illegal to take
it in. What messages does that send to the police? They
can watch but they cannot act.
An interesting sideline with this bill that I find
unacceptable is that it is all right to take drugs in an
injecting room but one cannot smoke there, because
smoking is dangerous. That is offensive. A
psychologist friend of mine, who is a professional
counsellor for drug users, said users will not wait to go
to a supervising room, they will want their fixes
straightaway.
I have supported the needle exchange service because it
is a contribution and makes sense. I do not feel
comfortable with it in the Frankston area because I am
informed that more than a million needles are
distributed each year. That puts it beyond the concept of
a needle exchange service. The bill is fundamentally
flawed.
The legislation proposes that, because they represent
the community, a number of councils can approve
whether they will have a facility within their
jurisdiction. Councils should never be given that type of
authority because they do not represent the community
on vital public health and policy issues such as this —
the state government does. It is wrong for the
Parliament to delegate to a council something as broad
as a public policy of this stature.
It has been suggested that there is good cause to believe
the bill may be invalid because under Australia’s
constitution it could be in contravention of three federal
acts. Those acts are the Crimes Act 1914, the Crimes
(Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic
Substances) Act 1990 and the Customs Act 1901.
I recently visited Singapore which has a sophisticated,
well-armed and, some people would say, harsh judicial
system to deal with pushers of this regrettable product. I
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valued my time in Singapore because I met legislators,
visited the Parliament and spoke with people who know
the Singaporean situation well. Singapore has a
complex and good education and rehabilitation
program, a complex and praiseworthy social attitude, a
strong policing attitude and a strong justice attitude. It
has a total package. The legislators in the Parliament of
Singapore informed me that they have a fundamental
principle that they will protect the innocent and punish
the guilty. They will try to hold off the drug problem at
the first experience and will not hesitate to bring justice
to bear.
One of its innovative ideas was to try to inculcate into
Singaporeans that it is shameful to take drugs. When I
went to several places around the island I saw signs in
sporting venues that said, ‘Don’t take drugs. It is
shameful to take drugs’. There was a constant positive
motivation and education program.
I also visited Amsterdam in early August and was
shocked at what I saw. Other members have spoken
about their observations. There is no way I will support
any measure that brings the results that I saw on the
streets of Amsterdam to this city and this state — forget
it. We do not want the Amsterdam situation in Victoria.
I went to Amsterdam, I saw it first-hand, and I will not
support any move that will bring that sort of situation to
Victoria.
Some simple tests can be applied to this proposal. Will
it cut down drug consumption? No, it will not. Does it
maintain a market? Yes, it does. Are there any
measures in the bill to reduce crimes such as burglaries
and theft to pay for drugs? No. Will it inevitably set up
a drug zone around the area where the drugs are
consumed? Yes. A real test for members on the
government side who support this bill is to ask them
how they would like to have an injecting room next to
their own electorate offices. If it is such a good idea,
they should push for it.
This whole proposal is not good. It undermines our
longstanding, very expensive, highly sophisticated and
well-endorsed prevention programs. We need to
continue a policy of education and the inculcation of
the idea in our younger people that it is not smart or
good to take drugs. Coupled with the message, ‘No,
you should not steal’, should be the message, ‘No, you
should not take drugs’. It is never too soon to get that
message across.
We should improve and continue to fund our medical
services and increase funding for both medical services
and counsellors. I would fully support any moves to
improve rehabilitation services. More money could be
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spent on them, and I ask the government to consider
doing so.
I suggest to honourable members that we should be
much more aggressive in law enforcement. I would like
to make imprisonment mandatory for anyone convicted
of drug peddling, drug pushing or drug use. I also fully
support the confiscation of the property of pushers. If
we have to build one or two new prisons, that should be
done.
I believe a more useful measure that could be adopted
by the government would be to take up the following
two ideas, among others: seriously adopt a zero
tolerance policing policy for drug consumption and
distribution and go to Canberra and ask the
commonwealth to pass a law for the immediate
deportation of convicted pushers and dealers who are
not Australian citizens — throw them out.
I am also of the opinion that it is not illegal to use
drugs. Why isn’t it illegal to use drugs? If it is illegal to
possess these substances and to push them, why not
make it illegal to use them? The soft line has been
followed for far too long, and it has to stop.
As I said earlier, the bill sends the wrong message. The
vast majority of the citizens of Victoria expect
leadership from the government, but that has certainly
not come in the form of this bill. It represents a defeatist
attitude, and it will not work. A maxim honourable
members have heard before is that there is nothing so
dangerous as bad advice. This bill is a classic example
of bad advice, and this chamber should not pass it.
In conclusion, the Victorian electorate as represented by
the majority of members in this chamber does not want
supervised injecting rooms. I believe the diversified,
regular and clear message constituents have given
members of this house should not be ignored. We will
and we should vote down and throw out the proposal
for this unworthy experiment. We should concentrate
on prevention and rehabilitation measures, including a
focused approach to detoxification. Above all, as part of
that package we should insist, through policing and the
courts, on the strong application of the law. The bill
should not be supported.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — I welcome
the opportunity I have been given to make a brief
contribution to the debate. My contribution will be brief
partly because of the excellent and thorough treatment
that my colleague Dr Ross in particular gave to this
debate earlier. His treatment of the issues was not only
thorough but particularly informed. He clearly outlined
the evidence and data relating to heroin deaths in
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Victoria and analysed some of the issues in the success
or otherwise of heroin trials and injecting houses in
other countries. Obviously I will not range across that,
but I congratulate Dr Ross on a fine contribution to the
debate on behalf of the opposition. In many ways
Dr Ross has led the debate for the opposition in this
place, and he has played a huge role in the education of
members on the opposition side of the chamber not
only here but also in the other place.
However, I point out that I will use the opportunity to
briefly outline, for the benefit of honourable members
opposite in particular, my reasons for voting against the
proposal.
Hon. Jenny Mikakos — We know you support us.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — I certainly do not
support this bill, Ms Mikakos. Not only have I gone
through a long process of considering some of the
expert advice brought to the notice of honourable
members by Dr Ross and others, but I have also
consulted widely with the community in my electorate.
Having come to the point of opposing this bill, my
position may seem to some on the other side of the
chamber to be a bit incongruous, because basically I
support the principle of harm minimisation. I am one of
many members of the Liberal Party who see a role for
policies that are based on the premise of harm
minimisation. I see a role in some instances where
harm-minimisation policies — heroin trials and the like
are a form of that type of harm-minimisation policy —
might be appropriate if the programs are run properly
and constructed well.
Unfortunately in this instance I am certainly not a
supporter of the proposal because I believe it has some
serious flaws. Those flaws are fatal. Given the
government’s lack of willingness to adopt a bipartisan
approach to the debate and its political use of the debate
right from the outset, members of the opposition have
been precluded from contributing to a possibly more
realistic and sensible harm-minimisation strategy for
Victoria. That is extremely sad.
In a sense the government has squandered an
opportunity to introduce a real harm-minimisation
policy on drugs in Victoria. That is demonstrated in the
way this proposal came to Parliament for debate.
Before advising the government on issues such as
education and prevention, before talking about what
could be done in medical treatment and detoxification
and before talking about some of the law enforcement
angles that have not yet been considered in this state,
Dr Penington and his committee came up with a report
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on a harm-minimisation policy involving safe injecting
rooms.

issue of any import whatsoever during the election
campaign. So there is no specific mandate.

To my mind and the minds of many people who
support harm minimisation as a principle, that was the
wrong way to handle the debate. To say that our first
port of call in tackling the drug problem should be a
harm-minimisation policy involving injecting rooms of
some sort is the wrong way to deal with the issue.

It is arguable that there was a general mandate and that
it was part of a policy sitting in some policy document
somewhere. But there is a very real and important
difference between a general mandate and a specific
mandate put to the people before an election. The
proposal represents a major reform, for which the
government does not have a mandate.

The most sensible way to deal with the issue would
have been to first bring forward education and
prevention issues, treatment proposals, medical and
detoxification issues and law enforcement
recommendations.
There are good reasons for that. Once you have a
handle on what more can be done from those angles
you can understand the magnitude of the entire
problem. Once you have implemented or at least
thought about how you will implement some of the
medical treatment and preventive, education and law
enforcement measures, you have a much better
indication of the total magnitude of the problem in
Victoria. But no, the government has not done that. It
has said to us, ‘We will talk about the
harm-minimisation policy first.’.
The proposal is flawed. It is the wrong way to go about
attacking and approaching the drugs issue in this state.
The government should have done it the other way, for
the reasons I have outlined, but unfortunately it has not.
Instead it has proposed a harm-minimisation policy that
is fatally flawed.
There are four or five major reasons why this is not the
right proposal to be implemented in Victoria. One of
the reasons I will personally vote against the proposal is
that the government has failed to consult with and
obtain a specific mandate from the people of Victoria.
This type of reform is significant. The government is
asking the people of Victoria to accept a major
departure from the way in which drugs have been
tackled in this state to date. There is nothing wrong
with governments asking for reform. But this
government is trying to foist this reform on Victorians
without the proper mandate that should have been
obtained in a general election.
I do not remember the ALP discussing those issues in
detail, or outlining or debating its proposals or rationale
during the election campaign. I do not remember it,
community members of my electorate do not remember
it, and most of the members of the government, if they
were true to themselves, would not remember it as an

The government has refused to consult on many
levels — not just with the opposition — about the
proposal. The level of misinformation in the early days
and the number of specific or legitimate questions on
the framework policy document and on the legislation
posed by the opposition and not answered by the
government are numerous. This is another problem the
government has had with introducing the proposal.
It is not only the opposition that the government has
failed to consult; it has also failed to consult with
communities. Young people, parents, and other people
who have been through drug experiences and to whom
I have spoken in my electorate of Silvan have all said
they were not asked for their input into the policy. And,
like me, many of those people may have been able to
support in principle a harm-minimisation policy of this
type. But the policy that they were finally presented
with was a fait accompli; it was set in concrete and the
government was not prepared to talk about it.
The government has itself to blame for the fact that so
many people in the community have loudly rejected the
proposal. It is not only those people who object to any
form of harm minimisation who oppose the proposal;
the government has also allowed those Victorians who
see a legitimate place for a harm-minimisation policy to
turn against the proposal.
I am one of those people. I believe the government
made a very big mistake with the proposal when it
decided not to sever the link between crime and drug
use in the state. With the proposal we would essentially
have an environment with so-called safe injecting
rooms — presumably five of them around the state in
predetermined local government areas — within which
people over a certain age could legally use a substance
that in all other respects and in every other part of the
state is illegal.
As my colleague the Honourable Jeanette Powell
pointed out, that is a major contradiction. What would
have to happen before a person came in and legally
used a substance in an injecting room? The person
would have to procure an illegal substance — it is

DRUGS, POISONS AND CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES (INJECTING FACILITIES TRIAL) BILL
Wednesday, 1 November 2000

COUNCIL

illegal to produce, illegal to import, illegal to sell, and
illegal to buy. The person would have to obtain it, take
it, and use it.
The government does not seem to understand that that
raises a very real crime-related issue — that is, that the
injecting rooms will encourage the growth of crime. It
is a necessity; it is definitional. They would have to
break the law at some point in the process to use the
rooms. Many local communities are extremely
concerned at that prospect, and the government has not
listened to them. Many local communities, including
mine in Silvan, have said to me that if the proposal is
introduced and the trials are extended — currently there
is not a proposal to have one in Silvan — into our local
community, what happens about the crime in the
2-kilometre radius around the injecting house? Will
people bring drugs into the area for sale? Will people be
encouraged to sell drugs in the local district? Of course
they will. Will we encourage theft and crime as a
collateral result of the policy? Of course we will.
That is what the government has offered my
community in Silvan. That is why my community is
rejecting the proposal, I am rejecting it, and the
opposition is rejecting it. The government has not
thought through the link between crime and drug use in
the state and has made no attempt to address the
procurement of the substances as part of the package.
That is a very essential point to make.
I do not believe the government has adequately
addressed the civil or legal liability issues related to the
injecting houses. In setting up the injecting rooms and
saying to people, ‘You can use the substance in these
rooms’, the government presumably has some duty of
care towards those people. There are bound to be
instances where accidents and unintended
consequences of using the drug occur. They may occur
in the injecting house itself or outside it. They may even
occur as a result of trying to procure the drug in the first
place. There are many permutations and combinations
which might occur and which could bring injury, illness
or death to people as a result of having used an injecting
house in this state.
I do not believe the government is able to underwrite to
that extent the civil and legal liability that would result
from those types of activities and misadventures that
could take place in or around injecting rooms. The
government has not addressed that fundamental issue. It
is not just a matter of money; it is a matter of the
viability and endurance of the scheme in the long term.
I do not believe an option of last resort such as
supervised injecting rooms and a harm-minimisation
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policy should be used before everything else has been
tried, and in this case everything else has not been tried.
Prevention and education could go a lot further, so
could medical treatment. New treatments are coming
into use all the time. Naltrexone is being developed, as
are many other drugs, apart from methadone, that have
good success rates. Victoria is not using them and has
not gone far enough in prevention, medical treatment
and law enforcement. As I said at the outset, they
should have been the first avenues looked at by the
government. They were not.
One of the most insidious and concerning issues
relating to the proposal is that the establishment of these
facilities, with the imprimatur and endorsement of the
government, sends the wrong message. It sends the
wrong message about a dangerous, illegal substance.
The government says you can ‘safely’ use this
substance in a facility provided by it. Not only is that
false, it is wrong, and it is certainly the wrong message
to send to the community.
It is worse than that, because it sends that message to
some of the most susceptible and vulnerable people in
the community — young people. People under
35 years — I do not like to draw that line — are
susceptible to that message. It is not inconceivable that
the message delivered by the government will mean
greater use of heroin. If the government says it is okay,
why should young people listen to some of the other
messages they have heard about heroin and other illegal
substances? I have great fears about that message going
to young people. I am not alone in that, because young
people also have those same fears.
A further example of where the government has failed
to consult the community is young people. The youth of
Victoria have said loudly and clearly that they do not
support the establishment of safe injecting houses. I
was privileged recently to receive in Queen’s Hall a
report from representatives of the Youth Week
Victoria. Young ambassadors from schools around the
state got together in policy forums and came to
Parliament with a set of recommendations in a
document entitled ‘Youth voice of Victoria 2000’.
Those young ambassadors came from across the state:
16 Bendigo schools, 11 Wangaratta schools, 14 schools
from Geelong and 12 schools from Gippsland. The
Melbourne forum represented 109 schools. They were a
representative sample of youth from state high schools
and private schools across the state. The strong advice
they gave to members of Parliament, advice that fell on
deaf ears among government members, was not to
introduce safe injecting rooms because they send the
wrong message to their peers.
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The government is not interested in listening to people
to whom the message is being sent. Even young people
who come to Parliament and say, ‘We do not support
the message the government is sending’, are ignored.
That does no credit to the government and is indicative
of the way it deals with community opinion that does
not match its ideological opinion.
I consulted widely with young people in Silvan
Province. With the honourable member for Monbulk in
the other place at Upwey High School on 12 September
a forum of schools was conducted that did not
participate in the Youth Week deliberations. A number
of high school students from schools in Silvan Province
were involved. They represented Mater Christi College,
Monbulk Secondary College, Boronia Heights
Secondary College and Upwey High School. Those
young men and women were not told what to say or
how to think, they were asked: ‘What is the best way to
deal with drug use in Victoria?’. It was an open-ended
question, and no suggestion was made about the
answer.
After considerable discussion and debate among
themselves and with members of Parliament they
concluded that the bottom line was that we should not
adopt the injecting rooms strategy until all the other
possibilities and approaches have been exhausted,
because saying we should have injecting houses is to
give up. It is saying that the drug problem is hopeless,
so we should open the door and let people use whatever
they like. Young people in my electorate rejected the
government’s approach.
I refer to the Free Press of 20 September, which reports
on that conference. It states in part:
Mater Christi College student Aatmor summed up the opinion
of many of the forum’s 14 students:
‘Injecting rooms are one of heaps of options but should be
viewed as a last resort … I don’t think we have tried
everything else yet’, she said.

Sandi, a year 12 student also from Mater Christi
College says:
It might be legal while you are in the heroin injecting room,
but what happens once the user is outside?

The comments from these young people are sensible.
Ryan, a year 11 student from Upwey High School,
states:
I’ve come away with a decidedly negative attitude towards
safe injecting rooms. And I really think political policy
making should be channelled towards the needs of the next
generation.
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Hon. R. A. Best — Tell Theophanous that; he is an
expert.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — Given
Mr Theophanous’s earlier performance, he would not
be interested in the comments of these young people. It
is clear from the evidence I have collected on the
opinions of youth in Victoria, one of the groups that
would be most affected, that they do not support the
proposal. The government has not listened to those
young people.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — Who did you speak
to?
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER — If Mr Theophanous
had come into the chamber and listened to my
contribution he would have heard to whom I spoke and
when. The honourable member’s absence from the
chamber reflects his level of commitment to this issue.
I conclude by challenging the government to think
outside the box. It says to its members, the community
and the opposition, ‘This is the solution. It comes in the
form of safe injecting rooms. Accept it or reject it’.
That is the ultimatum put to the Parliament and the
community of Victoria.
The government is about to get its answer. It will get
the answer first from the opposition and then from the
community of Victoria. It has not consulted. It has
decided that its black-box solution is the only solution,
but sadly for the people suffering from drug abuse in
this state, people who are using drugs as well as those
who are not, the government has decided not to pursue
prevention strategies, better medical treatment or
detoxification services.
Unfortunately this government has turned a blind eye to
any further law enforcement strategies which could be
of great value to Victorians. I oppose the bill, the
opposition opposes the bill and the vast majority of the
people of Victoria oppose the bill.
Hon. G. D. ROMANES (Melbourne) — The
importance of the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances (Injecting Facilities Trial) Bill was brought
home to me about two weeks after I was elected as a
member for Melbourne Province in September last
year. I received a visit from an older gentleman, a man I
have known for a number of years. This retired
businessman from Brunswick wanted to talk to me
about the issue of drugs and to explain the situation he
and his wife were facing with their family. This
gentleman and his wife are in their late 70s. He told me
that his son-in-law’s daughter was an addict, that her
boyfriend was an addict, and that they recently had had
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a baby. The family was facing trauma and tragedy
relating to the addiction faced by those two young
people. This gentleman and his wife had the full-time
care of the baby, although another relative was also
helping them.
The situation was very difficult for them because of
their age and they were very distressed by it. The
gentleman asked me to pass a message on to the
Minister for Health, the Honourable John Thwaites, to
urge the government to take whatever action it could to
save the lives of young people like those two in his
family so they would have a chance of rehabilitation
and of getting out of the desperate situation they are in.
During the debate honourable members have said that
Victoria faces a significant problem with the number of
heroin-related deaths and that the problem has been
growing over the past decade. The most recent statistics
reveal that there were 359 heroin-related deaths in this
state in 1999. Contrary to what many opposition
members have said, the Australian Labor Party outlined
specifically and clearly in its election policy a range of
responses to the problem of drugs in our community. It
proposed a number of measures to contribute to a way
forward.
One of the first actions of the Bracks Labor government
was to appoint the Drug Policy Expert Committee
under the guidance of Dr David Penington to do further
work on refining and considering the implementation of
Labor policy. Contrary to what many opposition
members have said, this action was taken in
consultation with the community. The committee
released a discussion paper. It engaged various groups
and individuals in the community in discussion and
consultation on these important matters.
In April of this year the Drug Policy Expert Committee
presented its first report to the government. The
emphasis of that first report was to develop local drug
strategies and to encourage further debate in
communities and with local councils so that members
of communities that were seriously affected by illicit
drug abuse and heroin-related deaths would be a part of
the search for solutions to these pressing problems. Not
only was there an emphasis on developing local drug
strategies but there was also support for users and their
parents and for linking any local services with treatment
and rehabilitation.
Dr Penington’s committee recommended strategies for
handling open street drug abuse and for the introduction
of supervised injecting facilities. The committee
outlined the framework for a trial of injecting facilities
in up to five municipalities. The second report of the
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Penington committee dealt with other aspects of the
problem including a range of intervention strategies at
primary, secondary and tertiary education levels and
early intervention in schools. It dealt with
improvements to treatment and rehabilitation programs
and law and enforcement issues.
I mention the work of the Penington committee and its
response to Labor policy because, contrary to the
misrepresentation of opposition members, Labor’s
approach has always been a broad policy one. It has
been an attempt to grapple with the complex problems
of this issue which are rooted in social, economic and
personal problems. No government member has ever
tried to suggest that there is one single strategy or
initiative which could deal with this problem. The issue
is complex and it requires a broad, comprehensive,
multi-pronged approach. It needs education and
prevention strategies at every level, treatment and
rehabilitation programs, increased law enforcement to
combat drug trafficking and, as part of that strategy,
there is a place for the trial of supervised injecting
rooms to see whether that is one way in which we, as a
responsible community, can save the lives of the many,
mainly young, people who have been dying of drug
abuse.
To back up Labor policy with action, I remind the
house that in the Bracks budget in May this year the
government allocated an additional $75 million over the
next four years to prevent illicit drug use, to save lives
and to improve treatment and rehabilitation. That
amount was in addition to the annual Turning the Tide
money amounting to $20 million a year and the current
$35 million for Department of Human Services drug
treatment initiatives.
I will pick up one point made by a member of the
opposition earlier this evening. The Bracks government
did not reject the programs which had been put in place
under the Turning the Tide strategy. It made a
commitment to provide $75 million in addition to the
money already there to strengthen and further develop
measures that could be used to address the problems
faced by the community.
Despite what the opposition says about the Bracks
Labor government focusing only on supervised
injecting rooms, I stress that the government has looked
at a range of initiatives to provide intervention and
support services to assist in turning the situation around.
I mention other initiatives aimed at preventing illicit
drug use which were announced at the same time as the
extra $75 million. They were $55 million over four
years to boost student welfare assistance in secondary
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schools; $34 million over four years to divert young
offenders from the criminal justice system and provide
better programs to rehabilitate and reintegrate young
offenders into the community; $20 million over four
years to place 100 school nurses in secondary schools,
focusing on areas of greatest need, including areas of
high drug use and alcohol use by young people; and
800 additional police on the front line.
The initiatives announced in May reflect a
whole-of-government approach — a range of measures
and interventions. One of the interventions that the
government was keen to try to save lives was reflected
in the legislation which was introduced at the end of the
autumn sitting and which is before the house now. Let
us be clear about it: the bill does not provide every
detail about how a supervised injecting facility would
run; it provides enabling legislation and the legal
framework to set up a trial of supervised injecting
rooms. It provides for the Governor in Council to
approve a facility for the purposes of a trial and to
approve a person or organisation to operate such a
facility on behalf of the Minister for Health.
The legislation specifies that the trial could be
conducted in five nominated municipalities only and in
up to five sites in those municipalities, but it would be
conditional on the endorsement of the trial by the
relevant municipality. Therefore this is not an attempt
to ram through a trial and force unwilling communities
to engage in and support the trials. The legislation
provides a framework for service agreements to control
and guide such trials. The framework was released by
the minister when the second-reading speech was
delivered to the house.
The bill provides for local service agreements,
including operating plans for each site, for agreements
between the minister and an operating agency to be
tabled in both houses of Parliament, and for a draft to
be disallowed wholly or in part by either house of
Parliament within two weeks of its being tabled. It
provides that the operational clock starts running at the
time the first facility is approved, and from then on the
18-month trial period would begin.
Furthermore, it acknowledges concerns in the
community that if there is to be a trial it must be
properly evaluated. Part of the legislation includes a
proposal for Professor David Dunt of Melbourne
University who has expertise in evaluation and
economics to monitor and evaluate the outcomes of any
trial of supervised injecting facilities. Throughout any
trials the Department of Human Services would provide
support and supervision. The legislation has a sunset
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provision, so it would lapse at the end of the 18-month
trial.
I mention the details of the legislation because the
provisions afford a range of checks and balances and
for further input from Parliament and the community
each step along the way. They also reflect the sincere
commitment of the Bracks Labor government to trial a
strategy which has been known to reduce deaths in
some countries. The facilities have worked in different
ways in different cities. Opposition members have said
that Frankfurt and Zurich are cities where such facilities
appear to be working for the benefit of those
communities. Other opposition members are not so sure
about the way the Amsterdam model is working. In
response I indicate that we have to be aware that the
Bracks Labor government is trying to set up a trial that
would be appropriate for each municipality and each
community — perhaps different in some ways but
operating within the framework that the government
has put forward.
In all sincerity, the government introduced the
legislation in the other house at the end of the autumn
sitting and provided extra time during the winter recess
to give the opposition, local councils and communities
time to consider its content. The opposition’s response
has been less than genuine in the way it has approached
the debate. The discussions it has had in the community
on the matter and its conduct have been a sham.
Although opposition members suggest that they have
looked deeply, meaningfully and with great care at the
legislation, there are instances where members such as
the Honourable Peter Katsambanis pretended to
canvass the public’s views when the Liberal Party had
already made up its mind in the party room to oppose
the trial of supervised injecting rooms. In another
example, the National Party was also guilty of running
a sham public consultation process supposedly to solicit
the views of the community in the Swan Hill area when
Barry Steggall, the honourable member for Swan Hill
in the other place, invited residents of northern Victoria
to write to him by 11 August with their views on
injecting rooms even though his party ruled out
supporting a trial on 1 August.
There are other examples. As far back as the election
period pamphlets distributed at railway stations could
only be described as scaremongering of the worst
kind — pamphlets that contained images of syringes
with inflammatory fear messages, warning people
about the dangers presented by injecting facilities. In
one case they contained an authorisation from a Liberal
Party member of Parliament and were being distributed
by a Liberal candidate and his supporters.
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Honourable members have heard the same in the
debate, with the scaremongering, sham discussion and
consultation process conducted by the opposition. It has
misrepresented the government’s position, as if the only
focus of the government’s drug strategy were
supervised injecting rooms. The debate on supervised
injecting rooms was terminated by members opposite
taking a party room position much in advance of the
finalisation of the considerations that were still under
way by various municipalities throughout Melbourne.
As part of that tactic, the Liberal Party released its own
drug strategy, entitled ‘Combating drugs — a safer
way’, which mirrors many parts of Labor’s strategy and
ignores many initiatives already in place or suggests the
implementation of some that are inappropriate and I
shall mention just a couple of those. For example, the
Liberal Party strategy suggests establishing a 24-hour
drug help line. A 24-hour drug help line already exists
and recently the government provided an additional
$500 000 to increase its capacity and announced a
specialist family help line as an adjunct to the existing
service.
Another example is an inappropriate proposal by the
Liberal Party for the introduction of a program of
compulsory treatment for drug overdose victims. In a
letter to Dr David Penington dated 18 February the
Australian Nurses Federation opposed the alternative
drugs policy released by the Leader of the Opposition
and stated that implementation of the policy would
violate the human rights of the individual, and would
raise legal, security and ethical issues for ambulance
officers and medical staff and would result in there
being no incentive to answer calls for help but may
endanger the lives of those who went to help the
victims of drug overdoses.
Other proposals put forward in the Liberal Party
strategy were to aim for zero waiting time for treatment,
for up to 500 more detox and rehabilitation beds and for
increased outreach contacts, particularly in country and
regional Victoria.
A number of speakers from the opposition have
talked — rightly so — about the importance of
rehabilitation, prevention and treatment. However,
those statements smack of hypocrisy because when the
opposition was in government under the premiership of
Mr Kennett, residential withdrawal and rehabilitation
beds were reduced from 258 in 1992 to 199 in
1998–99. The utterings of members opposite about the
need for rehabilitation and extended outreach and
prevention facilities appear to be those of hypocrites or
born-again converts.
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The Bracks Labor government has taken action to
deliver in the area, so that in 1999–2000 the residential
withdrawal and rehabilitation beds have been increased
to 229 and funding has been expedited so that
throughout the year 2000–01 the number will increase
to 350.
Members of the opposition claim they care and have
spoken about the dilemma they face. They seem to
really want to vote for the bill but they have ended up
saying in a convoluted way that the proposal is
premature, it is an example of putting the cart before the
horse, and the timing is not right and that they will have
to vote against it.
I suggest that members of the opposition could have
taken a much more constructive role in the debate. I
know honourable members have received many letters
and have been lobbied by a range of people. There is a
range of views in the community and therefore when
controversial issues are on the agenda it is very
important that that community debate be encouraged,
but not in a way that is a sham or by endeavouring to
stir up fear without consideration of all the issues that
must be taken into account in a complex scenario.
I direct the attention of the house to a gathering on
16 February that I know many members of the house
attended. The Victorian division of the Institution of
Engineers (Australia) brought together about
700 business leaders to attend a briefing on the drugs
issue. Various speakers attended the luncheon,
including Dr David Penington, the chairman of the
Drug Policy Expert Committee, and Major David
Brunt, territorial program director of the Salvation
Army’s drug and alcohol services. After listening to
Dr Penington and Major Brunt deliver their
presentations, a survey was taken of those present. It
showed that there was overwhelming support for
supervised injecting rooms as part of a
harm-minimisation strategy.
Seventy-eight per cent of respondents on that
occasion — remember, they are 700 business
leaders — supported safe injecting rooms, and 27 per
cent of respondents who previously did not support
supervised injecting rooms indicated they had changed
their minds after the briefing.
One of the other interesting outcomes of the survey was
that those who responded viewed illicit drug use as
primarily a public health and education issue and
expressed a considerable level of support for harm
minimisation. There was strong support for
decriminalisation of illicit drug usage, which is a theme
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we have heard expressed by many members of the
opposition throughout this debate.
I felt that the initiative to draw out the issues in a forum
involving a broad group of people who had never come
together before was a responsible way of helping to
inform and encourage thinking about this controversial
issue.
However, we have a situation where, as with the
Constitution Reform Bill and the Constitution
(Proportional Representation) Bill which were dealt
with by this house last week, the opposition has lost an
opportunity to work with the government to find a way
forward, to find a solution, and to try a new measure
that held out the promise of improvement and even
more importantly of saving lives.
To highlight what is at stake here, despite the fact that
members of the opposition did not like it,
Mr Theophanous made many important points about
the nub of the issue we are dealing with. In the past few
months as we have been considering this issue and as
there has been debate in the media, in this place and in
many other forums throughout our electorates and in
the broader community, I have kept watch on the heroin
toll reported in the Herald Sun every day.
I must admit it really tears at my heart when I open the
paper and day by day, week by week, see a stark
presentation of the real toll and the real cost of what is
happening in our community. Going back to the
beginning of the spring session in September, on
8 September the heroin toll was reported at 211; by
21 September it had risen to 225; by 29 September it
had jumped to 236; by 7 October it was up to 245; by
11 October it was 249; by 25 October, which was last
week, it was 277; and sadly today the toll for deaths by
heroin is recorded as 286.
Far too many people have lost their lives this year in
Victoria. We should take some responsibility for
finding a way to tackle that problem. We can do
everything possible to continue treatment, rehabilitation
and prevention, but I am reminded of the plea of the
grandfather who came to see me just over a year ago.
He said, ‘Tell the government to go ahead with the
supervised injecting rooms trial. Tell your leader that
you have to do whatever you can to save the lives of
our young people. If we do not save the lives of our
young people there is no point to rehabilitation
programs. They have to be alive to make use of them’.
That engenders in me a strong sense of urgency. I do
not think the opposition has grasped that urgency
because so many of its members have said, ‘Not this
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time, but maybe in the future it could form part of a
drug reform strategy’. That is not good enough. If there
is any chance that a trial of supervised injecting rooms
in one or two or three of the municipalities that were
willing to give it a go would have shown us how we
could better address the problems in our community it
would be worth all the risks and uncertainties that come
with it. It is an important initiative that should have
been supported by both sides of the house.
I remain disappointed that on this matter, for which the
government had an election mandate, which was
canvassed widely in the Benalla by-election and which
has been debated across this city and across Victoria,
the Legislative Council is the house of Parliament that
will prevent the trial from going ahead.
The legislation should be supported, but I regret the
opposition has signalled it will reject the bill. On that
note of sadness, I conclude my contribution to the
debate.
Hon. W. I. SMITH (Silvan) — Debate on the
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances (Injecting
Facilities Trial) Bill should not be a political one
because it is a health issue and concerns our young
people dying. Drug abuse is one of the greatest
challenges facing not only our community but every
community in the world. Although the government has
looked to other countries for solutions, no country has a
solution. Nobody has the answer and the deaths
continue.
In 1998 the number of heroin-related deaths in Victoria
was 268, and last year the number increased to 359.
That represents an increase of 108 per cent in just over
three years. As the house has heard during the debate,
already this year Victoria has had 286 heroin-related
deaths. That statistic is totally unacceptable.
The main purpose of the bill is to provide for a trial of
facilities in which the self-determination of drug
dependence is permitted to take place. I came to this
debate on self-injecting rooms with a completely open
mind. At first I thought perhaps it was part of the
answer involving a package of treatments for people
who were on heroin. However, I have looked at much
of the work done overseas, particularly in safe-injecting
rooms in Europe. The data and results from that work
have changed my mind.
I turn to some of the work done overseas, particularly
by the World Health Organisation and the United
Nations, and I refer to comments of those organisations
on legal self-injecting rooms in Europe. By 1998 three
European countries had established self-injecting
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rooms. Five operate in Frankfurt, Germany. The first
opened in 1994 and others are located in Hamburg,
Hanover, Bonn and Bremen. Thirteen self-injecting
rooms operate in the Swiss cities of Zurich, Bern and
Basel. They first commenced operation in 1996. The
trial I want to examine in particular is the Zurich trial as
that is the one most quoted by advocates of drug
injecting rooms. Self-injecting rooms also operate in the
Dutch cities of Rotterdam, Arnhem and Maastricht. The
first Amsterdam facility was closed in 1970.
As part of their treatment for heroin addiction the
Europeans have had not just self-injecting rooms but
also a package of treatments for heroin addiction. They
have spent a lot of money on the packages. Later I will
compare the sums of money spent there and in
Australia. The statistics will reveal Australia does not
spend enough money on the problem.
In his 1997 report the president of the International
Narcotics Control Board, Dr Schroeder, reported on
what was happening in Switzerland. The report states:
From 1994 to 1996, Switzerland conducted a scientific
experiment of prescribing heroin to addicts. This experiment,
involving 800 addicts …

That is the experiment that is often quoted by
Dr Penington:
During the session of the Commission on Narcotic Drugs …
in Vienna in March 1997, numerous delegations sharply
criticised the Swiss heroin trials and the obvious efforts to
legalise drugs …
In December 1997 the federal council decided to expand the
heroin trials with no limitations on the number of participants.

Nobody seemed to be coming up with an answer. It was
anticipated that the trials would provide hope and
would contribute to the solution of the drug problems.
However, one result emerging from the trial was that
prior to the conclusion of the trials the proponents of
self-injecting rooms lauded the fact that the evaluation
was successful. When it looked at the trials the board
concluded:
Switzerland would well do to return to established
methodologies and therapies … on drugs. This solo
experience with heroin distribution has provoked only
concern and confusion in most of the world community. At
the international level, the Commission on Narcotic Drugs …
whose members are party to the three United Nations
conventions on the control of narcotic drugs … have
consistently and overwhelmingly rejected proposals for state
distribution of heroin to addicts.

Dr Penington spoke at a public forum that I attended. I
specifically asked him about the results of the trial on
800 Swiss addicts and whether they had been followed
after the trial was over. I asked how many would have
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come off the drug, how many would have died and how
many would have survived. Dr Penington said there
had been a problem with that trial, that it had not been
properly followed through, they had no clear evaluation
of the trial and, therefore, did not know the results.
I remind the house that that trial is continuously quoted
as having been successful, yet nobody knows whether it
actually was successful. The International Narcotics
Control Board condemned the approach to it and said
that the scientific evaluation did not stack up and
certainly purports to extend the argument that
self-injecting rooms should be encouraged.
The World Drug Report 1997 examined the drug
situation in Sweden. The Honourables John Ross and
Andrew Brideson went through the history of drugs and
what is happening overseas. They particularly talked
about what was happening in Sweden. Sweden has had
a strict preventive approach to drugs. If a person is
found to have drugs in his or her possession, he or she
has to go to a drug rehabilitation program immediately.
The Swedish preventive approach, according to the
World Drug Report, is:
… new recruitment of younger drug users is working well in
comparison to other countries —

such as Australia, the United Kingdom and the United
States of America. The report states that the:
… one-year prevalence rate of drug use in 1996 of 2 per cent
for 16 to 29-year-olds compared with a 33 per cent rate in
Amsterdam.

That is a lower rate. The report further states:
There is also a low lifetime prevalence for the same age
cohort (9 per cent in 1996 compared to 52 per cent for
Australia).

That is another tactic being used in Sweden which the
Australian scene has not taken on board.
Dr Rob Moodie from the Victorian Health Promotion
Foundation was a member of a mission that visited
Europe to look at what was happening overseas. Upon
his return he prepared a clear report. His press report of
17 July states:
Despite the wide range of approaches and philosophies for
dealing with drug issues, our colleagues in LA, Frankfurt,
Stockholm, Bern and Zurich reinforced the importance of a
comprehensive and collaborative approach to deal with the
issue of drugs.

He says in his report about crisis centres in Frankfurt
that:
These centres were offering a combination of primary health
care, medical treatment and counselling for five years before
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injecting facilities were integrated into the package of
services. Frankfurt’s Eastside Centre operated for two years
without a legal injecting room. The room evolved out of
necessity.
…
Unfortunately in Victoria the debate has been polarised on the
issue of injecting facilities versus policing. We are not
moving forward with our efforts to deal with the big issue of
eliminating the street drug scene. We have learnt from the
experiences of our international counterparts that the
combination of complementary approaches is the key to
success.
Certainly injecting facilities are an integral element of the big
picture just as they are in Switzerland and Germany, but it is
clear that injecting facilities are only one small part of the
overall solution and should not be mutually exclusive of other
programs.

That is why the Liberal Party has endorsed a drug
policy that picks up the issues of education,
rehabilitation and detoxification, crime and ways to
combat the pushers. The bill simply picks up one issue,
that of injecting rooms. I have not seen anything like a
comprehensive package.
I turn to the amount of money that is being spent on
fighting the drug problem. In 1995, $1.6 million was
allocated to the illicit drug problem and
285 drug-related deaths occurred that year. In the same
year some $100 million was spent on road safety and
378 road fatalities occurred. There were approximately
100 more road deaths yet 100 times more money was
spent on road safety. It is clear that the government
must spend more money to come to terms with the drug
problem.
It is estimated that in Switzerland in 1994 government
expenditure in response to illicit drugs was
1011 million Swiss francs, of which 500 million Swiss
francs was allocated to law enforcement. Europe has
acknowledged that law enforcement is an integral part
of coping with the drug problem. Some 260 million
Swiss francs was allocated to care treatment, therapy
and rehabilitation; 200 million Swiss francs to harm
reduction; 35 million Swiss francs to prevention; and
16 million Swiss francs to research and training.
Those countries are a long way ahead by putting
together integrated packages that involve spending
more than this government has spent. In Switzerland
the capacity of detoxification and rehabilitation
residential centres increased from 1250 in 1993 to
1750 in 1997. Victoria does not have enough places for
rehabilitation. Although young people go through the
detoxification programs when they come out they
cannot get into rehabilitation programs. The
government must spend more money in that area and
make more residential centres available.
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One of the main reasons heroin users do not undertake
treatment is because of limited access to the public
health program. There are long waiting lists and a
shortage of treatment places. If more resources were
made available it would obviously make a big
difference to their effectiveness. The simple logic is that
if one has a disease one is taken from the point of
contact.
There is confusion over the self-injecting room trial
results in Europe. Nobody actually says this works or
that works on its own. The legislation has flaws. There
has been a growth in drug trafficking. There is no
conclusive scientific link between self-injecting rooms
and the reduction of death rates. I believe the bill sends
the wrong message to our young. The government is
endorsing self-injecting rooms and therefore I am
concerned that our youth will be attracted to use them.
As I said, the bill does not detail a comprehensive
program to fight drug abuse. There is no message on
harm minimisation and there is a greater need for
financial allocation for law enforcement, education and
detoxification facilities.
A number of parents who contacted me had different
ideas about how to cope with the problem. They had
either lost children from drug overdoses or had children
who were heroin addicts. I shall briefly relate the story
of a mother who wrote to me saying she believed
heroin should be decriminalised. She said that if heroin
had been decriminalised her son would have been able
to enter rehabilitation and would not have died. He
went into a detoxification program but could not get
into a rehabilitation program. In trying to place himself
he had a dose of pure heroin, his body could not cope
with it and he died. Her story sums up the human
tragedy of what is happening to our young people who
take drugs. It sums up the problems that they and their
families face. She states:
Ben our son died on 6 October 1998, three months after his
21st birthday. He had been addicted to heroin for nearly
two years. We were an ordinary family with the
accompanying values — photo albums full of
pictures … birthday parties, kindergarten … plays, Christmas
days, family picnics, beach holidays, school photos,
confirmations. We nearly always had dinner at the table
together and invited discussion on any topic, encouraged an
active attitude of tolerance, enlightenment and understanding
of people and situations outside our comfort zone. We were
totally committed to our marriage and our children. It did not
prevent us slipping into a nightmare existence.

Ben went to Monash University and met a girl who was
an addict. He thought he could save her, but instead
ended up taking heroin himself. The mother goes on to
say:
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We had many heart-wrenching times with Ben, too many to
recount, but all indelibly etched in my mind.
…
We were in a situation where we had no control. We could
only adjust our sails to the prevailing winds.
The one person who could do something about it seemed
unable to.

She said her family just slipped into despair. She goes
on to say:
We were stolen from, lied to, our health was put in
jeopardy … and our safety was in question …

They were never sure who was on the end of the
telephone and never sure about an official-looking
letter. She said her son had horrific experiences but
there were people in hospitals and in departments who
assisted the family, and that:
People … broke confidentiality and risked their jobs to help
me.

She refers to one of the most heartbreaking aspects for
her:
… to visit a detox centre and see beautiful young people
walking around like zombies is heartbreaking. They have
such a battle history behind them. Our young are at war but it
is not on foreign dirt — it is in our streets and our homes. And
we are paying a very high price. We are losing the potentially
productive middle section of our society.
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No country has an answer and self-injecting rooms are
not an answer in themselves. When dealing with drugs
we need a comprehensive and collaborative approach.
The bill does not do that and I cannot support it.
Debate adjourned for Hon. B. C. BOARDMAN (Chelsea)
on motion of Hon. C. A. Strong.
Debate adjourned until next day.

MINERAL RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Hon. C. C. BROAD
(Minister for Energy and Resources).

STATUTE LAW REVISION BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Hon. M. M. GOULD
(Minister for Industrial Relations).

The repeated attempt to give up take their toll and erode their
self-respect. They are not weak.

PETROLEUM PRODUCTS (TERMINAL
GATE PRICING) BILL

They want to get off the drugs and get away from
heroin. The trouble is that the people she saw were in
the cycle but could not get out of it. As I said, her son
went through a detoxification program and finally
decided he wanted to get off heroin, but no
rehabilitation beds were available. In the interim he
took a pure dose of heroin which killed him. I conclude
with her words:

Introduction and first reading

On 5 October at 11.45 a.m. we were taken into intensive
care … to see eight doctors and nurses work for almost
12 hours to stabilise Ben.
I am so impressed with our public health system I cannot
praise it enough.

There was certainly no criticism of the medical system.
She said she received a letter from the coroner’s office:
… noting the young age of the deceased and not wanting to
be intrusive but making us aware of counselling if needed.

This mother came to me because she believed the only
way out of the situation was the decriminalisation of
heroin to break the nexus between criminals and kids.

Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Hon. G. D. ROMANES
(Melbourne).

Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) (By leave) — With respect to the bill that has
just been read a first time, I advise the house that the
government has been speaking with the opposition in
an attempt to facilitate debate, and it will consider
extending the time for general business by up to 3 hours
in the next sitting week to allow for debate on the bill.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.
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Urban Camp

Snowy River

Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — My query is
directed to the attention of the Minister for Industrial
Relations, who is the representative in this place of the
Minister for Finance. Since 1984 Urban Camp has been
running an operation out of Royal Park in Parkville. It
started as a project for unemployed youth and has
continued as a not-for-profit community-based
organisation since then, giving urban and rural kids and
local and overseas visitors the experience of camping
out.

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — The issue I
raise with the Minister for Energy and Resources is
precisely the same as the issue I canvassed in my
question to her during question time earlier today. It
relates to the so-called historic agreement reached with
New South Wales on the environmental flows in the
Snowy River and the unsuccessful attempts of the
opposition parties in this place to have the agreement
made public to allow Victorians to see what it was that
the minister actually negotiated with New South Wales
on their behalf.

I am advised that the accommodation Urban Camp
provides is safe, affordable and clean. For 16 years now
Urban Camp has been a particularly good base from
which campers have experienced all Melbourne’s
cultural, historical, educational and sporting drawcards.
It has been a favourite destination of four small
semi-rural schools in the Dandenong Ranges — in
particular, Ferny Creek, Monbulk, Olinda and Sassafras
primary schools. I am told students of those schools
were delighted with their experience at Urban Camp.
Because of size restrictions, Urban Camp has been
forced to turn away about 30 per cent of the
accommodation requests it receives each year.
Under the former Kennett government Urban Camp
received funding from the Community Support Fund
amounting to some $1 million to undertake
much-needed improvements to expand its services. It
also received a further $500 000 from the City of
Melbourne and private charitable trusts to be used to
that end. At the time of the last state election, stage 1 of
the project was near completion with some $300 000 of
work yet to be completed. However, with the change of
government all work ceased and no work has since
recommenced.
The City of Melbourne has made the most recent
application to the state government on behalf of Urban
Camp for the funding of stage 2, the final stage of the
project, which will finish off the accommodation and
renovations to the historic Anzac Hall. That application
requests some $1.8 million from the Community
Support Fund to complete the project.
I ask the minister to ensure that the Minister for Finance
gives the funding application of the City of Melbourne
his urgent attention so that the project can be
completed. The former Kennett government saw the
importance of the project, and so should this
government. The kids in my electorate would like to
continue to visit Urban Camp and should not face the
prospect of being turned away because of this
government’s mean-spiritedness.

I also put the question as simply as I could, given the
minister’s reticence about responding to earlier
questions. I asked her whether the terms of the
agreement she so proudly announced had been
documented at the time and whether in fact she had
signed anything.
I make two points: I am at a loss to understand why the
minister would consider her position prejudiced by a
response to that question. I also know that I am unable
to use the adjournment debate simply to repeat the
question I posed to the minister earlier today.
Therefore, I now ask of the minister whether she is
prepared to report to the house in respect of that historic
agreement with New South Wales at least whether
anything was documented at the time the so-called
agreement was reached and whether anybody signed
anything on that occasion.

City Link: fines
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I direct
a matter to the attention of the Minister for Energy and
Resources, who is the representative in this place of the
Minister for Transport. Over recent weeks constituents
have approached my office with queries relating to
fines and costs associated with City Link. In particular,
concerns have been expressed about fines for use of the
tollway, the process involved in issuing fines and the
fine disputation process.
There is some confusion relating to the Melbourne City
Link Authority, Civil Compliance Victoria and the
Victoria Police. I ask the minister to advise the house of
the process involved in resolving disputes about fines
for using City Link.

Monash Freeway: delays
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN (South Eastern) — I seek
the assistance of the Minister for Energy and Resources
in her capacity as the representative in this place of the
Minister for Transport. I would like to convey to the
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transport minister that in recent weeks several of my
constituents have complained to me about an apparent
inefficiency on the city-bound side of the Monash
Freeway between Princes Highway, Dandenong North,
and Warrigal Road, Chadstone. That section of the
freeway is approximately 18 kilometres long and when
there is not much traffic it takes only some 12 to
15 minutes to cover that distance.
In recent months there have been regular delays and a
slowing down of city-bound traffic along that section
between 7.30 a.m. and 9.00 a.m. on several days of the
usual working week — that is, between Monday and
Friday. The efficiency of the freeway is now in
question on several days of the week.
I do not relate the slowdown to obvious problems with
accidents or major difficulties with rain. However, for
no real reason it can take up to 40 minutes to cover the
section in good weather when no accidents have
occurred. After Warrigal Road, when travelling
inbound, the City Link section seems to ease the
problem. The congestion occurs from Dandenong to
Warrigal Road when one is travelling towards the city.
However, the congestion eases fairly quickly after
Warrigal Road. The congestion between Dandenong
and Warrigal roads suggests that that section may have
reached a saturation level. The congestion occurs
regularly. Additional traffic will be generated by the
future Hallam bypass, but perhaps the road has already
reached full capacity.
An article in the Herald Sun of 23 August indicates that
the economic cost of traffic delays throughout Australia
is $13 billion and that Melbourne has the second — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask the honourable
member to put his question.
Hon. R. H. BOWDEN — My question is: many
thousands of inconvenienced motorists in my electorate
need to be informed of the reasons for the delays. Will
the minister initiate an urgent evaluation of the capacity
of this important road section and fund early
improvements rather than wait for further deterioration
in its efficiency?
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For each of the past three years he has elected to take
out the required indemnity and public liability
insurance through Parks Victoria’s group insurance
scheme.
In the 1998–99 grazing season he paid one premium of
$50, which covered all three licences. In the 1999–2000
season he paid a premium of $50 for each of his three
grazing licences, a total of $150. This year his notice
requires him to pay a premium of $75.84 for each of his
three grazing licences, totalling $227.52. Excluding a
GST component of $5.98 required for each licence on
the current premium, he is still being asked to pay a
premium of $210 this year. The premium has increased
from $150 last year to $210 this year, exclusive of the
GST.
My question to the minister is: why has Parks Victoria
had a change of policy requiring payment per licence
rather than per licensee, and more importantly, how
does Parks Victoria justify a 40 per cent increase in
premiums?

Monash: by-election
Hon. M. T. LUCKINS (Waverley) — I direct my
question to the Minister for Energy and Resources for
referral to the Minister for Local Government. During
the adjournment debate of 5 October I raised a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Local Government
regarding the resignation of then Cr Paul Klisaris from
the City of Monash. He resigned after a challenge by
the former councillor for the ward, Mr Jack Davis, over
an anomaly regarding the nomination address provided
for the council election. To avoid any further action
Mr Klisaris took it upon himself to resign from the
council.
This complaint was initially lodged with the Municipal
Electoral Tribunal in March this year, yet the matter
was not heard until yesterday. The delay has led to
considerable angst in the local community and concern
about the council and the process.

Alpine cattle grazing

I asked the minister for advice on clarifying eligibility
criteria for qualification for local council elections. I am
yet to receive any response from the minister on that
matter.

Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — The matter I raise
for the attention of the Minister for Energy and
Resources, who represents the Minister for
Environment and Conservation in another place,
concerns the indemnity and public liability insurance
paid by alpine grazing licensees. The matter has been
raised by a constituent, Mr Peter Faithfull of Omeo.
Mr Faithfull has three separate alpine grazing licences.

I ask the minister to respond to the issue I raised on
5 October, and I also ask him to review the operation of
the Local Government Act and the Municipal Electoral
Tribunal to ensure complaints are dealt with quickly. In
reviewing the act I ask the minister to amend it so that
councillors cannot avoid penalty by resigning and
renominating for council. In this instance it will cost the
City of Monash $50 000 to hold another election, which
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is a complete waste of time for both councillors and
ratepayers. I urge the minister to provide a quick
response to this concern.

Workcover: annual report
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I refer to
the Minister assisting the Minister for Workcover the
annual report of the Victorian Workcover Authority for
1999–2000, which was tabled in this house yesterday. I
noticed what appears to be a discrepancy in the report
when it is compared with the authority’s report for last
year, which was tabled in this house some 12 months
ago.
I refer in particular to page 69, which deals with the
remuneration of executive officers. The report shows in
the comparative tables for this year and last year that
last year nine executive officers received remuneration
greater than $100 000. I compared that with what was
shown in last year’s report and noticed that it shows
that 20 such officers received more than $100 000. At
first glance one might say it is simply a typographical
error. However, I examined the reports closely and
noted that the table in the report for this financial year
shows that the aggregate payment for such officers last
year came to $1.219 million, whereas last year’s annual
report gives that figure as $2.273 million. So it is not
just a typographical error — there are two alterations
compared with last year’s report.
I inquire from the minister whether last year’s report is
incorrect and has been corrected in this report without
any notification being given or attention being drawn to
the fact or whether there is another reason for this
discrepancy. It is a serious matter when reports made to
Parliament have changes from one year to the next in
figures that ought to be identical.

Monash: by-election
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — I
raise with the Minister for Energy and Resources in her
capacity as the representative of the Minister for Local
Government in the other place an issue affecting the
City of Monash. On 4 April I raised an issue concerning
the eligibility of a Mr Paul Klisaris to sit as an elected
councillor because he gave a false address on his
nomination form. I was grateful for the reply from the
minister. Yesterday the Municipal Electoral Tribunal
dismissed the case on the ground that Mr Klisaris had
resigned from council and there was therefore no case
to answer.
The sorry saga has resulted in a gross waste of
taxpayers’ money. As the Honourable Maree Luckins
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said, some $50 000 of taxpayers’ money has been
wasted, and probably another $10 000 of legal fees and
associated costs have been outlaid by the City of
Monash. This money has not been budgeted for in the
current budget. By his actions Mr Klisaris has shown
that he is not fit for public office, and if he decides to
nominate for the by-election ratepayers will be urged to
treat him with the disdain and contempt he deserves.
I urge the Minister for Local Government to assist the
City of Monash to recover from Mr Klisaris the cost of
the by-election and any associated out-of-pocket
expenses incurred by the council.

Rescode: review
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — I raise
with the Minister assisting the Minister for Planning, as
the representative in this house of the Minister for
Planning, country representation on the Rescode
review. The Minister for Planning has issued a
bulletin — I think all honourable members would have
received a copy — which has been distributed across
the electorates. In the bulletin the minister says the draft
code was released for consultation and information
sessions have been held. I know information sessions
have been held throughout country Victoria. The
minister said more than 1500 people attended the
information sessions during the exhibition period.
At the information sessions a number of concerns were
raised about how Rescode would affect country
Victoria. The minister has now said that an independent
advisory committee has been appointed to review the
403 submissions that have been received. I know a
number of people from the country who made
submissions to the Rescode review. The task for this
nine-member ‘highly regarded committee’, as the
minister calls it, is to assess the feedback and make
recommendations to the minister on what is needed to
ensure that the final Rescode adequately protects
neighbourhood character, amenity and a number of
other benefits. The Minister for Planning said the
advisory committee is scheduled to report to him in late
November at which time he will consider the
recommendations and determine what work needs to be
done including further testing to ensure the effective
implementation of the final code.
The issue I raise concerns this nine-member advisory
committee and concerns we have with planning issues
in country Victoria. I would like to know how many of
the committee members are from country Victoria. If
the answer is none, will the minister immediately
include a rural member or members?
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Bass Coast: sewerage dispute
Hon. K. M. SMITH (South Eastern) — I raise a
matter with the Minister for Sport and Recreation as the
representative in this house of the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services. On 6 September I raised for
the attention of the Minister for Local Government an
issue of extortion by the South Gippsland Conservation
Society and the involvement in that of the Bass Coast
Shire Council. The minister replied to me in a letter
dated 18 October and cleared the council of any
wrongdoing. The minister suggested that the issue of
the duress — or extortion as I call it — be raised with
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services.
Following a round table meeting last Friday with a
number of interested parties I have a statutory
declaration from the developer who states that work on
the sewerage connection was stopped by the Bass Coast
Shire Council on 18 July on advice from a conservation
group member, Sophie Cuttriss. A meeting was set for
25 July, one week after the job was stopped, between
the Bass Coast Shire Council engineers, the
conservation group, Noel Maud, the mayor and former
president of the conservation group, and the drainage
contractors, but the developer was not invited to attend.
The outcome of the meeting was not satisfactory to the
developer.
The mayor subsequently argued that a new easement be
created over the adjoining properties, a distance of
more than 500 metres involving six to eight properties.
The mayor then advised the developer to communicate
with John Cuttriss of the South Gippsland Conservation
Society as resolution of the issue with Cuttriss would be
acceptable to the Bass Coast Shire Council.
Late on the night of Friday, 28 July, the developer was
rung by John Cuttriss who said that if the developer
was prepared to pay $5000 to the conservation group he
would ensure that the contractors could resume work on
the Monday. The developer again offered to plant new
trees for any that had been removed. Cuttriss put the
proposition more firmly, ‘If you pay the $5000, your
problems will disappear — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — On a point of order,
Mr President, the normal process for quoting in this
place is that honourable members either identify the
source of a quote from a publication or attest to it
themselves. As I understand it, Mr Smith is simply
reporting a conversation between two individuals and
has no first-hand knowledge of what the other
individual he is referring to may or may not have said.
The best that can be said about it is — —
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Hon. M. A. Birrell interjected.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — It is not as high as the
standard you set in the book with your domed head!
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I suggest the
honourable member finish his point of order.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — My point of order is
that Mr Smith was presenting what the individual said
as a matter of fact, whereas I understand it is really an
interpretation by the developer of a conversation
between the developer and the conservation group, and
it should be reported in that way.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If the house had a
provision that ruled out hearsay evidence or hearsay
statements we could all go home.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — That’s a pretty
smart-arsed comment.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I suggest the
honourable member withdraw that statement.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — I withdraw.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If it is suggested that
honourable members cannot in a hearsay form relate
what other people have said, that would take out half
the debate in the house. That is unrealistic. The
honourable member began by referring to a statutory
declaration, correspondence with the minister and
meetings that have taken place. I invite the honourable
member to come to a conclusion by making his request
or complaint to the minister.
Hon. K. M. SMITH — Cuttriss put the proposition
more firmly and said, ‘If you pay the $5000 your
protesters will disappear. We are not interested in your
alternative suggestion’. The developer made a
commercial decision to pay the $5000.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — On a point of order,
Mr President, I ask that Mr Smith be asked to identify
whether he is reading from a statutory declaration or
whether he is simply conveying to the house his
understanding of a conversation. If it is a statutory
declaration, in the interests of fairness, will he table it?
The PRESIDENT — Order! Rather than table it, is
the honourable member prepared to make it available?
Hon. K. M. SMITH — I would be more than happy
to make the statutory declaration available to the
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Hon. K. M. SMITH — Yes, Mr President.

Waverley Park
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask the honourable
member to come to the nub of his question.
Hon. K. M. SMITH — The nub of the question is
that Cuttriss contacted him again by phone and
reported — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — On a point of order,
Mr President, it is clear that Mr Smith is not reading
from the statutory declaration.
Hon. Philip Davis — He is asking a question.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — He is quoting a
conversation and he is not reading from the statutory
declaration. They are his own notes. My question was:
is he reading from a statutory declaration and can he
make it clear whether it is a statutory declaration or his
own notes?
The PRESIDENT — Order! The honourable
member did not have to introduce the statutory
declaration at all. He is not required to base his
comments on a statutory declaration or some — —
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — We are entitled to
know one way or another.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I suggest the statutory
declaration is available for Mr Theophanous and he can
look at it at his leisure. However, I see no basis on
which I can rule the statement out of order.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous — He has run out of time.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Smith, within
10 seconds, to come to his request or his complaint;
otherwise I will call time.
Hon. K. M. SMITH — Thank you for your ruling,
Mr President. Because of my concerns about the
request that was made under duress and because
payment was made I ask the minister to request that the
police investigate this disgraceful issue. I ask that the
police also investigate the involvement in it of the
mayor, Mr Noel Maud, and that the police speak to me
about the issue so I can provide them with all the
necessary names to help their investigations.
The PRESIDENT — Order! You have made your
point. You have asked the minister to have the police
investigate the matter and to speak to you about this.

Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) — In
question time on 9 May the Minister for Sport and
Recreation indicated that he had asked the Urban Land
Corporation to look at potential creative solutions for
AFL park. I know that is exactly what the ULC was
undertaking — to look at creative solutions, including
subdivisional potential — because I rang the
corporation after 9 May and asked about the issue. The
corporation talked about looking at underlying zonings,
subdivisional potential and a range of other matters.
On the one hand we have been told on many occasions
that the minister asked the ULC to look at potential
creative solutions for the site, and on the other hand we
are now asked to believe that what he really obtained
was a briefing on something that occurred under the
administration of the previous government.
If that is so, how does he explain the fact that the ULC
was looking at potential creative solutions, as he said he
had requested, after the date when he received the
briefing?

Snowy River
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — I seek
the assistance of the Minister for Energy and
Resources — the Minister for the Snowy. I refer the
minister to the leaked agreement with New South
Wales on the Snowy River that was discussed today in
Parliament. Normally when a business or a government
signs an agreement everything is stitched up, the fine
print is assessed, every detail is worked out and
everything is gone over with a magnifying glass.
I am concerned that the debate today has shown that
much detail is yet to be revealed and perhaps to be
agreed on. For example, we do not know what will
happen when water is too expensive in drought years,
how savings are to be achieved or where the savings are
to come from. We do not know what the legal structure
of the two-government entity will be. I draw attention
to the fact that the so-called agreement has perhaps not
even been signed, something to which Mr Hallam drew
attention this evening.
I ask the minister why she announced that an agreement
had been reached when in reality it is only a handshake
and when Victoria might encounter enormous
difficulties and be exposed to embarrassment because
the detail has not been worked out.
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Benalla: job losses
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I raise
a matter with the Minister for Energy and Resources as
the representative of the Minister for State and Regional
Development in the other place. Honourable members
will be aware that today it was announced there would
be a loss of some 40 jobs at the spinning mills in
Benalla. That is obviously a great cause for concern in
rural and regional Victoria, as are any job losses, but in
this case particularly in the Benalla electorate. It will
have extraordinarily devastating consequences for the
families and employees involved.
Would it be possible for the minister to meet with the
company and see if there is any way he could assist the
company to avoid shedding those jobs in Benalla? If
that is not possible, could he organise a package of
retraining and re-employment assistance to enable the
families and workers to stay in the Benalla district?
I recollect that when the minister was the Leader of the
Opposition he said words to the effect that the loss of
100 jobs in regional and rural Victoria was the
equivalent of losing thousands of jobs in Melbourne. I
submit that the loss of 40 jobs in Benalla is something
that should be avoided at all costs, and I seek the
minister’s assistance on the issue.

Industrial relations: report distribution
Hon. J. W. G. ROSS (Higinbotham) — I refer the
Minister for Industrial Relations to an issue raised by
the Honourable Bill Baxter on 24 October concerning
the delivery of multiple copies of the industrial relations
task force report. I hasten to add that members on this
side of the house are grateful to have received copies of
the report. However, the waste of thousands of dollars
of public funds with the repetitive and chaotic mailings
of the report to all members of Parliament was simply
beyond the pale.
In response the minister made two statements. Firstly,
she said she was responsible for circulating the
documents, and secondly, she said the multiple
mailings were in direct response to members’ requests
for further copies. Subsequently, on the adjournment
last night in the other place, the honourable member for
Dromana asked a similar question of the Minister for
State and Regional Development. I quote from the
adjournment response of the minister in the other place
last night:
The honourable member said he had been sent 13 copies of
the report, and a number of other members have also said
they have been sent multiple copies. I do not have an
explanation for that. I can only apologise to the house for the
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waste of public funds involved in sending out those reports. I
will bring the matter to the attention of my department. I
assume it has been caused by an error in the computer
program.

Firstly, was the minister’s response to the Honourable
Bill Baxter obfuscation? Secondly, does the minister
accept that the apology of the Minister for State and
Regional Development was given in good faith and will
she tender a similar apology to members of this house?

Snowy River
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Energy and
Resources. I refer to the secret agreement that the
minister has so far declined to release to the Victorian
community and to the Parliament in relation to
arrangements for acquiring environmental flows for the
Snowy River. Given that the minister has continued to
express reluctance to release that document and given
that the Premier advised today in the other house that it
is a public document, will the minister now release the
Snowy River agreement?

Responses
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — The Honourable Andrew Olexander
raised a matter for the Minister for Finance in the other
place. I will ask her to respond to the honourable
member in the usual manner.
The Honourable Bill Baxter referred to the Workcover
annual report and discrepancies in the number of
executive officers at page 69. I will raise that issue with
the Minister for Workcover in the other place and ask
him to clarify the issues the honourable member has
raised.
The Honourable John Ross referred to copies of the
task force report circulated to members. There had been
requests for copies from some members because they
had received letters from their constituents. I arranged
for further copies to be sent to all members so they
could pass them on to their constituents. I have directed
the department to desist from sending out further
copies.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — In relation to the matter raised by the
Honourable Roger Hallam regarding Snowy River
documents, I have already indicated to the house that
the documents will be made available in due course.
In relation to the Honourable Sang Nguyen’s matter for
the Minister for Transport, I will refer the matter of
disputes about City Link fines to the minister.
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In relation to the matter raised by the Honourable Ron
Bowden for the Minister for Transport, I will refer that
matter to the minister.
I will refer the matter raised by the Honourable Peter
Hall for the Minister for Environment and Conservation
to the minister for response.
I will refer the request by the Honourable Maree
Luckins of the Minister for Local Government to the
minister for response.
In relation to the Honourable Andrew Brideson’s
request to the Minister for Local Government, I will
refer that to the minister for response in due course.
In response to the concerns raised by the
Honourable Graeme Stoney about the Snowy
agreement, I could not hear what the honourable
member was saying about that.
Hon. E. G. Stoney — I cannot hear the response,
Minister.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — I still cannot hear.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Once we get our new
public address system we will all be able to hear
everyone.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — That would be very much
appreciated, Mr President, but I still have not been able
to hear what Mr Stoney is saying.
Hon. Bill Forwood — On a point of order,
Mr President, if Mr Stoney has raised an issue and it
has not been heard, he ought to have the right to restate
the issue and the minister could then respond. It is not
good enough for the purposes of the house for the
minister just to say ‘I can’t hear’ or ‘I didn’t hear’.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — On the point of order,
Mr President, I paused to enable the honourable
member to repeat his question if he wished to do so,
since it was not because of any action on my part that I
was not able to hear what he was saying in the first
place.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! On occasion this
chamber does get noisy and we sometimes cannot hear
each other. Perhaps in future the minister might indicate
that she cannot hear.
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Just to clarify the position, we do need to do something
about the PA system, particularly if we want to move to
webcasting at some stage. There is a cost involved and
a request has I think this day been formulated, but it is
not around the corner.
In deference to the house, Mr Stoney should briefly
repeat the nub of the matter he raised and the minister
can then respond.
Hon. E. G. STONEY (Central Highlands) — The
nub of the matter is that an agreement has been made,
the finer details have not been agreed to and Victoria is
exposed to embarrassment in the future.
The PRESIDENT — Order! What was the matter
raised?
Hon. E. G. STONEY — The matter raised was:
will Victoria be embarrassed in the future by the lack of
attention to detail?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — My response to the honourable member
is no.
In response to the matter raised by the Honourable Bill
Forwood for the Minister for State and Regional
Development, I will refer that to the relevant minister
for response.
In response to the matter raised by the
Honourable Philip Davis about the Snowy River
documents, I reiterate that those documents will be
made available in due course.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — On the first matter raised by the
Honourable Jeanette Powell relating to country and
rural representation on the assessment panel for the
Rescode review, I will refer that matter to the Minister
for Planning in the other place.
In relation to the matter raised by the Honourable Ken
Smith regarding particular incidents surrounding the
Bass Coast Shire Council and developers and
conservation groups, I will refer that matter to the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services in the
other place.
In response to the matter raised by the Honourable Neil
Lucas, in my previous answers to the house I used the
term ‘potential creative solutions’. I said I had asked
representatives of the Urban Land Corporation to
examine them. That was the context in which that
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meeting took place. They informed me that they had
already undertaken that work during the time of the
previous government. I discussed that information with
the Urban Land Corporation. I repeat that the
information was work the ULC had undertaken during
the time of the previous government.
Mr President, I express concern that Mr Lucas will not
accept answers given in this house. He continues to
contact public servants about issues, which does not
reflect well on his behaviour. If the honourable member
has queries, he should do the proper thing and direct
them through the house.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I qualify that by saying
that if Mr Lucas has questions he should raise them in
the house through the proper procedures rather than
harassing public servants. That reflects poorly on the
honourable member and on the opposition.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 12.13 a.m. (Thursday).
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Thursday, 2 November 2000
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. A. Chamberlain) took the
chair at 10.02 a.m. and read the prayer.
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(d) Visual and/or sound recordings and excerpts of
visual and/or sound recordings shall not be used
for:
(i)

(ii) satire or ridicule; or

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

(iii) commercial sponsorship or commercial
advertising; or

Televising and broadcasting of proceedings
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — By leave, I move:
That the sessional orders relating to broadcasting of
proceedings, adopted by the Council on 4 November 1999, be
revoked and that the following new sessional orders be
adopted in place thereof:

(iv) television advertisements or promotion.
(e) Visual and/or sound recording of any particular
proceeding must provide equality between
government and non-government members.
(f)

That during the present session this house —
1.

Authorises —
(a) sound transmissions of the proceedings in the
Legislative Council chamber to offices within the
precincts of Parliament House;
(b) the broadcasting and rebroadcasting of sound
and/or visual transmissions by radio and television
stations of the proceedings in the Legislative
Council;
(c) the video recording of the proceedings of the
Legislative Council to persons and organisations
outside Parliament House approved by the
President, on terms and conditions determined by
the President from time to time; and

Determines that the following conditions will apply in
relation to the broadcasting and rebroadcasting of the
proceedings referred to in paragraph 1:
(a) Media organisations or individuals must be
accredited by Mr President.
(b) Sound shall be recorded only from the audio signal
of proceedings transmitted by the house monitoring
system by representatives of accredited media
organisations or individuals. No alteration to the
sound relay equipment is permitted without the
permission of Mr President. The use of separate
recording equipment is not permitted unless
authorised by Mr President.
(c) Visual and/or sound recordings and excerpts of
visual and/or sound recordings shall not commence
until the conclusion of the prayer and shall
conclude on the adjournment of the house. Visual
and/or sound recordings of the proceedings must
be used only for the purpose of fair and accurate
reports and reasonable balance between both sides
of the house is to be achieved by avoiding undue
concentration on any one member.

Visual and/or sound transmissions or broadcasts of,
or broadcasts or rebroadcasts of recordings of,
proceedings shall be such as to provide in context a
balanced presentation of differing views and may
not include the transmission or broadcast of, or
broadcast or rebroadcast of a recording of events in
the chamber unrelated to the proceedings of the
house.

(g) Visual and/or sound excerpts of recordings of
proceedings must be placed in context.
Commentators should identify members at least by
name.
(h) Visual and/or sound excerpts of recordings of
proceedings shall not misrepresent any proceeding
before the house, or the seating position or office
held by any member of the house.
(i)

When making visual and/or sound transmissions or
recordings, camera operators shall operate within
the guidelines issued by the President.

(j)

The visual and/or sound transmission of points of
order or remarks withdrawn are not to be
rebroadcast.

(d) the publication in electronic form of the
proceedings of the Legislative Council.
2.

political party advertising or election
campaigns; or

(k) Media personnel are required to obey any
instruction given either generally or in a particular
case by the President or through him by the Clerk
of the Legislative Council, the Usher of the Black
Rod or the Housekeeper.

Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra) — The
opposition supports the new sessional order on the basis
that it will allow authorised media access to
broadcasting from this chamber. It removes a rule
which has worked well but which is now out of date
that required the prior approval of all parliamentary
leaders before broadcasts could be made. The rule is
timely, and although its effectiveness should be
monitored it should work for the benefit of the house.
Motion agreed to.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
COMMITTEE
Impact of GST on small and medium-sized
businesses
Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) presented report
no. 1, together with appendices, extracts from
proceedings, minority report and minutes of evidence.

Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring) (By leave) —
The report on the effects of the GST on small and
medium-sized business has been under preparation for
a number of months. Given the subject of the report it is
understandable that there can be differences of opinion
among members of the committee. The committee has
dealt with those differences as best it can and has
recorded in the minutes, as required by the house,
where those differences have occurred through division.
One member of the committee has seen fit to lodge a
minority report.
The committee took evidence across the state. The
findings of the committee relating to the GST have
been agreed upon in a bipartisan manner. Those on
which agreement was not reached have not been
included in the final report.
I place on the record my appreciation for the work of
the members and, importantly, the staff of the
Economic Development Committee who assisted with
the preparation of the report, led by Richard Willis and
those assisting through their research — namely, Karen
Ellingford, Mark Ryan and other committee staff.
The report gives a reasonable overview of the situation
as at the end of October with the GST having been
introduced on 1 July.
The time to prepare this report was short, and the
committee has prepared and issued this interim report,
report no. 1. A further report will be presented to
Parliament in April next year.
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Barwon Region Water Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Central Gippsland Region Water Authority — Report,
1999–2000.
Central Highlands Region Water Authority — Report,
1999–2000.
Coliban Region Water Authority — Report, 1999–2000
East Gippsland Region Water Authority — Report,
1999–2000.
Glenelg Region Water Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Goulburn Valley Region Water Authority — Report,
1999–2000.
Grampians Region Water Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Legal Aid — Report, 1999–2000.
Lower Murray Region Water Authority — Report,
1999–2000.
Natural Resources and Environment Department — Report,
1999–2000 (two papers).
North East Region Water Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Optometrists Registration Board — Minister for Health’s
report of 1 November 2000 of receipt of the 1999–2000
Report.
Portland Coast Region Water Authority — Report,
1999–2000.
South Gippsland Region Water Authority — Report,
1999–2000.
South West Water Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Westernport Region Water Authority — Report, 1999–2000.
Western Region Water Authority — Report, 1999–2000.

TRAINING AND FURTHER EDUCATION
ACTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 24 October; motion of
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and Resources).

Laid on table.
Ordered that report, appendices, extracts from
proceedings and minority report be printed.
Ordered that report be considered later this day on
motion of Hon. N. B. LUCAS (Eumemmerring).

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Arts Centre Trust — Report, 1999–2000.

Hon. B. N. ATKINSON (Koonung) — Tertiary and
other post-secondary education is an area that has
become important to the community in recent years as
the workplace has changed and lifestyles have changed,
with early retirements and more leisure giving people
the time to devote to personal development and the
acquisition of new skills, skills that will support them in
re-entering careers, in advancing their careers or in
looking for new opportunities to pursue recreational
interests.
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The tertiary education sector has had to be responsive
to changing industry training needs and to a changing
dynamic between secondary education and tertiary
education. People have become involved in an ongoing,
all-of-life learning process rather than simply
completing a particular academic course and moving on
perhaps never to open a textbook or to engage in
studies again.
We have a different society and a different attitude to
learning from the past. There is a diverse range of
providers who are experienced in education training,
including community houses, the University of the
Third Age (U3A), the Council of Adult Education
(CAE), which is picked up in the bill, multicultural
education services, which are also picked up in the bill,
TAFE colleges, universities and even distance
education, which is playing an increasingly important
role for many people.
Because of the differences in the way people seek
access to learning and their different needs — in some
cases they want to pursue business careers and in other
cases they simply want to pursue personal
development — they want greater flexibility in
education services and access to those services. They
want to access services at times that suit them and in a
range of locations that suit their needs.
In this whole-of-life process people are increasingly
tapping into the skills and experience of a range of
people, not only those who have traditionally been
educators or lecturers but those who have skills to
share. The Council of Adult Education has played a key
role in that process in many ways for many people over
many years. People want to further their skills base so
that they can re-enter the work force or advance in the
work force and they certainly want to retrain because of
changes in technology or simply to play more active
roles in the community and pursue their personal
development.
In the context of the way education services are
provided, there has obviously been a need for each
education provider to look at the services it provides, its
structure, the way it develops courses and the range of
courses it offers to people.
In this legislation members of the opposition assume
the government has examined the two major
organisations that are affected and has decided there is a
need for a change in their administration and
accountability. I hope the thinking behind the
government’s approach has not concerned only
accountability and the new governance provisions but
has included, through the structural changes, making
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the organisations more responsive to the needs of the
people who use or access their courses.
The bill will amend the Adult, Community and Further
Education Act to provide for the establishment of adult
education institutions. In the first instance it will pick
up only the Council of Adult Education and Adult
Multicultural Education Services, but there is provision
for other organisations to be established. One that may
qualify in the future is the University of the Third Age,
which has seen a significant growth in both its
membership and the range of activities and courses it
provides to many people who are looking for ongoing
learning opportunities in the community. With its
increasing sophistication and growth the University of
the Third Age is an organisation that may be considered
for later legislation, but it is not proposed to be included
at this time.
The two adult education institutions to be established
are Adult Multicultural Education Services and the
Centre for Adult Education.
The bill also provides that the Governor in Council can
empower other organisations to establish education
institutions, and certainly in respect of these two, the
bill provides for the establishment of boards that will
act as bodies corporate, with the powers commonly
exercised by bodies corporate to administer the two
organisations established as adult education institutions.
I hope the bodies corporate will provide them with
input into changing educational needs, particularly
given the membership that has been proposed within
the boards’ structure. I also note that the proposed
legislation provides for the transfer of employment
responsibilities from the existing organisations and their
reporting systems to those boards.
At present the existing multicultural education service
reports directly to the minister and the department.
Therefore it is a significant change for that particular
organisation to report to a new governing board that
will have accountability for future directions of the
organisation, notwithstanding that it will ultimately still
have a reporting function back to the minister.
The Council of Adult Education has had a board for
some years and enjoys a number of provisions that go
with an independent organisation. However, the
legislation governing the CAE has been operating for
some time, and many of the provisions of that
legislation appear out of step with the practices
expected from the organisational structure of boards
and bodies corporate in today’s environment and in the
context of today’s education sector.
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The legislation provides that the boards to be
established for the two organisations will have between
9 and 15 members. The number will be fixed by
Governor in Council order in each case. Of those
members it is proposed that at least half will be
appointed by the minister; one will be a staff member
of the institution elected by staff; one will be a student
of the institution and that person will be elected by
students; one will be a director of the institution; and
the remainder will be coopted by the board on the basis
of relevant knowledge or skills.
As is the expectation of government for any similar
boards or organisations structured under legislation and
reporting back to ministers of the Crown, the boards
will be required to act within state government policy
frameworks and be subject to the directions of the
minister which may be given generally or on specific
matters.
The opposition’s position in this house is no doubt
known to the government. As my colleague in another
place, the honourable member for Hawthorn indicated,
the opposition will not oppose the bill. However, it has
some concerns about how it will operate. Nonetheless it
believes both the organisations may well have an
opportunity to function more effectively and to prosper,
and one hopes deliver a quality program of education
services to people who want to continue their education
in the community and to provide a range of services
that are sensitive to the specific needs of the people
who will access those programs.
Obviously the multicultural services organisation that
will continue to exist under the bill has always had a
particular focus on English-as-a-second language
programs and programs that enable people from
multicultural communities to gain skills that enable
them to play a more active role in the broader
community.
The CAE has had a long history of providing a range of
courses, some of which are conducted under the
auspices of the minister as formal training courses with
recognised qualifications. Other courses are almost
hobby courses. In recent times the CAE has had
particular demand — I know this is also the case with
the University of the Third Age — for technology
courses, associated with learning how to use computers.
It is terrific to see that organisations like the U3A and
the CAE are viewed as accessible service providers.
People can pick up skills and expand their opportunities
to use technology, enabling them to feel more
comfortable about that subject. The legislation will
allow both organisations not only to continue providing
the courses and educational experiences they have in
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the past, but to enrich and expand their programs to
make them more flexible education service providers.
The opposition is concerned that the directions of the
minister provided for under the legislation ought not be
directions that inhibit the conduct of those organisations
in a way that would represent a loss of some of their
independence in fairly crucial areas. It is particularly
concerned about a change in one of the provisions,
which introduces industrial relations directions as one
of the issues upon which the minister might expect to
direct action by the boards.
In fact proposed section 49A, relating to the
accountability of the governing boards, contains a
clause that is similar to section 27 of the TAFE college
council model in the Vocational Education and
Training Act. Section 27(1)(b) of that act, when
discussing accountability and ministerial direction
states:
… any economic and social objectives established from time
to time by the government of Victoria …

Although that seems to be a fairly broad,
all-encompassing statement, the opposition does not
have a problem with it; indeed in the case of the TAFE
colleges it would seem to have been a fairly satisfactory
procedure.
The opposition is concerned about the bill in the
context of ministerial directions in that proposed
section 49A(1)(b) states:
(b) any economic or social objectives or industrial relations
policies established from time to time …

Although that may seem to be a fairly minor change
when compared to contemporary legislation in the
tertiary education sector, the opposition considers it to
be a significant amendment because the boards of
organisations can be directed to pursue industrial
relations policies which might not necessarily be in the
best interests of the economic, social or educational
objectives of the organisations or the general
community.
The opposition regards that as a significant change and
seeks an assurance from the government today — as it
has sought assurance from a minister in another
place — that the introduction of industrial relations as
an area of specific direction will not be abused by the
government and not be pursued with other pieces of
legislation. It is the first time such a provision has been
included in legislation and the opposition would be
interested in determining whether the government has
plans to amend other legislation to introduce similar
provisions.

TRAINING AND FURTHER EDUCATION ACTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Thursday, 2 November 2000

COUNCIL

It is not entirely apparent where the decision to change
the legislation came from. As the honourable member
for Hawthorn has indicated in the other house, the
government made no commitment in its election
policies to introduce the boards and made no provision
in the budget in anticipation of the creation of such
boards. However, the opposition does not view the
proposed legislation as a backward step; it believes it
has potential benefits for both organisations, which is
why it does not seek to obstruct its passage in this
chamber.
In the course of reviewing the legislation the opposition
has undertaken significant consultation with the
Australian College of Education Providers, the
Victorian TAFE Association, TAFE directors and chief
executive officers, and neighbourhood and community
houses — which play a significant role in adult learning
and, like the University of the Third Age, may in the
future also become candidates for institutions. The
opposition has discussed the bill with the Council of
Adult Education — one of the directly affected
organisations — and the Adult, Community and
Further Education Board regional director, and has
sought briefings from the government to pursue some
of the issues surrounding the legislation.
The opposition believes the proposed legislation is an
appropriate way to manage organisations which must
be responsive to the community. They need some
flexibility in how they deliver their courses, but there
must also be an accountability to the community, and
that is exercised through an accountability to
government. The opposition accepts that that is
appropriate.
The opposition has some concerns about the financial
viability of both organisations as they currently stand.
At this point the adult multicultural education services
organisation is quite well placed, having won a number
of federal government contracts to deliver education
services. Ever since its establishment in 1951 the
organisation has been very successful. Its budget is
around $50 million a year, which is the equivalent of
that of a TAFE college, so it is a significant
organisation in its own right. However, although it is
probably unlikely, the opposition is concerned about
what would occur if that organisation were not
successful in continuing to receive federal government
contracts which are so important to its funding.
Recently the Council of Adult Education has had a
fairly difficult period financially. The opposition has
some concerns about its substantial investment in a city
property which has been part of the history of the
organisation and has underpinned much of its fine work
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in adult education over many years. But in the context
of today’s education sector with other providers out
there in the marketplace, whether such a large
investment in a city facility is the best way of the CAE
administering its affairs and delivering education
services will no doubt exercise the minds of members
of the new board.
The CAE has been under some financial pressure for a
number of years and the organisation has
acknowledged that its investment in the city property is
an issue which relates to its ongoing financial viability
and ability to deliver quality education services into the
future. The CAE has a budget of around $15 million a
year, it receives an annual government contribution of
$6 million to $7 million, and gains much of the rest of
its funding from charges for courses. In 1999 the CAE
delivered nearly 1.9 million student hours to Victorians
in terms of education and experience. So it has
obviously been a significant organisation. It was
established in 1947 and has had a rich history in the
area of adult education.
The opposition hopes the organisation will benefit very
much from the changes. While it has had the benefit of
having a governing board of a different structure from
that of the multicultural services organisation,
nonetheless it has been hampered by some provisions
which have made its governance a little unwieldy. The
opposition hopes the legislation will free up and enable
the CAE to be an even more dynamic organisation in
the future.
The opposition has a slight concern about — and I
understand the Honourable Cameron Boardman who
will follow me in the debate will also raise the issue —
the exclusion of members of Parliament from boards of
TAFE colleges.
Hon. B. C. Boardman — Hear, hear!
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — I understand that in
some cases some members of Parliament have not
necessarily shown the diligence or interest, particularly
in TAFE colleges, which might have been expected.
But in the past few years most honourable members
who have been appointed to the college boards have
discharged their responsibilities remarkably well and
have shown a great deal of interest in the institutions.
Hon. T. C. Theophanous interjected.
Hon. B. N. ATKINSON — Mr Boardman was very
well regarded by the TAFE college with which he was
associated. The honourable member for Wantirna in the
other place, Kim Wells, and Mr David Davis, who were
both representatives on boards of TAFE colleges that
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service the electorate of Koonung Province, were also
well regarded and active contributors to the two
organisations.
The opposition is concerned that the exclusion was
made on some premise that members of Parliament
were not able to contribute to those organisations. It
would not expect that members of Parliament would
play a role on the boards of the Adult Multicultural
Education Services and the Centre for Adult Education.
It would seem to be a contradiction to be excluded from
TAFE boards yet be able to sit on the board of a
multicultural service or CAE. However, I am not sure
that it should be mandated that members of Parliament
ought to be excluded. The fact that members of
Parliament are excluded implies that they would not
make an active contribution, take a great deal of interest
or may even politicise their positions, which would
seem to be a ridiculous notion.
The Liberal Party has one other major concern that goes
to the heart of the membership of the boards.
Honourable members will be aware, that proposed
section 49B deals with the constitution of the boards.
As I mentioned earlier, it establishes a board of between
9 and 15 persons. I have outlined that the representation
expected on those boards includes both ministerial
appointments and some people elected from the
interested parties who have direct interests in the boards
and the institutions. I am concerned that section 28(2)
of the Vocational Education and Training Act, which is
the similar provision in that act, specifies that at least
half the members of the board are required to be
persons with knowledge or experience in any industry
in which training is required in the college.
The legislation does not provide for the same
qualification or knowledge. Perhaps the minister and
the government have assumed that by appointing
representatives from teacher, lecturer or student bodies
and active providers as board members they would pick
up that knowledge or experience. The opposition is not
sure that the provision in this legislation, as distinct
from the provision in the Vocational Education and
Training Act, loses something for not being specific. In
other words, there is no requirement that the minister
have due regard for appointing knowledgeable people
to the organisation.
The more important point is that there is no term of
office stipulated for the appointments. In the old CAE
provisions the board members were appointed for three
years and the membership of TAFE college boards
were established with 12 members, each of which had
three-year terms.
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As the honourable member for Hawthorn in the other
place said during debate in that chamber, the
government is silent on that issue. The opposition is
concerned about that because it is important that the
government ensures that both a body of knowledge and
experience is represented on the boards and that its
members have set terms of office so there is the
opportunity to review the skill set of the board and
introduce new people. Although that may be the
assumed position of the government, the legislation is
poorer for not establishing a set position on the terms of
office.
I have indicated the main concerns the opposition has
with the bill. It notes the legislation provides for the
continuation of employment responsibilities and the
transfer of employment responsibilities and liabilities.
That is appropriate when establishing boards as body
corporates, as they will be under the legislation.
The opposition has no real concerns about the transfer
of those responsibilities, but it notes staff are moved to
those new organisations and in the same context we
note the minister has assumed that industrial relations
directions will now be made to those organisations
under the legislation. That may cause difficulties. If the
organisations are to manage their staff and employ
competent employees with the skills and abilities to
deliver a range of quality education services they ought
to have the opportunity to establish the industrial
relations framework and the management framework to
manage the work force and be free of direction from the
minister.
As I said, the opposition will not oppose the bill but it
hopes the government will take into account some of
the concerns expressed both here and in another place.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS (Jika Jika) — I
support the bill. The government congratulates the
opposition on not opposing the legislation and allowing
it to pass. I note that Mr Atkinson said the organisations
will have, as a result of the legislation, the opportunity
to function more effectively. I welcome those
statements. This simple bill has as its key objectives the
amendment of the Adult, Community and Further
Education Act to provide for the establishment of adult
education institutions and their governing boards. It
establishes the Adult Multicultural Education Services
and the Centre for Adult Education. The bill also will
transfer existing staff employed in the Department of
Education, Employment and Training to the new bodies
with the maintenance of all their entitlements. The
employees currently reside with AMES, which is
already known by that name.
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The government believes it is important for the key
educational institutions that play a pivotal role in adult
education in Victoria, such as the ones I mentioned, to
operate within a framework that makes them efficient,
enhances their coordination and assists the further
education sector.
During the debate the opposition expressed concern
about proposed section 49A. That provision outlines the
parameters a government board must consider in
performing its functions and exercising its powers.
Those parameters include a performance agreement
with the government. Mr Atkinson raised some issue
with proposed subsection (1)(b), which requires the
bodies to be subject to:
any economic or social objectives or industrial relations
policies established from time to time by the Government of
Victoria …

Although I can understand the issue raised by
Mr Atkinson, he would be aware that these boards
would be required to operate within the framework of
government industrial relations policy even if it were
not stated in the legislation. Under the existing
legislation directives can be made by the minister about
the industrial relations policies or practices of these
bodies. To say that this is a substantially new direction
would be playing it up more than necessary.
The organisations will, as they have always had to,
operate within the public sector industrial relations
framework. Public servants operate these organisations
and the organisations will be subject to the public sector
industrial relations framework similar to all other public
sector bodies. The inclusion of the proposed subsection
simply makes it clear that this is the expectation of
government.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Will it go into other acts?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The house is
dealing with a particular act which is about the
establishment of new bodies to govern these two
organisations. The government has taken the view that
it is important for direction to be given in a clear way in
the legislation and that is why the provision has been
included. However, it is nothing new from the point of
view of the practical functioning of those organisations.
Hon. B. C. Boardman — If it is nothing new, why
do you need a legislative inclusion?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — It is a matter of
providing clear objectives and parameters for the
functioning of bodies and the exercising of their power.
A minister should not have to keep making these things
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clear in every circumstance when establishing boards. It
is something the boards should take into consideration
in their normal functioning. They are public sector
organisations, they have public servants working for
them, and they should operate within the public sector
industrial relations framework. I believe they
understand that and if they do not it is made clear in the
legislation.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Isn’t that covered by
industrial relations legislation? Why is it needed in the
act?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The public sector
industrial relations framework is more than simply a
piece of legislation; it is a set of practices and policies
which emanate from arrangements made with the union
from time to time. This is simply saying that these
boards are subject to those requirements like every
other part of the public service.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — But policies are very
different to an established industrial relations regime.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I do not know
whether the opposition is suggesting that these boards
should not be subject to the public sector industrial
relations framework.
Hon. B. N. Atkinson — Not at all, but you just
said — —
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I am glad
Mr Atkinson said ‘Not at all’ because I agree with him.
They should not be and that is why the legislation
clarifies that point. I do not believe in practical terms
this will make any difference to the functioning of these
organisations. In their new form they will continue to
do what they have always done — that is, take account
of the public sector industrial relations framework
established by the government. They have always done
that and I expect them to continue to do so.
Hon. B. C. Boardman — They have to under the
IR laws.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — If members
opposite are saying these bodies have to do that
anyway, they should not have any problem with this
legislation.
Hon. B. C. Boardman — But that makes this
subsection a nonsense.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — If I was generous
and gave the opposition the benefit of the doubt and
said the provision was redundant in some way, the
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opposition’s argument would be that we do not need it
in the legislation. I understand that the opposition is
saying that we do not need it one way or the other. That
is a matter of judgment. All this does is clarify an
existing set of practices which we all agree the
organisations should be following. I do not see a need
to get hot under the collar about that.
Another issue raised was in respect of the right of
members of Parliament to sit on TAFE boards.
Hon. B. C. Boardman — Be kind!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I have served my
time sitting on university boards.
Hon. Bill Forwood — Careful!
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Yes, I have to be
careful, Mr Forwood. When as a young member of
Parliament I enthusiastically told people that I was on
the board of La Trobe University, one member of
Parliament asked me if it was a punishment.
Hon. Bill Forwood — In the case of La Trobe,
probably yes.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I did not see it as
a punishment, but the meetings were not the most
exciting thing one could do. Obviously some members
of Parliament want to attend those meetings, for some
reason which escapes me. These are independent
boards and bodies and we do not normally allow
members of Parliament to sit on independent boards of
other types. Nobody would argue that a member of
Parliament should be on some of the boards which have
operated from time to time in Victoria.
Hon. Bill Forwood — You have just appointed
three members of Parliament to hand over $1 million.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — The question of
whether members of Parliament should be on boards of
organisations is important. Generally speaking, my
answer is that they should not be on boards of
organisations that deal with the sorts of activities dealt
with by the organisations we are talking about.
Hon. Bill Forwood — I am on the board of the
University of Melbourne. I have been there since 1993.
Should I not be there?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I understand
yours is a special case, Mr Forwood. How special you
are and how much contribution you make to Melbourne
University would be up to the university to tell us. It
has not told me, but I am sure your contribution is
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important, as I am sure the contributions of other
honourable members were when they were on those
boards.
However, this is about perception, and the
government’s view is that organisations not only need
to be completely impartial and have independent boards
but must also be seen to be impartial. That is a
reflection of the government’s insistence on absolute
propriety and the perception of absolute propriety on
boards such as those.
Hon. B. C. Boardman interjected.
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — I certainly do not
think the operation of the boards and organisations
would be affected negatively as a result of not having
members of Parliament on them. I think they will
continue to operate effectively. I did not want to go any
further than that. One might even argue that they could
operate even more effectively; I do not know. However,
I certainly do not think that their operations would be
affected negatively.
I will make some points about the various
organisations. The Council of Adult Education, which
is to be renamed the Centre for Adult Education, so it
will still be known as the CAE, has provided learning
opportunities to Victorians for more than 50 years. I see
the centre and its provision of opportunities as an
important part of our education system. In a very real
sense we now take the view — this would be so on
both sides of the house — that education is a lifelong
endeavour. It is not something that ends once a person
has left school or even university but something that
continues, and the upgrading of knowledge is a vital
part of that.
The CAE is a very busy place and is located in the heart
of the city. It caters for a diverse mix of students, whose
ages range from 15 through to 70 or 80 years. In peak
times more than 5000 students a week attend the centre.
It is open for up to 14 hours a day, seven days a week.
It is a place where adults have an opportunity to
upgrade their skills and knowledge, and it should be
supported.
Honourable members should be aware that about
1.4 million Victorians between the ages of 18 and
64 have completed 13 years of schooling. Thousands of
those now want to catch up and better the skills they
have already acquired, so the CAE is a very important
part of that process.
I will also comment on Adult Multicultural Education
Services, better known in the community as AMES but
pronounced ‘aims’, which is an appropriate
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pronunciation for an organisation that has a number of
aims in providing services for our diverse ethnic
communities. The organisation’s vision is to set
world-class standards of excellence in the design and
delivery of education, training and employment
services for adults from culturally and linguistically
diverse backgrounds.

I should say, however, that my son is studying Greek at
VCE level and sits his exam in a week or so. It is
indicative of the development of language teaching in
this state that I can say that his Greek is more developed
than mine, although I was born overseas.

AMES provides an impressive range of services in
response to the English language needs of newly
arrived migrants and migrants who have been here for
some time. The courses in AMES centres are delivered
flexibly to meet a range of language and vocational
needs. Today AMES is the largest provider in Australia
of specialist English language services to newly arrived
migrants and refugees. It has gone into workplaces and
provides workplace-based training and culturally
diverse training in a number of enterprises, and it
maximises the advantages of culturally diverse work
forces both to the state generally and to the state’s
economic development.

Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — Perhaps. I am not
saying that is so for everybody, but it is in his case —
although I have a bit of a problem with my other two
children!

English-as-a-second-language programs are now not
seen as part of an assimilation-type framework or
policy. That important development has taken place
since the mid-1970s, when the previous policy of
integration — which was preceded by the policy of
assimilation — was changed federally and that change
was adopted by a number of states. We now teach
English as a second language not in order to assimilate
people but in order to provide them with the tools and
skills they need to function effectively in our
community. In teaching English as a second language
we recognise the value of diversity in the community.
We do not say to people, ‘Look, the only language that
is valuable is English’, as was the case in what I would
term the bad old days.
I can remember that when my parents first arrived in
Australia they used to go to English language classes.
In fact, they went to English language classes while I
went to Greek language classes. At one time there was
only one place in Victoria — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — How’s your Greek now?
Hon. T. C. THEOPHANOUS — It could be a lot
better! But it is indicative of the development of the
education system that at the time I arrived in Australia
and studied Greek there was only one after-hours Greek
school in Melbourne. My father used to take me there
on the tram from Albert Park. When I went to learn a
little bit of Greek he coincidentally went with my
mother to try to learn a little bit of English, so there
were attempts even back then to have that happen.

Hon. Bill Forwood — It skipped your generation!

Nevertheless, the services have been available for a
very long time. In the past when people taught English
as a second language they did so within a framework
based on the notion that all migrants needed to
assimilate and become Australian. Thankfully we have
moved on quite a lot since then. Honourable members
will agree that all Australians are the better for it. One
need only walk down Bourke Street and see people
from diverse cultures and places offering a variety of
cuisines to realise some of the benefits — and that is
without mentioning the substantial economic benefits
for the state.
I support the aims of AMES, so to speak. It is an
important organisation for refugees who come to this
country and have to learn English to be able to function
effectively. As I said, now it does so in the context of
valuing their culture, their language and their
contribution to a multicultural society.
I have no hesitation in supporting the bill and the
ongoing work of the two organisations for which it
makes provision.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I welcome the
opportunity to make a few comments on the Training
and Further Education Acts (Amendment) Bill. The
main function of the bill is to amend the Adult,
Community and Further Education Act to provide for
the establishment of adult education institutions and
their governing boards. It sets up a framework for the
establishment of adult education institutions, but in
particular it creates two such institutions — that is, the
Centre for Adult Education, or CAE, and Adult
Multicultural Education Services or AMES. As the bill
is framework legislation it is possible that in the future
more adult education institutions will be established.
As I said, the bill amends the Adult, Community and
Further Education Act. In the course of the debate the
significance of that act should not be passed over. It
was passed in 1991 and amendments were made to it
through the introduction by the previous government of
supporting legislation. The then Minister for Tertiary
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Education and Training was the Honourable Haddon
Storey, and I had the pleasure of working as chairman
of his bills committee when that supporting legislation
was formulated. The 1991 act represented a major step
forward in the history of adult education in Victoria
because it recognised for the first time the importance
of adult education in the total network of education
providers across the state.
Legislation governing preschool, primary, secondary
and tertiary education had been passed and, although
there had been adult education providers, in 1991 their
true position was established by giving them legislation
in their own right. That has been a giant step forward
for adult education in Victoria.
It is interesting to note that this week the report of the
Adult, Community and Further Education Board was
tabled in Parliament. I have had a glance through it.
Some of the points worth recording about adult
education are that in the past 12 months more than
12 million student contact hours were delivered in adult
community education — generally called ACE —
organisations, including the Council of Adult Education
and Adult Multicultural Education Services. There
were nearly 500 000 enrolments in adult education
courses. They are significant figures.
Before turning to address some of the features of the
bill I point out that the bill predominantly addresses just
two institutions in the total spectrum of adult education.
The Council of Adult Education and Adult
Multicultural Education Services are only two such
providers. We have an excellent network of adult
education providers throughout Victoria. They play an
important role, particularly in country areas, where they
enable many people to further their skills and
knowledge. Both the institutions honourable members
are considering today are mainly city based, but we
must also recognise the excellent work being performed
by a number of ACE centres and neighbourhood
houses. Victoria has in excess of 500 adult education
providers, and the importance of all of them should be
recognised in the total context of adult education.
I refer quickly to a couple of aspects of the bill. On
reading the bill for the first time one is struck by the
similarities between it and the Vocational Education
and Training Act. In many respects the proposed
arrangements for the adult education institutions mirror
those governing the technical and further education
institutes established under the Vocational Education
and Training Act.
There are a few minor differences, some of which have
already been highlighted in the debate, particularly the
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amendments to section 49 relating to board
membership. Proposed new section 49B provides that
the governing board of each institution will consist of
between 9 and 15 persons, and the categories of the
members of those boards are listed at page 16 of the
bill.
I cannot let the opportunity pass without commenting
that a member of Parliament must not be appointed or
elected to be a member of a governing body. I
expressed my outrage at that notion when the chamber
debated such amendments to the Vocational Education
and Training Act. That act renders all members of
Parliament, including those serving on TAFE boards,
ineligible to serve on those boards. I simply repeat the
point that I see no valid or logical reason why any
member of the community should be excluded from
participation on an educational board of any sort.
Hon. B. C. Boardman interjected.
Hon. P. R. HALL — Indeed, as the Honourable
Cameron Boardman says, we are being discriminated
against by occupation, and that certainly should not
happen.
I refer to the amendment in proposed section 49F(2)(b),
which provides that if a minister wants to dismiss a
board of an adult education institute or individual
members of that board the minister will be required to
table in each house of Parliament within seven sitting
days a copy of that notice. The provision includes a few
other details as well. I do not think that is such a bad
thing; it is a good initiative. Certainly if a minister is
taking action of that nature it should be available for
members of Parliament to make comments. Therefore I
welcome that provision.
By establishing both organisations as institutes in
themselves and having them comply with the Financial
Management Act greater financial accountability will
be imposed on them. That is a good thing. The level of
accountability required of TAFE institutes has meant
that taxpayers’ dollars — the public money funding
those institutes — have been spent wisely. The
accountability to be imposed on those adult education
institutions will prove to be a good initiative. The
National Party welcomes the measures that will ensure
a greater degree of accountability in respect of the
public funding that goes to both organisations.
I shall now make some comments about both
organisations. The Centre for Adult Education, which is
the new name — I suppose honourable members
should still refer to it as the Council of Adult Education
until the bill receives royal assent — is a well-known
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organisation based predominantly in Flinders Street.
Over the years I have had the pleasure of visiting that
organisation on several occasions. I note that its web
site describes the Council of Adult Education as:
… the largest provider of adult and community education
programs and services in Australia with more than
63 000 enrolments each year in over 5000 courses.

An enormous amount of activity is being undertaken by
the Council of Adult Education. I know those
5000 courses are extremely diverse.
The Council of Adult Education was established in
1947, so it has been serving the community for well
over 50 years and providing an excellent service
predominantly for the people of Melbourne. Some
years ago CAE courses were being delivered in
regional centres of Victoria through various providers,
but that is not so much the case now with the existing
excellent adult and community education providers. I
am not familiar with too many CAE courses being
delivered through local providers any longer, but in the
past they certainly did.
I also noted in some of the Council of Adult Education
literature that about 75 per cent of the participants are
females. That shows that CAEs perform an important
role by providing opportunities for women, who are
often involved in child care at home, to attend part-time
or out-of-hours courses to further their education. It is
true of adult education in general that the participation
rate for women is much higher than for men.
I confess to not knowing a lot about the Adult
Multicultural Education Services, which is part of the
public sector. I might say that it is difficult to consult on
the bill with people in the public sector. A few barriers
have been drawn up. One of the ministers said in the
house last night that members should not talk to public
servants, and that they should ask questions in
Parliament. Indeed, it has been difficult to consult
directly with people in Adult Multicultural Education
Services because they are part of the public sector, in
the Department of Employment, Education and
Training.
Once again I had to resort to the Internet to find out a
little more about Adult Multicultural Education
Services. The web site said it was established in 1951
and has been:
… at the forefront of English language and literacy training in
Australia for people from language backgrounds other than
English. A service agency of the department of education in
Victoria, AMES is the largest English language institute in
Australia.
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The web site outlines the different functions that AMES
has provided over the years. I notice in the brochure
circulated to all members of Parliament recently that
AMES is also now providing an important employment
service — that is, for people who come from
non-English-speaking backgrounds, assisting them to
seek employment. I also noted in my reading about
AMES that it is involved in that sort of service in New
South Wales and Victoria. Its reputation is very good.
Although the bill is rather simple, it is important
because it is a further positive step towards giving adult
education the esteem it deserves in the community. The
Adult, Community and Further Education Act of 1991
was a vital, historic step. The possibility of now
creating further adult education institutions is a further
step in the right direction.
Other adult education institutions may be developed in
the future. With those few comments, the National
Party supports the bill.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — I
support the Training and Further Education Acts
(Amendment) Bill. The Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment in the other
house has set about restructuring parts of her portfolio
as it relates to further education and training. I
congratulate her on that reorganisation. The bill is
important for many people who use further education
services. The purpose of the bill, as stated in the
explanatory memorandum, is:
… to amend the Adult, Community and Further Education
Act 1991 to provide for the establishment of adult education
institutions and their governing bodies. The bill establishes
Adult Multicultural Education Services (AMES) and the
Centre for Adult Education as the first two adult education
institutions.
It transfers the staff employed in the Department of
Education, Employment and Training in the administration or
provision of adult multicultural education services to AMES.
AMES is to be governed by a body corporate to be known as
the Board of Adult Multicultural Education Services.

I come from a non-English-speaking background and
am familiar with AMES.
Hon. C. A. Furletti — It is very good.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN — Yes, Mr Furletti, it has
done a lot of good work to assist many migrants since
1951. A role of the government and the Department of
Education, Employment and Training is to assist
migrants to learn English and about Australia’s culture.
It is important that they learn how to tap into the life of
Australia. The bill gives me a great opportunity to thank

TRAINING AND FURTHER EDUCATION ACTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
976

COUNCIL

AMES for its work over many years; I have never had
the chance to thank that organisation.
Hon. P. R. Hall — Send them a copy of your
speech, Sang.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN — I think I will.
Hon. B. C. Boardman — And the press release.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN — Yes, that also. I
understand the role of AMES is to educate new migrant
groups but also to assist others. I have been invited to
AMES meetings and have spoken to principals or
directors of the centres. AMES organises multicultural
days and Refugee Week. It does a lot of good work
with ethnic groups. Because of changing customs,
many community groups are now able to access AMES
courses, as has happened with other colleges.
AMES is now attempting to attract overseas students
and is marketing its facilities and services overseas. It
depends not only on government funding but on raising
money by attracting overseas students. AMES has
introduced competitive study fees particularly for
Asians. AMES is a respectable organisation and has
many students. It will attract more overseas students
because of the new facilities it intends to build.
For many years AMES has helped students not only
with their English studies but with how to settle into a
new country. Many things can be learnt from teachers,
who are generally good communicators. They help
students to be heard in their communities and
encourage them to speak English. They try to sort out
the many cultural difficulties faced by new migrants
when they are learning how to speak English.
AMES has offices throughout Victoria. In my
electorate an office is located in Footscray. I have seen
many people study there, including my auntie, brothers,
sisters and cousins. They attended Footscray AMES
when they arrived in Australia and found its services
most useful.
The policy of the commonwealth government is to
allow newly arrived migrants to undertake about
500 hours of study. They can attend AMES and later
move on to further study at tertiary and further
education (TAFE) or agriculture colleges.
Much work has been done in assisting the migrant
community. It is also next to the migrant centre in
Footscray, which shows how multicultural it is.
The Council of Adult Education has its building in
Flinders Street. When I was a tertiary student, together
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with other Vietnamese student groups, we organised
courses for the newly arrived Vietnamese who had
difficulty in coping with studies. We volunteered to
assist the years 11 and 12 students. In the beginning we
could not find a venue so we went to the CAE and
asked for the use of a room. The staff were helpful and
gave us a hall and did not charge a fee. We taught new
students, but over time the numbers increased from
about 20 to more than 200 and we had to book three or
four rooms. After two years many volunteers had
started families and could not continue. The new
committee organised places in Richmond and
Footscray to make it more accessible for those people
to attend.
I know the CAE well because I have had much to do
with the way it assists people. Many people wish to
take up study but do not want to do it in a formal sense,
such as through TAFE or university courses. The CAE
is an alternative for people who want to build their
skills in writing, literature, mathematics and so on. The
CAE has taught people life skills, such as sewing,
knitting, painting, and cooking. The CAE was a
friendly place. It also organised courses in foreign
languages. I recall one Australian who said that he had
studied Vietnamese at the CAE. One does not have to
go to a university to study Vietnamese or other
languages.
The institution has induction courses for people who
are thinking about taking on further study and, if they
wish, they can undertake formal courses. I know many
who have not finished their high school studies but
have gone on to further studies. The CAE is one
institution that can help them do that.
It is pleasing to see students participating on education
boards because they can speak on behalf of their
classmates, learn how to make decisions, work with
adults as well as take on responsibility. They also have
a chance to be on government bodies and be part of the
decision making of this country. They will be better
equipped as adults from gaining that experience. They
also learn how to manage schools, deal with students,
manage school funds, ensure that students have access
to the library and so on. They also take part in meeting
the changing requirements of students.
The bill transfers the staff employed in the Department
of Education, Employment and Training to AMES. It
ensures that they do not miss out on their current
entitlements when their employment is changed, which
is important to staff because it concerns their wages and
conditions.
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It is certainly sensible to transfer staff rather than
employing a whole new work force, and it makes sense
for the staff to be part of the change. It would not be
possible to do what is planned without the support of
the staff, and they will perform more effectively in
teaching students if they are satisfied with the
arrangements. Staff members are unfairly put under
stress if they feel they are not part of the team and are
told only what they have to be told rather than being
part of the process. I do not think they would be happy
to walk into their place of employment if they were not
part of that process.

After a number of months they will be able to
effectively represent other students on the board. It will
give them a great opportunity to be leaders.

Teachers always play an important role in any
educational institution. I have been to many educational
institutions, and I am sure that having contented staff is
the best way to improve the standard of any institution.
The AMES staff members are currently funded by a
commonwealth department so they are public servants.
They will no longer be employees of the Crown, but
their other terms and conditions will remain unchanged.
CAE staff members are not part of a formal institution.
The two groups have to work in together.

I congratulate the minister and her staff members, who
have done a lot of hard work to ensure that everyone
involved has been consulted. I commend the bill to the
house.

On the issue of capital ownership, the property of the
CAE will be transferred to the new board. However, if
the CAE receives future capital grants for the purchase
of land that property will be under the charge of the
minister.
The minister has worked closely with various
organisations relating to this matter, including the
Adult, Community and Further Education Board,
AMES management and staff, the board of the CAE
and the unions. All those groups had been part of the
review team. The department was keen to seek their
opinions and ensure they understood what was
intended.
The bill will, after many years, through better courses
give more opportunities to the students who attend
classes. I am sure the students on the board will consult
with their classmates more frequently to find out how
the teachers perform and how the day-to-day business
of the institutions is being run.
I would like to see the department run training courses
to teach student representatives how to effectively
represent their classmates on the new boards. A lot of
them do not have the experience the staff have, but with
a training course they could be helped to perform better
because they would know how the board works,
understand the issues and work as part of a team. We
should assist them to be effective on the board and
make the system work. As they will themselves be
students at the institutions I am sure they will learn fast.

The bill is one step forward. It is a chance to recognise
the work of the two institutions — the Council of Adult
Education and Adult Multicultural Education
Services — in serving our Victorian community over
many years. It also recognises the important role of the
staff of the two institutions. When the bill becomes law
the department and staff will have a great role in
working under this system.

Hon. B. C. BOARDMAN (Chelsea) — I welcome
the opportunity to speak on the Training and Further
Education Acts (Amendment) Bill. Most of the
principles contained in the legislation are relatively
sound and are administrative in their execution. Any
bill introduced into the chamber that is designed to
improve the quality and accessibility of educational
services in Victoria should be welcomed and supported.
I am disappointed that the bill reflects the different
philosophical and ideological platforms for educational
management policy in Victoria of the major political
parties. The government of the day is highly
interventionist and quite authoritarian and dictatorial in
the way it deals with education policies. That is in
complete contrast to the previous government, which
believed in a policy that was demonstrably successful
in its application and execution of self-governance
whereby educational facilities, through their boards,
management and the participation and involvement of
communities, were able to design a product that was
not only responsive to the needs of individuals and the
community, but also attractive and competitive in the
marketplace.
Even Mr Nguyen in his contribution in support of the
bill touched on the notion of competitiveness in
educational facilities when he referred to the number of
overseas students who are currently studying in
Victoria. It is a well-known fact that educational
institutions of all standards and grades, whether they be
secondary schools, TAFE colleges, universities or adult
education facilities such as this bill proposes, recognise
the economic benefits of being in a competitive
environment and of attracting students from diverse
backgrounds. It enables the institutions to increase the
revenue available to further expand facilities and
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programs and to make benchmarks in service delivery
so that the product provided is of a high class.
As one who is currently participating in a master’s
degree course being offered by a private institution I am
a great supporter of educational facilities being
self-managed and being able to design their programs
with autonomy and without government interference so
that the product they are offering and subsequently
delivering to their clients is of a first-class nature.
I particularly refer to proposed section 49A of the bill,
which makes a directive, if you like, about the
accountabilities of governing boards. Section 49A(1)(b)
refers to the governing board performing its functions
and exercising its powers subject to:
(b) any economic or social objectives or industrial relations
policies established from time to time by the
government of Victoria …

It seems slightly over the top.
In his contribution Mr Theophanous gave what I would
consider a lukewarm explanation of the proposed
section. He rightly acknowledged that the opposition
has an element of concern over the proposed section,
but he went to minimal lengths — his explanation was
not by any stretch of the imagination in detail — to
differentiate between legislative provisions for the
administration of the act versus policy directions. As all
honourable members know, a policy is quite different
from a legislative provision.
Mr Theophanous talked about industrial relations
policy. It seems bizarre to include that in the bill
because any statutory or private body in Victoria is
subject to the relative and responsive industrial relations
legislation to which it must adhere. To say that the
boards proposed to be established under the bill now
have to take notice of industrial relations policy seems
contradictory, because in a legislative sense that
compulsion already exists.
In a policy sense, although the government may have a
policy within the Fair Trading Act, a policy is by no
means a legislative imperative to institutions. By a clear
interpretation of the section the situation could exist
where adult education councils may have to have
regard to the government’s current industrial relations
policy. Many commentators from industry associations,
private enterprise and employer groups have noted
what devastating consequences the bill would have, and
I am sure the facilities would be affected.
The economic and social objectives of the government
concern me. I have already referred to Mr Nguyen and
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his comments on the benefits of competition in
educational facilities. If a government policy of the day
goes against the trends of competition and the
government believes there should be a level playing
field in service delivery for educational facilities, it may
have an adverse affect on the viability of those
individual institutions. I suggest an element of caution
should be applied when interpreting proposed
section 49A(1)(a). The explanation of the Parliamentary
Secretary for Education, Employment and Training was
lukewarm. His comments lacked substance and did not
appease the concern of opposition members about how
the provision would be administered.
Proposed section 49B refers to the board membership
and understandably clarifies who and who cannot be a
member of the board. The troublesome inclusion that
has been seen once before in legislation introduced in
this chamber provides that a member of Parliament
may not be elected or appointed to one of the new
proposed boards. Earlier this year I joined my colleague
Mr Peter Hall in making a contribution to the debate on
the Vocational Education and Training (Council
Membership) Bill about the exclusion of members of
Parliament from serving on TAFE boards.
At the time I was a member of the Chisholm Institute of
TAFE council and had been in that position for a
relatively short time; I had completed only eight
months of my three-year appointment. I was just getting
to the stage where my contribution was becoming, as
the chairman of the council, valuable. The very first
piece of legislation the Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment introduced into
Parliament was a bill to sack me and other members of
Parliament who served on TAFE councils, without any
real explanation or justification for doing so other than
she had an executive power, as the minister has an
executive power under this bill. Proposed
section 49C(3) states:
The Minister may remove a member appointed by the
Minister under section 49B(1)(a) from office at any time.

As a ministerial appointee to the Chisholm institute I
could have been removed at any time by the minister
under the legislative provisions available to her at the
time. But instead the bizarre and irresponsible process
was gone through of introducing legislation to achieve
what was clearly a political outcome.
I expressed my outrage to the house, and after receiving
a letter from the Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment thanking me for
my contribution to the Chisholm institute I decided to
reply to the minister. In my response I pointed out that
the reserve and executive power was fully available to
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the minister and asked her to justify her actions and
give me a detailed description of why the legislation
was necessary and why my role was to be taken away
under those circumstances. The response I received
from the minister was identical to the first
communication. The letter thanked me for my
contribution and said that I should not interpret it as a
personal or political slur.
It seems that the government has become fixated with
the notion of members of Parliament serving on the
boards of either educational agencies or statutory
bodies. Mr Theophanous said the boards of those
institutions would not be affected by having members
of Parliament excluded from them. The institutions
have close links to their communities and are involved
in developing services and policies that benefit their
communities. Members of Parliament are at the
forefront of community involvement and are best
qualified to represent those facilities in a board role.
The provision specifically discriminates against
individuals because of their occupation. The paradox is
that there is no similar exclusion of members of
Parliament serving the institutions in an advisory
capacity. The Chisholm Institute of TAFE has an
advisory board that is at present considering the future
of the Bonbeach campus of the institute. The
honourable member for Chelsea in the other place
serves as a member of that advisory board, which has
been given the task of evaluating the future of the
Bonbeach campus of the institute, which is presently
situated in the honourable member’s electorate. The
honourable member is excluded from sitting on the
board of the Chisholm Institute, but as the local
member, she may or may not achieve a political
outcome in her capacity as a member of the advisory
body. That is contradictory and defies logic. It goes
against the premise of the legislation excluding
members of Parliament from serving on the boards of
management of educational institutions.
I note there is no restriction on former members of
Parliament serving on boards of educational
institutions. There is also no restriction on the minister
appointing people who are either members of a political
party or have close links to the government. The
Parliamentary Secretary for Education, Employment
and Training, Mr Theophanous, will undoubtedly play
a role in the appointment of members to the boards of
the institutions. No doubt he will seek to appoint people
who have close political links to his faction. I hope that
will not be the case and that the minister will appoint
people who have the appropriate qualifications and
skills, but history tells us that does not always happen.
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Proposed section 49F(2)(b) is a unique provision,
which states that the minister must:
cause to be tabled in each house of Parliament within 7 sitting
days of the house after the notice is given to the governing
board —
(i)

a copy of the notice; and

(ii) a report of the circumstances leading to the action; and
(iii) a copy of any written submission made by the governing
board.

I welcome that provision. I anticipate that after
Mr Theophanous in his capacity as the parliamentary
secretary has appointed to the board of one of the
institutions someone who is connected to his faction
and who then jumps ship and joins another faction or
seeks — —
Hon. M. A. Birrell — There are no factions left.
Hon. B. C. BOARDMAN — That is true. I am
looking forward to the minister’s explanation when
tabling his report to Parliament after having removed
Mr Theophanous’s factional appointment from the
board of one of these institutions.
It is a welcome but unique provision, and it will provide
an opportunity for the opposition to scrutinise some of
the appointments. Unlike the situation with
appointments to TAFE councils, the bill has no
provision setting the tenure of board members. The
opposition knows how rapidly Mr Theophanous
changes his factions, so we could see a number of
appointments to the boards of management of the
institutions as the honourable member falls out with his
factional colleagues and his appointments have to be
dismissed and new members appointed.
The Liberal Party is also concerned that there is no
budget allocation for administration. Proposed section
49B states that the board shall comprise no fewer than
9 and no more than 15 members. I suspect the members
of the board will be appointed in a voluntary capacity
because the board has the right to appoint staff, but no
identifiable budget provision has been made as yet. I
welcome the explanation from the minister on that
provision.
The opposition welcomes the fact that the government
is creating an additional education service that will
provide benefits for the community, particularly for the
disadvantaged and people who may not have access to
educational services. Opposition members have raised
valid concerns about some provisions in the bill that
require a response from the minister, although I do not
think that will occur.
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In conclusion I reiterate my opening remark: the
provision of education in Victoria is first class and has
the potential to improve even further. The services
should not be hamstrung by authoritarian or dictatorial
ministerial control and should have a degree of
independence. The philosophical differences on
education between the main political parties are
obvious. This is another example that confirms some of
those differences.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — In
contributing to the debate on the Training and Further
Education Acts (Amendment) Bill I record that the
opposition does not oppose the bill. I shall make some
general comments about the adult education sector
before moving to the specifics of the bill. Honourable
members will be familiar with the sector and the
variations and varieties in it. It includes neighbourhood
houses and community centres as well as larger
providers, some of which are the subject of the bill.
I note the comments made by the Honourable Bruce
Atkinson about the importance of the sector in
providing a focus for lifelong learning, a focus that
assists a number of groups of people. The Honourable
Peter Hall mentioned the high participation rate of
women and how this sector provides opportunities or
pathways for women at home or returning to the work
force who want to reskill. The sector has a significant
role in providing those opportunities and pathways,
which are important in ensuring people are able to
make a wider contribution to society.
It is important to place on the record that in 1991 the
Adult, Community and Further Education Act
established regional councils that comprised some
ministerial appointments, members of the community
and other interested representatives to ensure a proper
regional focus and a local and community focus. They
were to represent the local community and enable
appropriate decisions to be made about the distribution
of funding to community and neighbourhood houses
and other community centres and to foster adult
education at the local level. That move was successful.
Honourable members will be aware of the history of
many of the community centres and neighbourhood
houses going back to the 1980s and early 1990s. Many
arose with government assistance but just as many,
probably more, arose without any government
assistance and in some cases in the face of opposition
from government and other local interests.
The former Labor government introduced the principal
act and established a useful and productive mechanism
through the regional councils. Before I came to

Thursday, 2 November 2000

Parliament I was fortunate enough to serve on the
western regional council of the Adult, Community and
Further Education Board and I later acted as chair of the
central-western regional council. That taught me a lot
about the diversity of the sector. The Honourable Bruce
Atkinson made a number of important points about that
diversity — they range from the universities of the third
age, which have slowly come into the system over half
a decade, to the smaller providers, who have great
difficulty making ends meet and who fundraise to run
their local courses and need every bit of financial and
other assistance they can obtain.
One of the strengths of the system is that regional
councils can often provide far more than financial
assistance. They can often provide assistance in the
form of coordination or of teaching people and
committees of management about the links they need
and provide them with a number of models showing
how to conduct their centres, how to build strength in
their sector and how to reach out into their
communities. Of course, regional councils are not
experts and centres regularly teach them about how
programs can be best conducted.
Another strength of the sector is its innovation and
development. It is important that legislation such as this
preserve the innovation and experimentation we see in
the courses and educational programs provided across
the adult, community and further education (ACFE)
sector. I think the bill seeks to do that. That diversity
and innovation often provides a lead for programs that
are later adopted more widely throughout the adult
education sector, whether it be in the TAFE sector or in
other parts of our education system.
The caveat I have is that there is a possibility that over
time the mechanism set up by the bill to move a larger
provider out of the standard system and away from a
regional council will lead to some discoordination and
the distancing of the slightly larger institutions from the
activities in their regions despite their remaining under
the control of the ACFE board. One of the main aims of
the 1991 act was to ensure regional coordination and a
regional focus without imposing a heavy-handed or
bureaucratic administrative apparatus. The aim was to
maintain a light level of coordination that would not
crush the diversity or innovation of a region. With that
caveat, I make the point that we do not oppose the bill.
Much has been said in the debate about the Council of
Adult Education (CAE), which will become the Centre
for Adult Education, and the migrant education centres,
which will now be known as Adult Multicultural
Education Services (AMES). The Honourables Peter
Hall and Bruce Atkinson have canvassed the history of
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those organisations, and I do not intend to revisit that.
However, I want to pay tribute to both organisations.
AMES has played a vital role in assisting new arrivals
to Australia to integrate, to ensure that their skills are
particularised and made relevant to the Australian
workplace and to assist with other facets of their
integration into Australian society and life. AMES has
made a valuable contribution to the policy of
multiculturalism in Australia and Victoria. It has done
that in a way that has provided the right educational
framework for many newer arrivals to Victoria.
The CAE has a slightly longer history but has provided
a great deal of innovation and experimentation over the
years. It has seen enormous development of adult
education for all age groups. I spoke before about
lifelong learning and the concept of pathways, and the
CAE has played a valuable role in that. It is important.
The central-western regional council I chaired
contained the region’s CAE, although it was a separate
institution that received funding direct from the ACFE
board. From time to time there was a healthy tension
between the regional council and the CAE. I do not say
that in a negative way but to make the point that having
a large provider in a region will always create questions
and coordination difficulties from time to time.
As this legislation is implemented there is a possibility
that coordination will become an issue, particularly if
newer stand-alone providers are created in the way
allowed by the bill. The two large and important
institutions with which the bill deals, AMES and CAE,
are in many ways good models for other providers. I
can well see the day when other providers will set up or
expand their adult education courses in a way that may
make them suitable for designation under the provisions
of this bill, which would allow them to step out of the
regional council system. Notwithstanding the
importance of coordination, I am not necessarily
opposed to that, but I think there are points to watch.
There are also points to watch as institutions become
larger. As I said, one of the strengths of the adult
education sector has been its diversity and
experimentation. As institutions become larger and
more bureaucratic they can lose some of that
spontaneity and willingness to experiment. I would not
want to see the adult education centres designated
under this act become more like TAFE institutions in
the sense that TAFE institutions have their own rigidity,
focus and views. The aim of the implementation of the
bill should be to maintain the uniqueness of the
community and adult education sector, not to create a
duplicate of the existing TAFE-type arrangement. That
is important for the health and diversity of the sector
and from a competitive point of view.
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I know as a regional councillor that when we looked at
funding applications we saw a number from TAFE
institutions and they were invariably for similar
courses. The courses conducted in TAFE institutions
are many times more expensive and we often noticed
that there was less innovation in them. The key is that
the value for the community expenditure is great
through the small providers because they are very
efficient, they raise much of their own funding and they
work with a great deal of volunteer assistance. These
are important ways of allowing the community to get
the maximum benefit for the money it spends in this
important area.
I hope the government is committed to the promise it
made before the last election when it said it would
ensure local and community representation on boards.
A number of board appointments made by the
government in recent times have concerned me. I make
the point that in this sector in particular it is vital that
proper community representation be reflected on both
regional councils and the boards of the CAE and
AMES.
That regional representation and that proper community
involvement are crucial aspects of the sector. It is
therefore important that the diversity of the community
be reflected on regional councils to ensure that people
from wide educational, political and community
backgrounds are appointed to them in sufficient
quantity. The last thing needed is to appoint a series of
people of identical views to regional councils. That will
not strengthen the diversity of the sector in any way
whatsoever.
I shall pick up on a point made by the Honourable
Cameron Boardman about industrial relations issues.
Industrial relations issues present the greatest
difficulties to many of the smaller providers in the
sector. Regional councils devote a good deal of their
time to providing assistance, examples and education to
the committees of management of many of the smaller
providers during the course of their year on the
presentation of financial statements and so forth. As
centres grow and employ more teaching and
coordination staff, important industrial relations issues
arise that need to be dealt with sensitively.
However, I express my concern and endorse some of
the comments made by the Honourable Cameron
Boardman about the possibility of the government’s
new industrial relations changes having an untoward
and unhelpful effect on the sector. It might find that it is
bound up rigidly by more industrial relations
regulations and that will make the sector less
productive, less innovative and more costly when
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delivering very important services to local
communities.
I would not be surprised to see the costs of employing
teaching and non-teaching staff in the sector increase
considerably in the period following the introduction of
the government’s proposed industrial relations system.
If that occurred it would be a great tragedy, and
members of this house will certainly be looking closely
at the sector to ensure that impact does not occur.
It is important to place on record a number of
comments about industrial relations, in particular that
the AMES and CAE are also likely to be impacted
upon by the industrial relations changes. There is every
reason for the government to be cautious in
implementing its proposed changes. Honourable
members on this side of the house want to ensure that
those changes do not impact on either the CAE, the
AMES or the smaller providers across the state. In
particular it would strike rural and regional providers
very hard because their resources are fewer as in many
cases are the financial resources of the communities
involved. Because the ability of communities to make
up for the impact of industrial relations would be less,
the impact would be greater.
In that context I reiterate that the coalition does not
oppose the bill. It looks with regard and enthusiasm on
the adult education sector and in particular the regional
structure that has been so successful in providing the
best model of adult education.
In passing, I mention what is now a famous Senate
committee report entitled Come in Cinderella which
examined the adult education sector across Australia.
The report highlighted the Victorian system, and stated
that it was the strongest adult community in the further
education sector in Australia. It stated that the Victorian
system was a model for other states because it delivered
diversity and the advantages that were sought for
pathways and lifelong learning that were not delivered
in many other states.
The report is a reflection of the strong community
involvement of neighbourhood houses — I note the
involvement of the Hamer government in particular in
some of the earliest neighbourhood houses. It
highlighted Victoria’s strength of links with the
community — the local fundraising, the pathways
created and the opportunity for so many people,
particularly women, to make a contribution and to
move back into employment or simply to broaden their
education.
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As the bill is implemented with the caveats I have made
I make the point to the minister that it is important to
keep in mind that Victoria has something in adult
education that is precious and ought not be disturbed or
damaged in any way.
I also make the point that the opposition will be closely
watching to ensure that the measure is implemented
responsibly and constructively so that Victoria’s
strengths are not in any way infringed upon.
Hon. E. J. POWELL (North Eastern) — I am
pleased to put on record that the National Party will
support the Training and Further Education Acts
(Amendment) Bill. I would also like to record my very
strong support for adult education in Victoria. It does a
wonderful job and it is going from strength to strength.
The National Party is pleased to support any bill that
strengthens the adult education profile.
The main purpose of the bill is to amend the Adult and
Further Education Act to provide for the establishment
of adult education institutions and their governing
bodies. The bill establishes the Adult Multicultural
Education Services, or AMES as we know it, and the
Centre for Adult Education, or CAE, as the first two
adult education systems in Victoria. They are the two
major public institutions in Victoria whose functions
relate primarily to the adult education sector.
The bill also transfers the staff employed in the
Department of Education, Employment and Training
who are involved with the administration or provision
of adult multicultural education services to AMES,
which is to be governed by a body corporate to be
known as the Board of Adult Multicultural Education
Services. Similarly, with the establishment of the
Centre for Adult Education, the staff, properties and
liabilities of the Council of Adult Education will be
transferred to the new centre, which will be governed
by a body corporate to be known as the Board of the
Centre for Adult Education.
As I said, the bill recognises the importance of
continuing education for mature aged students. It is
important to understand that learning does not cease
when people finish their secondary or tertiary
education, and those who wish to be healthy and active
have to ensure that they have access to lifelong
learning.
As a member of an all-party committee I took part in an
inquiry into planning for positive ageing. The
committee received submissions from the Council of
Adult Education and also from the University of the
Third Age (U3A), about which I will speak later. The
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committee heard a great deal of evidence and received a
number of submissions about substantially more
women to participate in adult education than men, a
subject to which the Honourable Peter Hall also
referred. The committee recommended that more males
be encouraged to participate in further education by
having providers design courses that are more specific
to males.
More women participate mainly because they find adult
education a less formal way of upgrading their skills,
and for those with small families it becomes possible to
continue learning and keep their brains active. Older
people prefer to be in adult education centres more than
TAFE or tertiary institutions because they like the less
formal atmosphere. They also need more flexible hours
and courses. They are not chasing the more formal
qualifications.
After completing their schooling and having their
families, women are considering doing courses of
particular interest to them — it might be a new
language, Australian history, calligraphy, geography or
whatever. Currently one of the most popular areas of
learning would be computer courses in which people
can gain or upgrade their skills. That is important for
older people because, with the advent of the computer
age since their time at school, many have not been able
to access the skills they need and they recognise the
generation gap. Many older people are saying they are
taking adult education courses to learn about computers
mainly for self-interest but also, and more importantly,
to be able to talk to their grandchildren. Now they are
using email to keep in touch with their families and
finding new friends on the chat lines. The inquiry found
that for a number of older people lifelong learning is
very important.
The Council of Adult Education has been going for a
long time, having been established by legislation in
1947 to pursue the development of adult education. It is
the largest provider of adult and community education
programs and services in Australia. There are some
45 adult education providers in north-eastern Victoria,
the area that the Honourable Bill Baxter and I represent.
The programs are offered in many different locations,
including community education centres, neighbourhood
houses and some larger centres. Neighbourhood houses
are more community based and people can walk to
them. Many more women are now able to access those
centres to gain training in new skills.
In his speech the Honourable Bruce Atkinson referred
to the importance of the University of the Third Age
and the expansion in the numbers of people attending
courses offered by U3As. The people from U3As who
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spoke to the parliamentary committee were strongly
supportive of lifelong learning and said that we need to
keep people in the third age longer. I asked them what
‘third age’ in University of the Third Age means. I will
put their response on the record because it is important
to understand the different stages of life as they
describe them. The first age is the age of dependency
and learning; the second is the age of contributing and
working; the third is the age of retirement and
self-sufficiency; and the fourth is the age of dependency
and also ill health.
It is important that we keep more people in the third age
as long as possible. Part of that is continuing to learn so
that people are stimulated and kept active. It is
important to put our money into providing programs for
people to continue to be active by acquiring different
skills and learning just for the sake of it. They should be
able to do so in an informal environment with their
peers and where they can make new friends and
establish new networks. I acknowledge that the
government has put money into U3As. However, more
support and financial assistance should be provided for
them, particularly in country Victoria, where they are
fairly fragmented, with people meeting in houses and
other places. It is important that they have a presence in
a town so that the older people who might think about
going to adult learning programs can do so in a less
restrictive manner and a more comfortable atmosphere.
We need to consider how we can support U3As,
particularly with accommodation in country Victoria.
One of the adult education institutions established by
the bill is Adult Multicultural Education Services,
which was set up in 1951 and given responsibility for
migrant education. AMES is now Australia’s largest
specialist provider of language programs. It also
provides support for job seekers from diverse language
backgrounds. AMES provides a language service
program at the Shepparton campus of the Goulburn
Ovens Institute of TAFE, which acts as the coordinator
of language classes for other centres across the region. I
congratulate the people at the Goulburn Ovens institute
who do that work and those at AMES who provide
those services.
I put on record some of the towns, areas and specific
locations in a large region where the Goulburn Ovens
institute is able to provide language classes. They
include Ballarat, Bendigo, Albury-Wodonga,
Warrnambool, Wangaratta, Benalla, central Gippsland,
Mildura, Sale, Cobram, Kyabram, and in Shepparton
the South Shepparton Community House, the Guthrie
Street Child-care Centre and the Goulburn Ovens
TAFE. People who are unable to attend classes can take
courses by home tutor or distance learning. That facility
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is particularly good for people who have small children
or cannot get out for other reasons, including
disabilities. Child care is also available for people who
are eligible for AMES classes.
In the Goulburn Valley there are many Arabic-speaking
refugees, to whom I will refer later. Eligibility for
AMES classes is determined by the visa subclass
criteria. Without going into too much technical detail, I
point out that people who hold what are known as
866 visas are eligible for 510 hours of classes. In
Shepparton and its regional areas, there is a large
number of Arabic-speaking students as well as people
of other nationalities accessing the AMES resources.
Currently the TAFE college at Shepparton has
70 enrolments of people who hold what are known as
785, or temporary protection, visas. Those 70 men and
women are not eligible for AMES classes but are
enrolled under other funding. It is important to note that
although they are not eligible the TAFE college and the
Shepparton ethnic council have sought funding so that
those people can take English lessons. It is important
that they be able to speak our language when they are
trying to get jobs or assimilate successfully and
positively in the community. AMES classes are
provided also to 30 women who are bussed to venues
throughout Shepparton and about 20 men who are also
eligible.
The total number of people who are provided with
AMES services throughout the year could be around
200. The reason why the exact figure is not known is
that the refugees are a relatively mobile population
because of settlement issues. Many people enter and
exit courses throughout the year. Some people who
come to the Goulburn Valley like the look of the area
and stay. Some have many friends in the area and
would like to settle there, but they have to move on
because they cannot get jobs. They find that it is
important for them to work and then they move on to
perhaps bigger areas. Honourable members wish them
all the best as they do so.
AMES is also available to students over a three-year
period, but it can be extended to five years. In those
instances, it is more frequently undertaken by females.
Many of the refugees coming in have small children
and it is difficult in those first three years for them to be
able to access English language classes. Their priorities
are to stay with their children and learn English later.
Refugees under the age of 16 arriving in Australia are
not eligible for AMES as they are required to attend
secondary school. That is often inappropriate for their
needs. Those students are sometimes referred to TAFE
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for assistance, but it is often difficult to place them
where they can be best served. It would seem that older
children sometimes find it hard to fit in. Some of the
reasons given to me by the children is that although
they are under 16 years of age, many of them have
come from very traumatic situations in countries that
are going through wars. Some of them have not been to
school for about two years, but they are expected to
come into the Australian system and become students
when they have been out of the school system for a
long time. They also have seen many things in their
lives that make them a little more vulnerable and
susceptible to violence perhaps in some school
situations. Some of those issues are being looked at.
For the reasons I outlined earlier, it is important that
this service is available in country Victoria, which has a
large multicultural population. The Shepparton and
district ethnic council and Goulburn Ovens TAFE do a
wonderful job.
The house heard the Honourable Sang Nguyen
speaking of his experiences during his speech. It is
important that those working with people from
non-English-speaking backgrounds help them and treat
them with compassion. The people who provide those
services have a strong understanding of the need for
people to be more sympathetic and helpful to people
coming to a new country who have to learn new
cultures, a new way of life and a new language. It is
important that the AMES institute, which understands
those sorts of issues, is also in country Victoria. I
commend them for that.
There are 300 refugee families from Iraq in the
Goulburn Valley, and that equates to about
2500 people. Cobram has another 50 families. In the
past six weeks in the Goulburn Valley alone, 110 Iraqi
refugees have arrived unannounced. Those people
obviously need assistance with accommodation and
also language classes. Because of the AMES and the
Goulburn–Ovens TAFE, they are able to access those
language classes and learn English. That allows them to
look for work, to go to work and to actually speak to
other people in the community. That is needed not only
to obtain employment, but to help them settle positively
into a community that perhaps is a bit alien and
frightening to them.
The bill also establishes the boards of the two new
institutes. They will consist of between 9 and
15 members. The Governor in Council will fix the
numbers in each case. The institutes will be set up in a
similar fashion to the TAFE boards in that at least half
will be appointed by the minister. One will be a staff
member of the institution, elected by staff; one will be a
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student at the institution, elected by the students; one
will be the director; and the remainder will be coopted
by the board on the basis of relevant knowledge or
skills. The boards will be subject to the Financial
Management Act 1994 and will be required to report
each year to the Parliament. The boards must also
insure through the Victorian Managed Insurance
Authority.
The bill also repeals the Employment Agents Act 1983.
That act was passed about 17 years ago to establish a
licensing arrangement for a wide range of employment
agents. Because the act was never proclaimed and has
therefore never been in operation, it is now considered
to be redundant. That is one of the provisions in the bill.
Although the bill is not large, it raises the profile of
adult education in Victoria. For that reason, the
National Party supports it and wishes it a speedy
passage through the Parliament.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

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

I thank the Honourables Bruce Atkinson, Theo
Theophanous, Peter Hall, Sang Nguyen, Cameron
Boardman, David Davis and Jeanette Powell for their
contributions.
Motion agreed to.
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the bill, I will refer to a number of relevant matters
associated with Victoria’s parks. The main purpose of
the bill is to abolish Melbourne Parks and Waterways
and make adjustments to some of the administrative
arrangements for park management.
I remind the house what the then Minister for
Conservation and Land Management in the Kennett
government, the Honourable Marie Tehan, said on
21 April 1998 in her second-reading speech on the
Parks Victoria Bill in the other place:
The bill will establish Parks Victoria as a public authority. In
doing so it will create a world-class organisation able to
deliver park management services for the state’s parks,
reserves and open space and other related management
functions. A focus on sound environmental management will
be a feature of Parks Victoria’s role as a leading park
management agency while providing compatible services for
recreation and tourism.

Parks Victoria has met that charter extremely well and
is seen among park services throughout the world as
following world best practice.
It is somewhat perplexing to have read at this time last
year in the ALP’s policy on parks entitled ‘Greener
cities’ that the present Minister for Environment and
Conservation in the other place intended to revamp
Parks Victoria into what would have been known as
Melbourne Parks and Bays Service, which would have
operated under its own legislation. Pressure has been
brought to bear on the minister, including pressure from
the Victorian National Parks Association. At page 5 of
its 1999–2000 annual report the National Parks
Advisory Council discloses that one of the report’s
recommendations is to:
… retain Parks Victoria as a brand name as this has been very
effectively marketed and represents a considerable
investment.

Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

WATER INDUSTRY (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 25 October; motion of
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and Resources).

Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — As a former
member of the Melbourne Parks and Waterways
(MPW) board, an interim board member of Parks
Victoria and an inaugural member of the Parks Victoria
board I speak with some knowledge about the Water
Industry (Amendment) Bill. Although I do not oppose

It is to the minister’s credit that she kept Parks Victoria
as a single entity. I am pleased that under its new
managerial role Parks Victoria will continue to do well.
The transition from MPW to Parks Victoria created an
enormous number of staff problems that needed to be
sorted out. Many issues had to be resolved. I pay tribute
to both the former chief executive officer of MPW, Jeff
Floyd, and the present chief executive of Parks Victoria
and former director of the National Parks Service in the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment,
Mark Stone, for the smooth way they organised the
amalgamation. They took into account the problems
staff had to contend with, and most people would agree
that the transition was well handled. Parks Victoria staff
were happy about the integration.
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I refer the house to Jeff Floyd’s 1997 executive report,
in which he states:
The 1996–97 financial year has been a significant year for
those involved in park management at the state level. Parks
Victoria was established on 12 December 1996 to manage a
significant part of the state’s national, state and regional
environmental, recreational and tourism assets. Together,
these assets total nearly 4 million hectares, or 16 per cent of
the area of Victoria, and attract some 25 million visits a year.

The service is to be congratulated. He further states:
I am confident that Parks Victoria will rise to this challenge
and will provide a model for all park management agencies
for the future.

The Kennett government set Parks Victoria well and
truly in place, and the process is continuing.
In May 1998 the then shadow minister, the present
Minister for Environment and Conservation in the other
place, said extraordinary things about what the then
Parks Victoria Bill would do. I refer to her criticism of
the proposed new service, as recorded in Hansard:
It is a venue-based attraction with a recreation-based
philosophy, rather than a philosophy of conserving Victoria’s
natural environment … The philosophy will turn Victoria’s
national parks into theme parks rather than maintaining them
as areas of conservation of environmental treasures.

I dispute that, although the minister may have changed
her mind now.
At the time the minister was concerned about managing
fires in Victoria’s parks. I refer to the 1997–98 Parks
Victoria annual report, which states:
Fighting the fires
Four hundred and ninety-four trained Parks Victoria staff
supported 2000 Department of Natural Resources and
Environment staff to contain fires burning in three parks —
Alpine National Park, Murray–Sunset National Park and
Croajingolong National Park. Fifty-five additional Parks
Victoria staff received firefighting training.

The firefighting service in Victoria is recognised
worldwide. All Victorians should have been proud to
see members of the state’s firefighting team seconded
to the United States of America to help fight recent fires
there. I hope the minister has now changed her opinion
about how Parks Victoria deals with fires.
When the legislation was first introduced the minister
was concerned about rangers. Victoria’s park rangers
are first rate and are recognised worldwide for their
work. Honourable members who have visited national
parks know rangers are enthusiastic and willing to
explain all aspects of their respective parks.
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I am concerned that the then shadow minister, now the
Minister for Environment and Conservation in the other
place, said our national parks would become theme
parks. Victoria’s metropolitan parks are used daily by
Victorians.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — By millions.
Hon. ANDREA COOTE — Indeed, as the
Honourable David Davis said, they are used daily by
millions. Some 13 million Victorians used metropolitan
parks in the 1998–99 year according to the annual
report of Parks Victoria. Many families learn how to
use national parks by going, often with their small
children, to metropolitan parks that are usually located
near their homes. The parks provide a multitude of
interesting attractions for families.
Good local parks include Brimbank, which is an
excellent park with a good visitor centre. It has trails
and walking tracks, and everybody who visits enjoys it.
Jells Park is considered a benchmark for metropolitan
parks. It too has a wealth of parkland, a wetland and
many trees; I have planted trees there. I commend the
Jells Park volunteers for the excellent work they do
throughout the park. The initiative to have volunteers
assist park management was encouraged by Minister
Tehan, and I hope the present minister continues with
that work.
The then shadow minister may have had in mind two
controversial parks when she talked about theme parks.
One is Werribee Park, which includes the mansion
house Parks Victoria has managed well. That park is
different in that it is more challenging and formal than
many others. Parks Victoria also managed to get the
Mansion Hotels group organised to build a small hotel
there. Bob Hawke, whom the government would
certainly know well, is a member of the board.
In an article about the opening of the hotel in Werribee
Park in the Herald Sun of 22 June Bob Hart states:
Hawkie and Bracksie resisted the pressure. The two believers
drank beer and white wine …
…
The Premier, who is getting pretty slick at hotel openings,
said all the right things about the handsome establishment.

In a media release from the Office of the Premier dated
16 August the Minister for Major Projects and Tourism
spoke about Albert Park, another park about which the
ALP became vitriolic when it was established as a park
under the control of MPW. The release states:
… public consultation would take place on the future
development and usage of Albert Park by sporting groups, the
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community and local business around the park to minimise
any inconvenience.

He was referring to ‘any inconvenience’ at the grand
prix. As the Premier has said, the grand prix is an
exciting and worthwhile event. It would not have been
held had the park been left in the dreary state it was in
before MPW began managing it. The Minister for
Major Projects and Tourism talks about sporting
groups, but I remind the house that Albert Park housed
a number of sporting groups when MPW became
involved in the park’s management and reorganisation.
Each club or group had its own charter and used areas
exclusively, almost as its own.
The enormous management reshuffle by MPW took all
that into account. The park now hosts football, cricket,
soccer, running, riding and rowing clubs and other
activities. Women’s netball has also become a large
part of the activities at Albert Park. Everybody would
agree that what was rather seedy and in a state of
disrepair is now an excellent park.
Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. Jenny Mikakos) — Order! On behalf of
honourable members I welcome to the public gallery
Mr Josef Cuscheiri, a member of the Maltese
Parliament, and his delegation.
Sitting suspended 1.01 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Melbourne Sports and Aquatic Centre
Hon. I. J. COVER (Geelong) — Will the Minister
for Sport and Recreation inform the house when one of
the options for expanding the Melbourne Sports and
Aquatic Centre to accommodate swimming at the
2006 Melbourne Commonwealth Games will be
selected and work will commence?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I have mentioned in the house on a
number of occasions that the facilities required for the
Commonwealth Games will require substantial review
and consideration, as is the case with aquatic facilities,
and in particular, the Melbourne Sports and Aquatic
Centre.
A number of issues must be resolved on any future
proposals, in particular, what is appropriate for the

987

centre’s viability and any future developments
concerning its ongoing viability to ensure that it is a
lasting legacy for the Melbourne community as well as
a substantial requirement for the Commonwealth
Games.

Boating: licences
Hon. G. D. ROMANES (Melbourne) — Will the
Minister for Ports advise the house what action the
government is taking to improve safety on Victoria’s
waterways, particularly for recreational boats?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Ports) — I am
pleased to announce that the government has
introduced legislation in the other house to require
progressive licensing of operators of recreational
powerboats over the next two years. The initiative
delivers and expands on the government’s pre-election
commitment to introduce licensing of operators of
personal watercraft.
Boat operator licensing will greatly improve safety on
Victorian waters by ensuring that anyone operating a
registered recreational boat has at least a basic
knowledge of waterway rules and safe boat operation.
The community would be concerned to learn that
currently children as young as 12 years of age can
operate a powered recreational boat without any
appropriate knowledge and training. The government is
not prepared to tolerate that situation and is now acting
to bring Victoria into line with most other states, while
recognising national and international approaches to
boating safety.
As many as 250 000 Victorians will need to be
licensed, and the new requirements will accordingly be
introduced progressively. Operators of personal
watercraft and other operators under 21 years of age
will be licensed first, with remaining operators to be
licensed by the 2002–03 boating season.
Already 40 000 Victorians hold interstate licences, and
their current licences will be automatically recognised
in Victoria. In the future, the licensing in Victoria will
mean that instead of the revenue from those licences
going to other states it will come to Victoria.
To further demonstrate its commitment to improved
safety, the government will also be introducing a
boating safety funding program to ensure that
additional revenue raised from licensees will be put
back into an expanded range of recreational boating
safety initiatives and programs. In the first five years,
nearly $16 million raised from licensing will be
reinvested back into the boating community.
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The initiative has wide community support and is
endorsed by the Victoria Police, the State Boating
Council, the Boating Industry Association and other
key boating associations and bodies. In keeping with
the government’s commitment to greater stakeholder
participation, the licensing regulations and methods for
implementation will be developed through consultation
with the community, boating groups and other
stakeholders. I am sure that such an improvement in
safety will have strong bipartisan support in this place.

Retail tenancies: review
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — My
question to the Minister for Small Business goes to the
issue of the retail tenancies review the minister recently
announced. Today at a luncheon on Investing in
Victoria, the executive director of the Property Council
of Australia, Jock Rankin, said about shopping centres:
The investors are unit trusts and superannuation funds. Just
last week one of each said to me that if tenancy in perpetuity
came in they would not invest in Victoria.

Will the minister once and for all rule out the
introduction of tenancy in perpetuity of retail tenancies
in Victoria?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — It is interesting that the shadow minister
for small business and consumer affairs determines that
he should ask a question on behalf of the Property
Council of Australia.
The government has been open about conducting a
review that ensures that everybody who has an opinion
on the Retail Tenancies Act has the opportunity to have
input. The government has also said that the terms of
reference will include reasonable security of tenure and
that the government is open to discussions about what
that may mean. At no stage is the government talking
about perpetuity; it is talking about reasonable security
of tenure.
The government is doing something that is extremely
responsible and something that its predecessor failed to
do. The entire act is being reviewed to make it more
workable so that it will lead to less litigation, take the
lawyers out of the system and create a system of
certainty for both the landlord and the tenant. The
legislation will be balanced so that it has certainty for
all players in the field.

Industrial relations: contractors
Hon. KAYE DARVENIZA (Melbourne West) —
Will the Minister for Industrial Relations inform the
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house how the Fair Employment Bill now before the
other place will apply to those currently working under
contractual arrangements?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — The Fair Employment Bill will plug the
serious gaps in federal legislation and ensure that
low-paid workers employed under contract
arrangements are protected. Currently no minimum
standards apply to these people. The Fair Employment
Bill will provide low-paid contractors in Victoria with
the protections that are well established in other states,
including South Australia, New South Wales and
Queensland.
As I informed the house earlier in the week, some
contract workers such as outworkers are deemed under
legislation to be employees. They have been so deemed
in other states, and others may be so deemed by the
proposed Fair Employment Tribunal after applications
by the relevant parties. This issue is not about
interfering in genuine independent arrangements.
Rather, the tribunal will be given the discretion to see
whether the relationship is truly based around that of
employment. Others may be truly independent
contractors. The bill will provide these contractors with
access to the tribunal which can review the contracts if
they are unfair.
Similar laws have existed in New South Wales and
Queensland for years. This unfair contracts remedy will
only be available to persons who perform work under a
contract for services, so obviously normal commercial
contracts, like one for the supply of stationery, for
example, will not be covered. Unlike New South Wales
and Queensland, unfair contract review in the bill will
only apply to contractors and not to employees. The bill
leaves matters to do with employment agreements to
the federal Workplace Relations Act, so the Fair
Employment Bill will not interfere with proper
commercial arrangements. Rather, it will ensure that
sham independent contractor arrangements can be
checked to ensure they comply with decent, fair
employment conditions.

Snowy River
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I preface my
question to the Minister for Energy and Resources by
reminding her of Premier Bracks’ election pledge that
he would:
make ministers answer questions directly, factually and
succinctly.

I further remind the minister that she holds direct
responsibility for the provision of additional
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environmental flows for the Snowy River and that she
has been only too eager to report that agreement had
been reached with New South Wales to secure these
flows — an agreement of such moment that she
described it as historic. Given that the minister
acknowledges her primary responsibility in this matter,
and the critical nature of the agreement, why did she
not sign it?
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — There has been a great deal of debate in
the house about the agreement between the New South
Wales and Victorian governments for the restoration of
environmental flows to the Snowy River and the
Bracks government’s achievement of meeting its
election commitment to restore flows to a level of
28 per cent.
The details of that agreement are outlined in a media
statement released by the Premier on 6 October. As has
been indicated to the house, the New South Wales and
Victorian governments are currently awaiting the
formal sign-off by the federal government, which we
are looking forward to optimistically. My
understanding is that today is the deadline for Senator
Hill to forward his recommendations on the
environmental impact statement relating to the
corporatisation of the Snowy hydro scheme, and once
that process has been completed, as was announced at
the time, we expect to conclude an intergovernmental
agreement between Victoria, New South Wales and the
commonwealth, which will be signed by the
appropriate representatives of the three governments.
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that the minister’s answer must be at least responsive to
the question and apposite. Let me remind the house of
the question I asked.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am aware of the
question.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — The question was: given the
minister’s responsibility, why did she not sign it at the
time she announced it?
The PRESIDENT — Order! On the point of order,
I listened very carefully to the minister’s response. I
believe it was responsive to the question raised by the
honourable member. The answer sets out a different
time scale than was perhaps anticipated by others, but I
do not uphold the point of order.

Small business: business activity statements
Hon. E. C. CARBINES (Geelong) — Can the
Minister for Small Business advise the house of the
information she has received about small businesses
meeting the 11 November deadline for their first
business activity statements?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — As honourable members are aware, the
government has an extensive Listening to Small
Business program operating, and I have been travelling
throughout Victoria, talking to small businesses. One of
the major issues that small businesses are raising with
me is the 11 November deadline for the business
activity statements (BASs).

The government is honouring a commitment that was
requested by the commonwealth government, as I have
previously indicated, in terms of any public discussion
prior to the commonwealth completing its processes.
The honourable member can continue to try and make
an issue of who signed what and when, in an endeavour
to beat up a story, and I note from his leader’s
comments in the other place that the party is having
some difficulty, following the battering it took at the
previous state election. The National Party is working
to rebuild its image, and this is clearly one of the issues
that the party is endeavouring to beat up in its mistaken
view that it will assist in that process. It is sadly
mistaken. This will not help it one iota. I look forward
to completing this agreement when the commonwealth
finishes its process.

We are only days away from businesses having to
lodge their BASs with the Australian Taxation Office
and there is some concern about conflicting information
still coming from the tax office in that regard.

Hon. R. M. Hallam — On a point of order,
Mr President, I was very careful in the way I phrased
my question to the minister. I know she finds it
sensitive and awkward, but my question was very
simple. I ask that you rule, as you have done in the past,

The National Tax and Accountants Association has
sought an extension of the waiving of late penalties for
12 months while business accountants learn how to deal
with the new system, especially in light of accountant
shortages. The accountant shortages are likely to get

As a matter of fact, an article in the Australian
Financial Review of 19 October headed ‘GST fines
threaten 400 000 businesses’ reports that the Australian
Society of Certified Practising Accountants, or CPA,
and the National Tax and Accountants Association said
their members were overwhelmed by additional GST
paperwork. Accountants are being inundated with
work, to the point where they cannot cope with having
to process the BASs. They are seeking extensions of
time on behalf of their clients to ensure that they do not
have to pay fines for late BAS lodgment.
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worse, not better. While the government is pleased to
hear that the Australian Taxation Office has said that it
will allow some — —
Hon. Bill Forwood — What are you doing?
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — If you wait you will
find out.
An Honourable Member — She has written to
Peter Reith!
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — No, she hasn’t. While
the Australian Taxation Office — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I suggest honourable
members keep quiet and allow the minister to complete
her answer.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON — While the Australian
Taxation Office has said that it will treat late payments
with some leniency, the government is concerned at the
suggestion that it will be payments by tax agents only to
which it will give some leniency. A number of small
businesses are trying to tackle business activity
statements themselves, and that leniency does not seem
to be extended to them. I have written to the tax
commissioner, Michael Carmody, asking him to make
an exception for small businesses who are trying to
struggle with their own business activity statements and
give the extension to them as well as to those who are
lodging their statements through tax agents.
The government wants to alert small businesses that
they should contact the Australian Tax Office directly.
It is important that they make personal contact and do
not rely just on public statements by the tax office to the
effect that they will be granted extensions.
A member of the CPA, Mr Ken Traill, said he has come
across businesses that have missed their monthly
business activity statements by one day and have
received penalties. Clearly the cost of compliance, the
uncertainty shown by the ATO in the information it has
been giving and the shortage of accountants all point to
the need for far greater federal government assistance
for small business.

Snowy River
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I direct my
question to the Minister for Energy and Resources. In
regard to the government’s announced policy to cancel
water entitlements and rights for Snowy River flows,

Thursday, 2 November 2000

will the minister advise whether there is an existing
legislative authority for this action?
The PRESIDENT — Order! Is this different from
yesterday’s question?
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS — Yes.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The government is not proposing to do
anything like what the honourable member is
suggesting in his question. I have outlined in some
detail to the house yesterday and on many other
occasions the agreement the Victorian and New South
Wales governments envisage, and there is nothing in
the agreement between the New South Wales and
Victorian governments that requires any additional
powers or legislation. It will all be conducted within the
existing framework for the management of water in this
state and in New South Wales.

Drugs: parental guidance
Hon. JENNY MIKAKOS (Jika Jika) — Can the
Minister for Youth Affairs inform the house of any
initiative he is aware of that will enable parents to be
better informed about the issue of drug abuse by
teenagers?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Youth
Affairs) — I thank the honourable member for her
question. Recently I had the good fortune to launch this
publication — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — It would be worth the
while of opposition members to become aware of this
publication for the sake of their constituents. That is
why I am drawing it to the attention of everybody in the
house. The publication is entitled ‘Drug abuse
prevention — a parent’s guide’.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house is
becoming quite unruly. I ask the house to settle down
so the minister can continue.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Thank you for your
ruling, Mr President. Yes, they are unruly. I would like
them to pay some attention to this, because drug abuse
is a very serious matter.
I was fortunate to be able to launch ‘Drug abuse
prevention — a parent’s guide’ last Monday in Ballarat.
It is a succinct document that is simple to read — which
is handy for members of the opposition — and is in

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Thursday, 2 November 2000

COUNCIL

plain English. It is a terrific resource for parents
because there is a lot of misinformation out there
concerning how to communicate with children about
drug abuse prevention. It is a valuable resource.
Because some members did not initially hear what it is
called, I will say it again. The publication is entitled
‘Drug abuse prevention — a parent’s guide’. It was
produced by the Scout Association of Australia with
some assistance from the Ballarat Abstinence Society.
It was originally printed in 1993. Since then it has been
revised, reformatted and printed in a glossy format. It is
anticipated that 20 000 copies will be distributed in the
Ballarat area and outlying regions throughout Victoria.
If honourable members would like to obtain copies, I
am sure that can be facilitated.
The publication covers a number of issues. They
include protecting young people from drug abuse,
parental roles in preventing drug abuse, parental
communication techniques — which is very significant
because the opposition has trouble with a lot of its
communication techniques — and community support
services.
What is impressive about the document is that it has
been published through cooperation among a number of
local groups in the Ballarat community. Honourable
members may not be aware that the Scout Association
of Australia, which does a fantastic job throughout
Victoria and Australia — the Office of Youth has a
great rapport with the Scout Association of Victoria
through the Victorian Youth Development program —
has a number of other publications that may be of
interest to honourable members. No doubt they have
constituents who have concerns relating to youth issues.
The publications include ‘Youth suicide prevention’,
‘Relationships’, ‘Finding your son or daughter a job’,
‘Child abuse prevention’, ‘Issues in adolescent health’,
‘Young people, crime and society’ and, most
importantly — I think this is a terrific publication —
‘Raising resilient young people’.

Electricity: Yallourn dispute
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra) — I refer the
Minister for Industrial Relations to the fact that the
Australian Industrial Relations Commission decision on
Yallourn Energy was handed down today. What action
will the minister or the government take to help end the
workplace disruption at Yallourn in light of the AIRC
decision, and what action will she therefore take to
secure electricity in the coming summer period?
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — This afternoon an important decision was
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handed down by the Australian Industrial Relations
Commission in the long-running dispute between
unions and Yallourn Energy. It is important to note that
the decision recommended that the parties enter into
mediation to resolve the outstanding matters.
I advise the house that I and my department have been
working hard to resolve the issue. The orders of the
commission will not take effect until they are handed
down in a few days time. I have been in touch with both
parties on a regular basis, and I have been trying to
assist them to come together and resolve the
outstanding dispute, which has been going on since
April last year. Under the Workplace Relations Act
employers and unions can take protected action. That is
the reason for the dispute.
As I have said, I have been in constant discussion with
the company and the unions, and I have had numerous
meetings in an endeavour to resolve this dispute which,
I repeat, has been going on for so long because Peter
Reith’s Workplace Relations Act is conflict based,
whereas the government is trying to get both parties to
sit around the table and discuss their differences.
Hon. M. A. Birrell — Have you?
Hon. M. M. GOULD — We have been doing that
and will continue to do that.

Energy efficient appliances
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — Will the
Minister for Energy and Resources advise the house of
what action the government is taking to promote the use
of energy efficient appliances.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — In line with the Bracks government’s
commitment to energy conservation and improved
energy efficiency, the government is participating in the
Reach for the Stars program, a joint initiative of
Sustainable Energy Authority Victoria, Sustainable
Energy Development Authority New South Wales and
the Australian Greenhouse Office.
The Reach for the Stars program is designed to raise
consumer awareness of energy rating labels and to
facilitate the increased promotion and sale of
energy-efficient appliances. Through the Sustainable
Energy Authority the government is playing a leading
role in educating the community about energy rating
labels on electric and gas appliances and promoting the
environmental and economic benefits of purchasing
energy-efficient appliances.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Hon. C. C. BROAD — It has actually changed.
This includes producing consumer buyer guides for
distribution through advisory centres, including the new
advisory centres that the government has opened in
rural and regional Victoria — unlike the former
government — as well as home shows and appliance
retailers.

Answer to question 1125 ordered to be considered next
day on motion of Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern).

In addition, the Victorian government supports the
annual Galaxy Energy awards, which recognise
excellence in design, manufacture and the promotion of
energy efficient household appliances and which are
now one of the most important events on the white
goods industry calendar. Award-winning companies
and products receive industry recognition and a
marketing advantage through the use of the Galaxy
Energy Award logo.

Debate resumed.

The presentation ceremony for the awards will be held
next week. A number of Victorian appliance suppliers
and retailers have nominated for various categories of
the awards, and I wish them well.
Following the awards night, award-winning companies
and products will be promoted in national trade and
consumer media, on the Sustainable Energy Authority’s
web site, at home shows, and in winners’ brochures and
consumer buyer guides that will be distributed through
the authority’s Energy Smart advisory centres and
participating appliance retailers.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — By leave, I move:
That so much of the standing orders as require answers to
questions on notice to be delivered verbally in the house be
suspended for the sitting of the Council this day and that the
answers enumerated be incorporated in Hansard.

I have answers to questions 845, 846, 856, 871, 875,
986, 987–93, 1027–9, 1040, 1042, 1043, 1078–85,
1117, 1118 and 1125.
I advise the house that in relation to the answer to
question 871 asked by Mr Katsambanis and an
attachment to a letter, the answer tabled today is exactly
the same as the previous answers but contains an
additional sentence that states:
Due to factors outside the control of the department at the
time this figure was calculated, the details of premium
increases had not been advised.

WATER INDUSTRY (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading

Hon. ANDREA COOTE (Monash) — Prior to the
suspension of the sitting I was explaining to the house
that during the debate on the amendments to the Parks
Victoria Act in 1998 the then shadow minister, now the
current Minister for Environment and Conservation,
described the metropolitan parks as theme parks. I have
great difficulty with that proposition, and I hope that, as
I suggested prior to the suspension of the sitting, the
minister has changed her mind. Jells Park and
Brimbank Park are excellent parks that could hardly be
called theme parks. Albert Park and Werribee Park,
which are more high-profile parks that could have been
construed as being more exotic, have been praised by
the Premier and the Minister for Major Projects and
Tourism.
Melbourne Parks and Waterways gave the national
parks a good grounding under the excellent work of
chief executive officer, Jeff Floyd. Business plans were
put in place, strategies were developed and ongoing
careful financial planning was done before the
amalgamation of National Parks Victoria and
Melbourne Parks and Waterways. National Parks
Victoria has benefited from this.
I refer honourable members to the information and
resource document available for parliamentarians. I
recommended it to all members of this chamber. It was
published in November 1999, only a few short months
after the Bracks government was elected, so it can
hardly be credited with the achievements mentioned in
this resource document. I refer to some of the things
Parks Victoria has achieved under the administration of
the former Kennett government. I remind honourable
members that there were more than 34 million visits to
areas managed by Parks Victoria during 1999 and that
4 million hectares of parks and reserves are under its
management. There are 11 marine and coastal parks
and reserves, including 41 piers and jetties, that come
under the administration of the Port Phillip Bay and
Western Port authorities. They are well looked after and
for the first time have detailed financial and business
plans in place.
Parks Victoria employed 810 staff as at 1 November
1999, an enormous number, comprising largely former
Melbourne Parks and Waterway and national parks
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staff. The cooperation between the two organisations
has been excellent. The staff of the former Melbourne
Parks and Waterways have been encouraged to spend
time in national parks, and former national parks staff
have been encouraged to spend time in urban and
metropolitan parks.
I think it was conducted very successfully, and I praise
Mark Stone and Jeff Floyd for taking such care over
that integration.
I would like to remind the chamber of Parks Victoria’s
achievements under the leadership of Minister Tehan.
In 1999 more than 200 projects were run in 170 parks
and reserves to control and eradicate weeds that were
threatening ecosystems. More than 170 projects in
100 parks and reserves targeted animal pests such as
foxes, rabbits, wild dogs and pigs. These projects were
not necessarily confined to national parks and country
areas. Honourable members would know that there are
a lot of foxes in the metropolitan parks. In addition
850 koalas were relocated and there was a large tubal
ligation program to stop the koalas breeding. It was a
successful and humane program.
Another of the successes of Minister Tehan’s time at
Parks Victoria is a new 40-hectare park that is being
established at Karkarook. It is an excellent initiative
that was developed over time with CSR and Boral, who
will hand over a park valued at $8 million that contains
wetlands, recreational land and landscaped picnic areas.
That is a success for the community and metropolitan
parks. Yarra Bend is another park that received
significant benefits from this good management system,
as did the bicycle tracks around the parks and along the
bays.
I remind all honourable members of the celebration of
100 years of parks in Victoria. Mount Buffalo National
Park was one of our earliest parks, as was Wilsons
Promontory National Park, and both have celebrated
100 years of being national parks. I praise our forebears
for making us all appreciate the fact that we need
national parks.
The highly successful Moomba and Melbourne
festivals on the Yarra were also organised by
Melbourne Parks and Waterways. I commend it for
those activities. I have to say that Parks Victoria got its
good grounding and very stable basis from Melbourne
Parks and Waterways. I would like to leave the
chamber with a slight feeling of regret about our saying
a final farewell to Melbourne Parks and Waterways.
This is the end of what was a very interesting era.
Hon. M. M. Gould — Wave them goodbye.
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Hon. ANDREA COOTE — Yes, wave it goodbye.
In closing I remind honourable members of Parks
Victoria’s vision, which was:
An outstanding park and waterways system protected and
enhanced for people forever.

We can look forward to seeing this legacy of the
Kennett government move on into Parks Victoria into
the 21st century.
Opposition Members — Hear, hear!
Hon. D. G. HADDEN (Ballarat) — I support the
Water Industry (Amendment) Bill, which will abolish
the Melbourne Parks and Waterways shell statutory
authority and provide for the transfer of its assets,
liabilities and any remaining property to the state. It will
reallocate to the Secretary of the Department of Natural
Resources and Environment the current management
responsibilities of Melbourne Parks and Waterways for
boating and other activities on the waterways and will
give Melbourne Water responsibility for the
management of the beds and banks of waterways in the
metropolis.
The bill will also surrender Wattle Park to the Crown
and permanently reserve it under the Crown Land
(Reserves) Act. It will replace Melbourne Parks and
Waterways with the minister as lessee of Melbourne
Water’s reservoir parks and provide for appropriate
regulations as well as make consequential amendments
to several acts to remove reference to Melbourne Parks
and Waterways.
The bill will make several adjustments to park
management administrative arrangements, including
making the chief executive officer of Parks Victoria the
director of national parks under the National Parks Act
1975 with the role of advising the minister and the
department secretary on the operational elements of
park management. Those amendments are contained in
clauses 36 and 37 of the bill. Clause 36 will insert
proposed new section 5 in the National Parks Act and
Clause 37 will amend section 6 of that act. The bill will
also make the secretary a member of the National Parks
Advisory Council. Clause 41 provides for the Parks
Victoria board to include a person or persons one of
whom must have skills and experience in conservation.
By way of historic background, Wattle Park comprises
55.3 hectares of land and is bordered by Warrigal,
Riversdale and Elgar roads in the parish of
Nunawading. Wattle Park was originally purchased by
the Hawthorn Tramways Trust in 1916 from Ms Eliza
Welch and her relative, Ms Ball, for the purposes of a
public park. The land has been vested in a succession of
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public authorities including the Melbourne and
Metropolitan Tramways Board, the Public Transport
Corporation, the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of
Works, and Melbourne Parks and Waterways and there
is a restriction on the sale of land.
Wattle Park is covered by the Wattle Park Land Act
1991, which transferred the land at Wattle Park to the
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works.
Melbourne Water then transferred the land to
Melbourne Parks and Waterways under the Water
Industry Act. Since 1998 Parks Victoria has managed
Wattle Park on behalf of Melbourne Parks and
Waterways.
Proposed section 188 repeals the Wattle Park Land Act,
and proposed section 189 enables the Wattle Park land
to be surrendered to the Crown and to be deemed to be
permanently reserved under the Crown Land
(Reserves) Act 1978 for public purposes, in particular
for conservation, recreation, leisure and tourism.
Proposed section 190 will protect the status or
continuity of any interest in Wattle Park Chalet and any
golf course or tennis court at Wattle Park with respect
to any lease, licence, agreement or arrangement to
which Melbourne Parks and Waterways was a party.
The bill will ensure that Wattle Park and its
55.3 hectares of magnificent parkland is fully protected
and managed under the Crown Land (Reserves) Act for
public purposes for the benefit of future generations of
Victorians and visitors.
I wish to acknowledge the work of Mr Stensholt, the
honourable member for Burwood in the other place.
Wattle Park is an important part of Mr Stensholt’s
electorate. On behalf of the government he has fully
consulted with the community and constituents. He has
held local meetings in his electorate, and the
community is delighted and enthusiastic about Wattle
Park becoming Crown land. It will be preserved and
enhanced for all into the future.
I also wish to acknowledge the work of Parks Victoria
and its partnership with local groups such as the Friends
of Wattle Park, the golf clubs and the many people
living in the area who have done and no doubt will
continue to do a tremendous job with their commitment
to and enthusiasm for maintaining this very special
place for everyone to enjoy. Wattle Park is a valuable
asset for all Victorians, and no doubt with the fine
support of those people that will continue. A special
event called Wattle Day was held last month. It
involved the community in cleaning up Wattle Park so
it could be enjoyed by all.
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I acknowledge Mr Stensholt’s great efforts in
supporting and assisting the Melbourne Metropolitan
Transit Band’s return to Wattle Park, where it plays and
performs for the people. That had the support of the
Minister for Transport, the Honourable Peter Batchelor
in the other place, and of Yarra Trams. The concert to
celebrate the 60th anniversary of Wattle Park is coming
up on 19 November, and I am sure it will be a special
event for the community.
I had the pleasure of visiting Wattle Park as a young
child. One of our weekly drives on a Sunday was across
to Wattle Park, and it holds a special place for me as
well as for a very dear friend of mine — we grew up
together at Rosanna — who was married at the Wattle
Park Chalet. She now lives in Queensland. Wattle Park
is certainly not foreign to me, although I now live in
rural Victoria. I commend the bill to the house.
Hon. P. R. HALL (Gippsland) — I welcome the
opportunity to make a couple of brief comments on the
Water Industry (Amendment) Bill. Although one might
think from its title that the bill should be all about water
it is actually all about land. The main purpose of the bill
is to ‘provide for the power for Melbourne Parks and
Waterways to surrender all its land to the state’. As I
said, it is more a land bill than a water bill.
One of the principal provisions in the bill will abolish
Melbourne Parks and Waterways. Melbourne Parks and
Waterways was formed in 1993 as part of Melbourne
Water with a specific charter to care for some of the
parks associated with and surrounding water
catchments in the outer metropolitan area as well as
some inner city parklands also owned by Melbourne
Water.
It was established as a separate authority in 1995, once
again within Melbourne Water but as a separate
component. In late 1996 to mid-1998 it operated under
the trading name of Parks Victoria. In July 1998 Parks
Victoria was officially created by statute, and at that
point Melbourne Parks and Waterways employees were
transferred to Parks Victoria. Since that time
Melbourne Parks and Waterways has essentially
operated as a shell organisation but it is still the official
owner of some 4000 hectares of metropolitan parkland.
With the passage of the bill all the land currently owned
by Melbourne Parks and Waterways will be
surrendered to the Crown and permanently reserved
under the Crown Land (Reserves) Act. That is a
positive move. It ensures that those lands will always be
used as parklands unless the act comes back before
Parliament for amendment.

STATUTE LAW REVISION BILL
Thursday, 2 November 2000

COUNCIL

I will not go through the all the locations of the land,
but the 4000 hectares includes Wattle Park, as
mentioned by the Honourable Dianne Hadden, and
12 reservoir parks in the outer metropolitan area.
Like the Honourable Dianne Hadden I am familiar with
Wattle Park. I remember it as a most pleasant park in
the eastern suburbs of Melbourne with a convenient
9-hole public golf course I have had the pleasure of
strolling around. It is a delightful facility in the heart of
the eastern suburbs that many people have enjoyed for a
long time.
The bill makes other amendments to the National Parks
Act and the Parks Victoria Act but they essentially
concern administrative matters and I do not need to
comment on them in detail.
The National Party has an interest in the operation of
Parks Victoria and parklands in the metropolitan area,
particularly because many of our constituents make use
of those parklands. We believe the proposed legislation
is a step in the right direction, and I am therefore
pleased to indicate the National Party’s support for the
bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

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

I thank the Honourables Andrea Coote, Dianne Hadden
and Peter Hall for their contributions.
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apparently mundane, such bills are vital to the orderly
management of the state and of the statute book.
The bill performs three important tasks. It repeals
redundant acts. Members will note that the bill repeals
over 100 acts. Those acts are acts identified by Chief
Parliamentary Counsel as being redundant. The vast
majority of those acts are amending acts, which having
performed their amending task are spent and serve no
further purpose other than occupying space in the
statute book. The other acts are interim appropriation
acts which are also spent.
It codifies administrative arrangement orders. As
members also would be aware, orders are made under
the Administrative Arrangements Act 1983 to construe
references to departments, ministers and officers to
mean other departments, ministers and officers. As
those orders do not amend the acts concerned, a large
number of acts contain references which are now
outdated and which cause considerable confusion when
provisions are being interpreted.
In 1998 the Public Sector Reform (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill remedied that confusion by
codifying more than 150 of the orders made since 1983.
The bill before the house continues that approach by
codifying the orders made since 1998.
Finally the bill corrects a number of ambiguities or
omissions found in acts to ensure that the meaning is
clear and reflects the intention of the Parliament.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Hon. C. A. FURLETTI
(Templestowe).
Debate adjourned until next day.

Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

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

The bill before the house, the Statute Law Revision Bill
2000, is essentially a housekeeping measure. While

TATTERSALL CONSULTATIONS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 24 October; motion of
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and Resources).

Hon. D. McL. DAVIS (East Yarra) — I am pleased
to contribute to the debate on the Tattersall
Consultations (Amendment) Bill. I state firstly that the
opposition does not oppose the bill.
The bill flows out of changes to the federal–state
arrangements and in particular the GST legislation and
the introduction of the GST on 1 July this year. As
honourable members will be aware, an
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intergovernmental agreement on commonwealth–state
taxation arrangements was made and changes have
resulted from that.
The bill refers to the National Taxation Reform
(Consequential Provisions) Act, which gave effect to
various provisions in the intergovernmental agreement.
The opposition did not oppose the intergovernmental
agreement, and for the record it should be noted that the
opposition supports the new federal–state financial
arrangements as they will deliver significant benefits to
Australians in general and Victorians in particular.
Notwithstanding that, I will refer to comments made by
the Treasurer when the bill was passed in the other
place and to comments he made elsewhere.
The purpose of the bill is to reinstate a duty rate of
36 per cent of turnover for Tattersalls overseas lottery
sales and 34 per cent of turnover for Tattersalls
overseas soccer football pools sales; to compensate
Tattersalls for the GST paid on agency services
provided to Tattersalls by its accredited representatives
through a 0.7 per cent reduction in the lottery and
soccer pool tax rates; and to clarify that Tattersalls
lottery sales outside Victoria made by telephone or —
as they are, increasingly — on the Internet are not
subject to the 10 cent levy.
The intergovernmental agreement was the subject of
some discussion. I note that in the other place the
Treasurer deviated considerably from his
second-reading speech notes to make a number of
comments about the federal–state arrangements and
fiscal equalisation in Victoria. The bill was passed in
that interesting context which is a longstanding issue
about which I will make further statements.
Prior to the introduction of the GST on 1 July, the
Department of Treasury and Finance understood that all
Tattersalls lottery sales would be subject to the GST. A
small percentage of lottery sales are made in territories
which are defined as being overseas. Rulings and
statements by the Australian Taxation Office (ATO)
have altered some of the treatment of those lottery
sales. Tattersalls advises that of total ticket sales of
$925 million, ticket sales amounting to $4 million are
made overseas.
Honourable members will be aware that tickets sold in
the South Pacific, Christmas Island and so on should
properly be treated as overseas sales. Of course they are
part of the impact of the GST on exports. Although it is
a very small aspect of that impact, it is of some
significance. The earlier interpretation of the ATO
appeared to give some unintended benefit to Tattersalls
in that regard. The bill makes it clear that now
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Tattersalls will be required to pay back about $150 000
to Victoria.
In addition, the bill has other provisions with quite
different aims. The ATO has advised Tattersalls that
commissions included in the calculation of the GST
will need to be examined. That overturns the
circumstance that applied earlier in the year when the
house previously passed the relevant legislation. In that
context it is important to state that that is a retrospective
change. The house always views retrospectivity with
concern. The Liberal Party maintains that
retrospectivity should always be treated with caution
and as a matter of principle should be handled with
great care, given that the rights of people are involved.
The Liberal Party does not oppose the bill, but that is a
point of some interest.
In specific terms the bill makes a 0.7 per cent
adjustment in the rate to 31.66 per cent for lotteries and
28.76 per cent for soccer pools. The consequences will
be that Tattersalls lottery taxes will be reduced by about
$6 million per annum. In that context it is important to
note that the aim of the intergovernmental agreement is
that the new taxation arrangements will be revenue
neutral for the states, so that the total federal–state load
in that area, as in other areas, is not unfair and does not
change the total taxation load in the gaming areas.
Tattersalls is no different. There is a smaller component
to the bill — a point of clarification — which is the
10-cent ticket tax on Tattersalls. As honourable
members would be aware this was introduced under the
last government and was later expanded to a 10-cent
levy on all Tattersalls sales. It should be noted that
Victoria does not have a constitutional capacity to apply
a Victorian tax to people outside this state in any formal
sense. In Victorian jurisdictions there is a 10-cent tax or
levy on Tatts tickets, whether a ticket is issued or the
sale is conducted by some electronic device. That
applies whether they are issued by ticket in the
old-fashioned sense or whether by phone or, more
recently, by the Internet. In non-Victorian jurisdictions,
Victoria does not have the power to impose that but, as
honourable members would be aware, the amendment
will clarify the situation.
If a person acquiring a ticket is a non-Victorian, no tax
is paid. Tattersalls and the Department of Treasury and
Finance advise that there is a mechanism in place to
identify who is a Victorian and who is not. That
involves the quoting of a postcode and the withholding
of winnings if no postcode is quoted. That appears to
work relatively well; certainly that is the advice we
have received in briefings. However, questions were
certainly raised at that time. The Honourable Roger
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Hallam may have one or two comments to make on that
point.
I refer honourable members to the Treasurer’s
comments on the goods and services tax in the other
place and to the fact that GST revenue is returned to the
states under intergovernmental agreements. That is
appropriate because the GST was intended to replace a
whole raft of state taxes and is a better tax that is more
even across the economy and aims to take distortions
out of taxing arrangements.
However, the Treasurer made the point that Victorians
were not fairly treated in that return. Although all GST
revenue is returned to the states, the formula for
determining that is a longstanding one — I think it is
fair to say — that goes back originally to the 1930s and
intergovernmental agreements at that time to set up the
Commonwealth Grants Commission and a program of
fiscal equalisation that enabled states that had greater
difficulty delivering equivalent services to deliver
services to a more reasonable standard and one closer to
the Australian average.
While they are laudable aims, the system has worked
against Victoria and New South Wales for the best part
of this century. It is not a new situation that has
occurred with the fiscal equalisation that is inherent in
the way the GST revenue is distributed. It is a system
that has been part of federation for almost a century. It
is a system that honourable members on both sides of
politics find difficult to accept because the revenue
consequences for Victoria are so severe.
It is a point well made that just 81 cents in every dollar
of revenue that comes out of Victoria are returned to
Victoria. It would be fair to say that previous treasurers,
among them the Honourable Alan Stockdale, certainly
made that point. Victorian governments of all political
colours, most spectacularly in the last period of
government, had considerable disagreement with
various federal governments about the share of revenue
that Victorians should receive through fiscal
equalisation and the impact of it on the revenue sent
back to Victoria. In the longer haul, notwithstanding the
political context, it is something that all Victorians will
have to deal with.
I have concerns about the way fiscal equalisation treats
Victoria, and I know that is a longstanding issue. One
need look only at the way Victoria is suffering in
certain respects. That is partly due to the revenue flows
to Victoria. Certainly the choices of any government of
either political persuasion are limited by the available
revenue. I do not think honourable members on either
side of the house would disagree with that.
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I return to the retrospective aspect of the bill and
reinforce the view often held in the chamber that we
need to treat that issue with care. In saying that, I note
that in the bill Tattersalls is advantaged by one clause
and disadvantaged by another. So, in a sense the bill
cannot be seen to be focused in any way other than that
there are two distinct effects — —
Hon. R. M. Hallam interjected.
Hon. D. McL. DAVIS — Cross-purposes was the
phrase I had intended to use. I think ‘competing effects’
is an equally good phrase.
That leaves the opposition’s position relatively clear.
The bill has three main provisions and the opposition
does not oppose it, although it has reservations about
some aspects. Notwithstanding the fact that the bill
arises from the intergovernmental agreement that sets
out the new arrangements, which in principle we
support, and that Victoria has suffered in terms of fiscal
equalisation over the past 60 to 70 years, which of
course should be remedied, the problem cannot fairly
be laid at the foot of the current federal government
which has shown great courage and good sense in
introducing federal–state taxation reforms.
Although in many respects the intergovernmental
agreement provides the states with a secure revenue
flow it also increases the long-term reliance of the states
on the federal government. My point is not about fiscal
equalisation but to remind state governments that they
must be cognisant of that fact and take it into account
when they negotiate with federal governments of
whatever political persuasion. The bill is not opposed
by the opposition.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — My
contribution to debate on the Tattersall Consultations
(Amendment) Bill will centre on the purpose of the
bill — that is, to give legislative effect to further
changes required under Victoria’s obligations set out in
the Intergovernmental Agreement on the Reform of
Commonwealth–State Financial Relations — the IGA.
My contribution could also apply to the Public Lotteries
Bill that will be debated later today.
A key reason for the bill is the impact of the GST. In
June 1999, as part of the IGA involving the federal,
state and territory governments, the Victorian
government undertook to meet certain obligations. The
IGA formalises important changes to
commonwealth–state financial relations.
The following matters are central to the IGA. The states
will share the revenue raised by the GST and wholesale
taxes were abolished from 1 July 2000. Certain state
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taxes — namely, financial institutions duty and stamp
duty on quoted marketable securities — will be
abolished on 1 July 2001. The states will adjust their
gambling tax arrangements to make room for the GST
and financial assistance grants and revenue replacement
payments from the commonwealth to the states will
cease. The GST will apply to government fees and
charges that are not declared GST-free by
determination of the commonwealth government and
the states will cease to provide support for off-road
diesel from 1 July 2000, while at the same time funding
a new first home owner grant scheme. The
commonwealth guarantees that no state budget will be
worse off in the transitional years of national tax
reform.
Most of the necessary changes have been enacted in the
National Taxation Reform (Consequential Provisions)
Act and the National Taxation Reform (Further
Consequential Provisions) Act.
In the case of lotteries the tax rate has been adjusted
from 36 per cent to 32.6 per cent of turnover. The
corresponding adjustment for soccer football pools was
from 34 per cent of turnover to 29.46 per cent. It was
understood by the states that all Tattersall lottery sales,
including overseas sales, would be subject to the GST.
Under the Tattersall Consultations Act taxes and prizes
are calculated with reference to the total value of
subscriptions.
I refer to the reinstatement of the 36 per cent tax rate for
overseas sales. Many people live in Australia but buy
things when they travel or live overseas, and many
people now have Internet access. People who live or
work overseas gamble through Victoria’s Tattersall
system.
It was understood prior to the introduction of the GST
from 1 July 2000 that Tattersall lottery sales would be
subject to the GST. Only a small amount of tax is being
collected by Victoria from people gambling with
Tattersalls from overseas. Therefore, Victoria is
required to adjust gambling tax arrangements to take
account of the impact of the GST.
The legislation proposes to reinstate the 36 per cent tax
rate for lotteries and the 34 per cent tax rate for soccer
football pools as they relate to overseas sales by
Tattersalls.
Tattersalls has become well known in our community,
and most people play some form of lottery as part of
their weekend entertainment. People bought Tatts
tickets before the casino or other forms of gambling
were introduced. Tattersalls became popular and the
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government made revenue from that form of gambling
for many years.
For every dollar Victoria collects in GST it will receive
approximately 81 cents through the Commonwealth
Grants Commission process.
The third form of levy is telephone and Internet sales,
which will become important in the future. People will
have access through the Internet to lottery tickets, and
the government will introduce a 10 cent levy, which is
equivalent to the 10 cents that is collected by the
Tattslotto agencies.
This bill and the next bill to be debated, the Public
Lotteries Bill, are the result of a review of the impact of
the GST. I commend the bill to the house.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — The first thing
I want to say about the Tattersall Consultations
(Amendment) Bill is that I am pleased the government
has changed the sequence in which it and the bill that
appears after it, the Public Lotteries Bill, are to be
debated.
When I first saw those bills listed for debate they
appeared in the other order. I told the Leader of the
Government that that was illogical given that the bill
we are now debating is to be repealed by the Public
Lottereries Bill. It would have been arrant nonsense for
the bill to be repealed to be debated after the bill that
repeals it. At least the government has the sequence
right, and I am pleased my advice was heeded.
The Tattersall Consultations (Amendment) Bill would
have to be the ultimate housekeeping bill introduced in
my term in this chamber. It would have to be the most
cynical exercise I have ever come across. What it does,
irrespective of how the honourable member who has
just spoken tries to defend it, is amend the taxing
arrangements that relate to Tattersall consultations, but
it does so in a way that preserves the positions all the
parties previously held. It is a most sophisticated
roundabout. It is a Clayton’s bill, because all it does is
preserve the status quo.
Forget the rhetoric and the nice words here and in the
other place, this bill simply preserves the position of the
parties. Although the National Party does not oppose
the bill, I want its effect to be held up to the light of
day. I want Victorians to know exactly what the
government has arranged on behalf of the community.
There are but two effects of this bill: the first is that it
accommodates an unforeseen complication in the net
impact of the GST on existing taxing arrangements in
relation to Tattersalls. One should remember that in
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anticipation of the GST this house considered a most
sophisticated arrangement called the Intergovernmental
Agreement on the Reform of Commonwealth–State
Financial Relations, known as the IGA. It said in part
with regard to reform measures that:
The states and territories will adjust their gambling tax
arrangements to take account of the impact of the GST on
gambling operators.

Let us not worry about whether we retain the revenue
stream, because the arrangement we have already
agreed to provides precisely for that. That makes the
comments that were recently attributed to the Treasurer
in another place even more hypocritical.
The net effect on the operators under this bill is to be
precisely nil. But — here is the tricky bit — while we
are retaining the position of the operators we are able to
paint a picture that says that the industry has not been
exempted from the GST. This chicanery is driven by
the twofold objective of retaining the position of the
operators and telling the world at large that the industry
has not been exempted from the GST.
The Intergovernmental Agreement on Reform of
Commonwealth–State Financial Relations was
ostensibly — I use the word advisedly —
accommodated by the National Taxation Reform
(Consequential Provisions) Act and the National
Taxation Reform (Further Consequential Provisions)
Act, which we debated in this chamber in the autumn
sessional period in advance of the application of the
GST.
I shall spend some time explaining how this magic
pudding has been delivered. One must understand that
the pre-GST taxing arrangements for both Tattersalls
sweeps and soccer pools were clear. With respect to
Tattersall consultations, the legislation required that
60 per cent be returned to the player in the form of
prizes. The government received 36 per cent of the
turnover, and that left Tattersalls with a 4 per cent
margin on turnover to administer the competitions.
In respect of soccer pools the percentages were
different historically. The player return was but a
minimum 50 per cent. In other words those who put
their dollar down could expect on average to receive
only 50 per cent back by way of prize money. The
government got 34 per cent — more than a third — and
in this case Tattersalls was given a 16 per cent margin
from which to administer the competition.
The complication is — along comes the GST! All
thinking members of Parliament endorse the GST
because it has been a massive step in the right direction
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for the nation and an issue of great pride for our federal
colleagues, who had the courage to take on the issue in
the first place.
However, with the GST comes the following
complication: ‘We cannot allow gaming to be exempt.
Those terrible people in the gaming industry could not
be given a walk-up start, so they are not to be exempted
from the impact of the GST’. If they were, imagine the
public outcry from those who see themselves as keepers
of the public conscience. Imagine the outcry from those
who have been consistently critical of the previous
government and its so-called reliance on the gaming
dollar — the same dollar Mr Nguyen says he is now
keen to protect.
We heard again and again that the Kennett government
was to be chastised for its so-called reliance on the
gaming dollar. So we could not be seen to be providing
a walk-up start for that industry. That is the first
problem.
The second problem is that if we were to apply the GST
across the board we would kill the golden goose. We
could not just put 10 per cent on top of the dollar
handed across the counter because there would be
fewer sales and the income received by this government
would be less. So here comes the duplicity: How do we
arrange a scheme which says, ‘No, we did not exempt
them from the GST’ but we protect the revenue stream
at the same time? We could not even say, ‘We will put
the GST on the bit that is left after the players get their
prizes’, because that would be the equivalent of 4 per
cent, and it was generally acknowledged that even
putting a 4 per cent impost on the industry would have
perhaps not killed the goose that lays the golden eggs
but caused her some indigestion.
So it was decided that there was another way through
it — a great exercise in political innovation. We would
simply assume that the GST had been paid, assume that
the sales revenue less the prize pool — that is, the
40 per cent — actually included the GST. It was very
simple but very smart. That meant in this case that
Tattersalls would have to pay one-eleventh of the
40 per cent directly to the Australian Tax Office.
That happens to be a tax rate of 3.64 per cent, and that
is where this comes from. Then the question became:
what reduced rate of tax does Victoria have to impose
on Tattersalls directly to allow Tattersalls to retain the
original income of 4 per cent of turnover? That was the
trick to the entire process and the answer — and it is
here in the bill for all to see — is 32.36 per cent, and it
just so happens it is 29.46 per cent on soccer pools.
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So let us spell out the new arrangement after the
accommodation of the GST. In respect of Tattersall
consultations the player still gets his or her 60 per cent
on average return in the form of prizes. The state
government is getting 32.36 per cent by way of direct
taxation, but it just so happens it will get 3.64 per cent
from the GST via the federal government. And it is
important to be reminded that the intergovernmental
agreement says that the revenue will be protected. I
want to come back to that.
Here we have a scheme designed specifically to protect
the original revenue flow, and that just means that in the
case of Tattersalls what falls out the bottom is 4 per
cent, and that is the percentage Tattersalls still gets to
administer the scheme.
So the assumption is that, given that the GST is
faithfully distributed to all the states, everybody goes
back to square one. Everybody’s pride is maintained,
no-one can imply that the industry was given a walk-up
start, yet everybody can feel good because the revenue
stream stays exactly where it was.
Forgive my cynicism, but this is a sophisticated round
robin, and what we have achieved has been done
through smoke and mirrors. But just in case we should
despair, we come across Murphy’s Law, which says
that whatever can go wrong will go wrong, and the
complication in this case was that the government of
Victoria had to anticipate the impact of the GST and
prepare legislation in advance of its application. That is
why we debated the bills to which the IGA was
attached last autumn. We had to have the rules in place
so that the GST and its revenues could be flowing from
1 July.
Complications have emerged from that. The first is that
the GST comes back to the states via a concept known
as horizontal fiscal equalisation. It is a lovely term
designed to confuse the observer and to get away with a
bit of chicanery on the way through. If that is not quite
complicated enough, it is horizontal fiscal equalisation
as determined and adjudged by the Commonwealth
Grants Commission.
The second-reading speech says the Victorian
government is basically no worse off, as all GST
payments have been returned to the states. I suggest that
the Treasurer should have stopped there because up
until then he was going all right. That is a statement of
fact, and I can demonstrate that by reference to the
agreement signed between the jurisdictions. But he
cannot help himself; he has to go that one step further,
so he says:
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The Victorian government is basically no worse off as all
GST payments are being returned to the states, although in
the case of Victoria GST payments are less than they should
be because of adverse Commonwealth Grants Commission
relativities.

Further on he has another whinge about that. On the
second-last page of the second-reading speech, and I
am sorry they are not numbered, the Treasurer says:
Victoria will be no worse off since all GST revenues are
eventually returned to the states —

but here is the codicil —
with the caveat that current Commonwealth Grants
Commission relativities disadvantage Victoria …

Someone should take the Treasurer on for perpetuating
that arrant nonsense. I hope he knows better, in which
case this becomes pure cynicism. But just in case he
does not, let me take the chamber to the actual
document that outlines the agreement in this case and
demonstrate just how cynical the comment of the
Treasurer is and how it constitutes him wanting to have
his cake and eat it too.
I turn to the transition arrangements that are attached to
the agreement. Perhaps I should go back one step and
say that I am quoting from the Intergovernmental
Agreement on the Reform of Commonwealth–State
Financial Relations, which is attached as a schedule to
the National Taxation Reform (Consequential
Provisions) Act 2000 and which starts at page 32 and
runs for many pages. The very complex and extensive
agreement negotiated between the jurisdictions of our
nation goes to the precise issue that I am suggesting the
Treasurer should have taken into account when he
made the cynical comment.
At page 36 under the heading ‘Transitional
Arrangements’ — I hope the Honourable Sang Nguyen
is listening intently — clause 10 of the schedule states:
In each of the transitional years following the introduction of
the GST —

and we are most certainly still in the transition years —
the commonwealth guarantees that the budgetary position of
each individual state and territory will be no worse off than it
would have been had the reforms set out in this agreement not
been implemented.

Here is a direct guarantee, written in simple words and
signed by the leaders of each of the jurisdictions across
the nation, which says that what Mr Brumby is saying
in this case is absolute nonsense. On page 49 of the
same document that point is made even clearer. Under
the heading ‘Guaranteed Minimum Amount’ — and
this is most apposite to this debate — the document
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says in respect of the formula by which that guaranteed
minimum amount shall be deduced:
Reduced revenues: the amount by which states and territories
adjust gambling taxation arrangements to take account of the
impact of the GST on gambling operators.

Here it is again in simple words. Here is the precise
issue that the Treasurer wants to cause obfuscation on. I
hope the Treasurer knows that what he did was a
cynical exercise. I refer to the guarantee in the
legislation, which says in part that any shortfall between
a state’s entitlement to GST revenue grants shall be
offset to ensure that the state or territory is no worse off
in that transition period. Of course there is room to
argue about the application of horizontal fiscal
equalisation. I am happy to have that argument. If the
Treasurer were prepared to mount his case in logic and
in the light of the actual legislation he may have found
that he had a fierce supporter. But in my view the
Treasurer has tried deliberately to cloud the issue.
Page 36 of the document states that the commonwealth
will make transitional assistance payments to each state
as necessary. The point I make, which is set out in
clause 8, is that the distribution will take place ‘in
accordance with horizontal fiscal equalisation’ — or
HFE — ‘principles subject to the transitional
arrangements set out below’. It then states that the
details of the payment arrangements are contained in
appendix B, where they are spelt out even further.
My point is that I do not think anybody disputes the
principle of HFE. But there is room to argue that
Victoria does badly under HFE as it is interpreted and
as it is applied by the Commonwealth Grants
Commission. If the Treasurer had said that he was
unhappy about the way the principle was applied, he
would have had agreement across party lines. I think
we would have supported him. Because there is room
to argue, as Mr David Davis did earlier, that it is pretty
tough to try to justify an 81 cent return in the dollar,
which is the extent to which Victoria is subsidising the
other jurisdictions. What galls me, as it does many
other honourable members, is the extent to which the
subsidisation runs to the benefit of Queensland.
Without making a meal of it, I indicate that I am not
unhappy about the support we give to Tasmania or to
South Australia. But I think Queensland has long
outlived its claim for a massive subsidy at the expense
of New South Wales and Victoria. If the Treasurer were
to say that we have to go back to Canberra to re-argue
the case about the extent of the subsidisation, I would
support him. But I want it on the record that I am
absolutely confident that the Treasurer is not arguing
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against the concept of HFE at all and that what he has
done is a most cynical exercise.
The first complication is that the return of the GST
component under the existing system has to run the
gauntlet of the Commonwealth Grants Commission and
of horizontal fiscal equalisation. But my point is that
the terms of the agreement make the revenue stream
absolutely secure. It particularly says that the balance
adjustment shall include any reduction in revenue
derived from gaming at a state level. So, while it was a
complication, about which we have heard the standard
complaint from the Treasurer, the complication has
been overcome.
There is a second complication, and it is the one with
which Mr Nguyen was trying to deal. It is true that a
very small proportion of Tattersalls sales take place
overseas and would therefore be — and should be —
exempt from the GST. The rule book says that if they
take place overseas they shall be exempt. That applies
to every product, not just to lottery products.
The complication in this case was that Tattersalls did
very nicely. The percentages had been adjusted in
anticipation of the GST, and so to the extent that sales
were derived outside the jurisdiction it received a
windfall gain equivalent to the application of the GST
in each case. The bill takes the taxing formula in those
cases back to where it started — namely, to 36 per cent.
The same thing applies to soccer pools, although the
percentage that applies there is different. In that case the
taxing formula is 34 per cent, about which we are told,
‘Notwithstanding that there have been no sales of
soccer pools to this point, we will adjust the
percentages just in case there might be one made
outside our jurisdiction’. The rules now state that the
taxing rate to be applied to a soccer pool product sold
outside Victoria shall be 34 per cent.
Because this windfall gain has been derived by
Tattersalls since the day the GST came in — namely,
1 July this year — there has been an accumulation of
that benefit. So the government, understandably, is
fairly keen to change the rules to apply from 1 July. In
normal circumstances I would be reticent to agree to
retrospectivity in this form. But there is a saviour
because, as the Honourable David Davis pointed out,
some of the issues running are counteractive. By swings
and merry-go-rounds the retrospective impact in dollar
terms will be relatively less than it would appear at first
glance.
I make the point as I did in my opening remarks that the
bill will be repealed by the Public Lotteries Bill. The
only reason the bill has credibility is because it dates
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back to 1 July. The argument is that it is inappropriate
to leave a remedy swinging when that remedy needs to
be retrospective. That is the second complication, but it
is not a big deal.
The third complication is a doozey. When the National
Taxation Reform (Consequential Provisions) Bill was
debated in the autumn session of Parliament, I said that
the house was still waiting on the ruling of the
Australian Taxation Office on the verification of some
issues. That is not a criticism of the Australian Taxation
Office because the entire rulebook had been re-written
and there was enormous pressure in the marketplace for
clarification on particular issues. The office was under
enormous pressure and just did not have time to address
all the issues.
Parliament assumed the GST applied to turnover,
which was quite logical. When the Australian Taxation
Office looked at the application of the GST in this
instance, it said, ‘Hang on, you’ve got it wrong!’. It said
the GST does not apply just to the turnover, but should
apply to the turnover plus the agents’ commission. A
problem arises. That ruling was made notwithstanding
that the agents’ commission had never been recognised
by Tattersalls, had never been included in its annual
reports, had never been included in its revenue streams
and had never been recognised by government.
Nonetheless the Australian Taxation Office decided
that the GST should apply on the sum, including the
commission.
The decision meant that the GST was levied on greater
than the turnover recognised by Tattersalls. This meant
that the state tax take had to be adjusted downwards to
preserve the status quo, and maintain the original
commitment of revenue neutrality. As I said, there was
a major problem.
The GST is being applied on a commission that
Tattersalls is not even sure it can measure. A deal was
done and that deal was, for the sake of the exercise, that
an average figure of 7.71 per cent commission be
assumed. During the briefing it was reported that
Tattersalls could get fairly close to the figure through its
experience and its knowledge; that over the years the
commission had ranged from 7.68 to 7.72 per cent; and
that it would take a mean average. The taxation on that
figure is one-eleventh; so we come to the figure of
0.7 percentage points.
The adjustment to the revenue stream comparing what
comes directly to the government and what comes to
the government through the GST and the
commonwealth government has to be adjusted by
0.7 percentage points. The provision has to be
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backdated to 1 July because Tattersalls has been paying
a GST penalty on the equivalent of the commission of
each of the sales. We are told that a substantial sum is
involved. Of course, Tattersalls is keen to have the
legislation passed so it can recover that 0.7 percentage
points. The net effect is that the state’s direct tax take
has to be reduced 0.7 percentage points to take into
account the government’s inaccurate anticipation of
what the Commissioner of Taxation would say the
revenue stream was against which the GST would be
applied.
And finally to the 10-cent levy. In 1992 the government
introduced a levy on all lottery products. It was
commonly accepted as part of the
Kennett–Stockdale recovery strategy. It is true that the
10-cent levy could not be applied to tickets sold outside
the state boundaries because Victoria did not have the
constitutional right to apply that and if it attempted to
do so it would have been challenged in the courts to
eventually make an adjustment. That led to the need for
the first amendment.
Recently, more sales were being made by the telephone
and the Internet, so there is no ticket and as such no
ticket against which a levy can be imposed. A further
amendment was introduced that assumed a ticket was
issued each time a sale took place either by telephone or
electronically. Again, Murphy’s Law applied, because
when the amendment was framed someone forgot to
anticipate that the provision could not be applied if the
sale by telephone or electronic means was outside the
jurisdiction, so exactly the same problem arose — and a
third amendment was required.
Another complication — one with which I sympathise,
given that I was for some time an accredited agent of
Tattersalls — is that agents became nervous about the
extent to which that sales opportunity was expanding. If
sales were taking place by telephone or electronically
an agent was not necessarily involved, in which case
guess who pocketed the equivalent of the commission?
It caused considerable anxiety, but that was addressed
by a previous amendment. I am not arguing about that
because we got it wrong the last time round. The house
is now fixing the latest problem but is also repealing the
measure. I will have something to say about its repeal
during the debate on the Public Lotteries Bill, because a
few other things occur as hidden agendas.
Honourable members have been told that a
housekeeping amendment is necessary to clarify that
some sales are not subject to the 10-cent levy. How
necessary is that housekeeping amendment given that
apparently, if the Public Lotteries Bill is passed, this
measure will be repealed? I raise a question mark about
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the purpose of that throwaway line in the
second-reading speech.
There is another conundrum because the 10-cent levy
that is being finetuned by the provisions of this bill does
not appear in the Public Lotteries Bill.
Hon. Andrew Brideson — Not directly.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — We will come to that.
The next bill abolishes it completely. This would have
gone through to the keeper except some of us decided
to do some sums. The question of the need for
clarification that the levy was not applicable to some
sales seems pretty pointless. If this bill is passed, at best
it can apply only from 1 July this year to 1 July next
year because the next bill, which will repeal this one,
says that anything that is not proclaimed by 1 July next
year is automatically proclaimed on that date. We have
a maximum window of 12 months.
How big is the effect of this amendment we are talking
about? It is very small indeed in respect of the
exemption of the 10-cent levy on sales made by
electronic means and telephone outside the jurisdiction.
The whole thing seems pointless. I must have missed an
entire chapter somewhere on the government’s true
intent, but such is life. We need to adjust the GST
arrangements to accommodate an unhelpful Australian
Taxation Office ruling in respect of agents’
commission. That is effectively what the bill does, and I
am happy to signify support of that.
However, I make the point that although we are not
opposed to the bill, this is a very quaint way to skin the
cat, and we will be looking at the carcass during debate
on the next bill.
Hon. G. D. ROMANES (Melbourne) — I wish to
speak on the Tattersall Consultations (Amendment)
Bill, which amends the Tattersall Consultations Act.
The purpose of the bill is to adjust taxation rates on
gambling operators to bring the situation into line with
the obligations the Victorian government accepted
under the Intergovernmental Agreement on Reform of
Commonwealth–State Financial Relations.
In the autumn session Parliament dealt with the
National Taxation Reform (Consequential Provisions)
Bill and the further consequential amendments bill,
which reduced the lottery tax rate from 36 per cent to
32.6 per cent of turnover and the soccer football pools
tax rate from 34 per cent to 29.46 per cent of turnover.
The reduction in those taxation rates was, as other
speakers have pointed out, designed to honour the
obligations agreed by the various states and territories
and the commonwealth for the advent of the GST. That
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agreement was signed in June 1999, and a central part
of it was that the states would adjust their gambling tax
arrangements to make room for the GST.
I make it clear that the government put forward the
changes to the taxation rates in the autumn legislation
on national taxation reform and has introduced this bill
to honour the obligations it inherited from the previous
government. It is doing that despite the fact that on
many occasions and in many forums the Bracks Labor
government has made it clear that it was and remains
opposed to the GST.
As the Honourable Roger Hallam said, the changes
made in the autumn session occurred ahead of other
events and their unforeseen consequences. The changed
rates were based on an understanding that there were no
overseas sales in Tattersalls operations. We have since
learnt that $4 million of Tattersalls $900-million
turnover is derived from overseas sales. Under the
taxation rules those sales should not be subject to GST.
Full tax rates should apply rather than the reduced tax
rates and the adjustments under the GST arrangements.
This situation highlights the need to readjust the rates so
they reflect the two situations — one where the GST is
payable on gambling operations and one where it is not.
Change is further needed to reflect advice received
from the Australian Taxation Office between the
autumn and spring sittings and since the GST was
introduced on 1 July. That advice was that under an
ATO ruling commission should be included in the sales
values for the purposes of calculating Tattersalls gross
margins. That increases Tattersalls GST bill, and the
rates set in the autumn sittings are not sufficient to fully
compensate Tattersalls for the impact of the GST.
Mr Hallam pointed out that it has been calculated that
Tattersalls commission rates would be covered with an
adjustment of 0.7 per cent of a percentage point in the
tax rates. That means an adjustment to 31.66 per cent
on GST-payable lotteries and 28.76 per cent on
GST-payable soccer pools. For the overseas sales the
rates of 36 per cent for lotteries and 34 per cent for
soccer pools would be reinstated.
Clause 4 deals with the issue of the 10 per cent
subscription levy where a ticket is not issued. It relates
to telephone and Internet products. Under the bill the
10 per cent subscription levy will not apply to
non-Victorian jurisdictions — that is, to overseas and
interstate jurisdictions where the Victorian government
does not have the power to tax transactions.
Clause 5 relates to timing and provides that the changes
will apply from 1 July 2000 when the GST was
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introduced. Clause 5 replaces subsection (4) of
section 12 of the Tattersall Consultations Act with new
subsections (4), (5) and (6).

Read second time.

New subsection (5) provides that where Tattersalls has
underpaid tax because of amended tax rates it must
repay that tax within seven days after commencement.
New subsection (6) provides for situations where
Tattersalls has overpaid duty and an
overpayment should be refunded — that is, it provides
for the retrospective resolution of situations where there
has been an overpayment or an underpayment.

Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — By leave, I move:

Third reading

That this bill be now read a third time.

I thank honourable members for their contributions to
the debate on this important transition bill prior to it
being replaced by new legislation.
Motion agreed to.

The bill has a neutral impact on income in Victoria. As
Mr Hallam said, it is there to protect revenue flows for
Tattersalls in that situation. All GST revenues would be
returned to the state. It provides for retrospective
provisions to take into account the information that has
become available to the state in the past few months
and to cover the period since 1 July 2000.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — The strange thing is the
protection in this bill and the raid in the next one.
Hon. G. D. ROMANES — It will, as Mr Hallam
has said, eventually become redundant and be repealed
if the Public Lotteries Bill is passed.
Hon. C. A. Furletti — It will not become
redundant; it will be repealed.
Hon. G. D. ROMANES — Redundant and
repealed, which is what I said, if the Public Lotteries
Bill is passed by Parliament. It will therefore be
required to be the regime within which the Tattersall
Consultations Act operates within a period up until the
Public Lotteries Bill, which will provide the new
regulatory framework for lotteries, comes into effect.
Mr Hallam raised other issues but they relate to
gambling revenues and percentage of revenues in
response to issues on which other honourable members
have commented. But those are broader policy issues
for this government to consider in the future. They
relate to the extent to which the government will
endeavour to put in place strategies to change its
dependence on gambling revenues. But that is a
separate policy issue. As Mr Hallam said, this is a
housekeeping measure to make further changes to
ensure the intent of what was put in place in the autumn
sitting is effective in the new situation. It is also
honouring the commitment that this government made
in signing the intergovernmental agreement in June
1999. I commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.

Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

MINERAL RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Introduction
The house will recall that earlier this year the
ministerial statement ‘Pillars for balanced growth —
minerals and petroleum for the 21st century’ was
presented. This statement represents the policy
framework in which the government will administer the
mineral and petroleum industries in Victoria. A key
element of that policy statement was that the
government would introduce amendments to the
Mineral Resources Development Act 1990, to ensure it
continues to provide Australia’s best and most
contemporary legislative framework for the
development and regulation of the mineral exploration
and mining industry.
The Mineral Resources Development Act 1990, which
I will refer to as the MRDA, was last amended in 1993
and it is timely to consider some finetuning to ensure
that it remains relevant for all stakeholders. This is
particularly necessary as the legislation now applies to
the large open-cut brown coal mines of the Latrobe
Valley (following their privatisation) as well as to the
vast mineral sands resources that are being developed
in the west of the state.
In particular the legislation must:
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provide a framework to achieve balanced economic,
social and environmental outcomes;
provide appropriate and timely processes relating to
mineral exploration and mining.
Considerable discussion has already occurred with key
stakeholders and the general consensus is that the act
does not require major amendment although some
community groups close to open-cut goldmines believe
that there should be specific provisions that restrict this
form of mining. However, there are several areas that
could be improved to achieve more streamlined and
appropriate procedures and provide more certainty for
the community and for industry.
A public consultation process on the proposed
amendments has recently been completed to ensure that
all relevant issues have been appropriately addressed.
The comments received have been considered in
formulating these amendments.
Key minerals industry legislative principles
The fundamental principle underlying legislation for
the administration of exploration and mining for
minerals in all Australian jurisdictions is that minerals
are owned by the Crown. This principle has been
critical to the successful development of the mining
industry throughout Australia. This principle enables
governments to ensure that mineral production can be
undertaken on behalf of all the community.
While the MRDA provides the administrative
framework within which minerals activities are to be
undertaken, the act does not control the processes that
lead to a decision to allow mining at a particular
location. A particular mining operation can only occur
if it has been granted a permit under the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 or an environment effects
statement has been prepared and assessed under the
Environment Effects Act 1978. Either of these
approaches provides the opportunity for consultation
and involvement of the community before a decision is
made to allow a mine to proceed. The proposed
amendments to the MRDA do not attempt to alter the
approval processes that are appropriately managed
under the relevant environmental and planning
legislation.
Exploration activities are not subject to the same
approval processes as mining as they have limited
environmental and social impact and are generally of
short duration. Mineral exploration is a high
commercial risk activity with a low probability that any
particular operation will lead to the discovery of a
commercial ore body (generally characterised as one
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chance in 1000). Prior to the proclamation of the
MRDA exploration licences in Victoria were subject to
local government planning approval. This was
identified as a major impediment to attracting mineral
exploration in Victoria and caused unnecessary concern
in communities. Experience with the MRDA processes
administering exploration has not identified any major
concerns regarding social or environmental impacts and
it is not proposed to significantly amend provisions
allowing for mineral exploration.
In line with the principles that are being applied to most
contemporary legislation the proposed amendments to
the MRDA are, where possible, objective based and not
prescriptive. The act therefore does not prescribe any
specific activity but leaves the detailed requirements for
any project to be developed on a case-by-case basis.
This allows proposals such as for open-cut goldmining
to be considered on a case-by-case basis. However, the
MRDA does restrict mining activities within
100 metres of any significant place unless the consent
of the landowner or approval of the minister is
obtained. This is generally known as the ‘100 metre
rule’.
The purpose and objectives of the MRDA are clearly
set out in the introduction to the act and these are
considered to still be appropriate.
Background and general overview
The MRDA was originally proclaimed in 1991 and
amendments were introduced 1993. These further
amendments streamlined processes and improved
access to land for exploration and mining purposes.
Exploration investment has increased by over 300 per
cent since 1992. While these developments are
encouraging, the globalisation of the mineral industry
has intensified competition for exploration and mineral
development investment. A significant factor in
encouraging investment is the efficiency and certainty
of the legislative framework within which the industry
must operate. It is therefore necessary to provide the
optimal regulatory framework for Victoria in order to
maximise investment.
It is important to recognise that, unlike most other areas
in Australia, mining developments in Victoria have
occurred and are likely to continue to occur close to
settled areas. As a result the industry must manage the
environmental and social impacts of mining to the
standards expected in this community. Amendments are
proposed to ensure that viable projects are encouraged
while also safeguarding broader community and
environmental interests.
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The above factors represent the main rationale for the
proposed amendments, the specific objectives of which
are:
to ensure that claims for compensation for loss of
amenity on account of mining operations are fair and
equitable and do not create a significant open-ended
commercial liability for mining companies;
to provide the ability to obtain compensation for
mining impacts on Crown land in specified
circumstances;
to improve the operation of the 100-metre rule for
both the community and industry;
to make the necessary amendments to accord with
the commonwealth Native Title Act 1993;
to remove unnecessary impediments to low-impact
exploration activities;
to improve the general quality of applications
received and provide for a more competitive system
of licence application;
to provide a more open application process which
will improve competition for licences;
to provide an enhanced mining register of significant
license documents which is more amenable to
searching by the public;
to amend the act in accordance with the
recommendations of the national competition policy
review of the MRDA; and
to make further administrative changes to enhance
the operation of the act.
Issues
I would now like to talk to some of the key proposals in
the bill.
Compensation for loss of amenity
Under the act the holders of a mining licence must
negotiate with the owners or occupiers of affected
private land to obtain consent for the work to be
undertaken. These negotiations generally lead to an
appropriate level of compensation agreed between the
parties. However, where an agreement cannot be
reached there is recourse to section 85 of the act, which
lists what compensation is payable for and allows for
compensation disputes to be heard by VCAT or the
Supreme Court.
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Section 85 of the act allows for compensation for loss
of possession of the whole or any part of the land;
damage to the surface of the land; damage to
improvement; severance of the land from other land;
loss of opportunity to make planned improvements; and
any decrease in the market value of the land. As well as
compensation for these impacts, compensation is also
payable for loss of amenity, including recreation and
conservation values[s.85(1)(e)].
Loss of amenity allows for a landowner or occupier to
claim for what is often subjective loss not otherwise
compensated for by the act. It also allows claims for
compensation where it is claimed that adequate
protection has not been achieved through the planning
approvals process or by legislation such as the
Environment Protection Act. It therefore provides an
opportunity to claim compensation for the intangible
losses that are often difficult to define.
It should be noted that when the compensation
provisions were included in the MRDA it was proposed
in the relevant green and white papers that they be
closely aligned with the Land Acquisition and
Compensation Act. The provisions in the MRDA
relating to land purchase include a solatium of up to
10 per cent and this aligns with the reference act.
However, the Land Acquisition and Compensation Act
does not include specific provisions with respect to loss
of amenity. Indeed no legislation in Victoria has a
similar provision.
The structure of the amenity provision means that any
landowner or occupier can claim for loss of amenity
even if they are a large distance from the mine. While
there is some justification for some landowners and
occupiers to be able to claim for loss of amenity, the
nature of this provision exposes the mining industry to
open-ended, potentially high-cost legal actions to which
no other industry is similarly exposed. Such an
open-ended liability threatens the economic survival of
mining companies even though they are operating
completely within the conditions of their licence and
approvals.
This is seen as a major disincentive to exploration and
mining investment in Victoria. It should also be added
that Victoria is the only state or territory with such a
specific provision for compensation for loss of amenity,
and mining is the only industry that faces such a
legislative provision within Victoria. In other
jurisdictions and for other industries within Victoria
such an action would need to be taken under common
law. The changes that are proposed do not affect the
ability to raise a common-law claim against a mining
company in Victoria. The act must therefore be
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structured so that it does not become an open-ended
threat to the very existence of the industry, while still
providing for adequate protection for individuals who
are genuinely affected by loss of amenity.
A number of options were examined, including:
removing the loss of amenity provision;
limiting loss of amenity compensation to situations
where the mine operates outside agreed performance
standards;
limiting liability for loss of amenity to a maximum
prescribed amount per claim.
The first two options were not pursued as both would
result in the elimination of claims for compensation for
loss of amenity. The third option, to limit the maximum
claim for loss of amenity, provides protection for the
industry as well as allowing for genuine claims for loss
of amenity.
A maximum value of $10 000 is appropriate to
compensate for the loss of amenity. This takes into
account the fact that compensation for other losses and
damages is not limited. It also recognises that amenity
issues such as noise, dust, vibration and working hours
are controlled to levels set by the government to limit
health and social effects. These limits applied in
Victoria are as stringent as any applied elsewhere
within Australia.
The government consultation paper proposed that
compensation be limited to $10 000. As expected the
mining industry sought the removal of the provision
and community groups favoured retaining the provision
without limiting the maximum claim. However, the
government strongly believes that this proposal is the
most effective means whereby open-ended liability for
mining companies can be constrained while also
providing for legitimate claims for loss of amenity.
Statement under section 85(5) of the Constitution
Act 1975
I wish to make a statement pursuant to section 85 of the
Constitution Act 1975 of the reasons why that section
should be altered or varied by clause 70 of the Mineral
Resources Development (Amendment) Bill.
Clause 70 of the bill states that it is the intention of
section 89(3) inserted by section 60 of the Mineral
Resources Development (Amendment) Bill to alter or
vary section 85 of the Constitution Act 1975.
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Section 89(3) provides for a limit to the amount of
compensation that a court or tribunal may order to be
paid for loss of amenity to $10 000.
The reasons for the limit are as I have already stated.
Essentially, the government wants to constrain the
potentially open-ended liability for mining companies,
which is seen as a major disincentive to exploration and
mining investment in Victoria.
If the government’s intention in imposing the limit on
loss of amenity claims is to be achieved, it is essential
that the provision imposing that limit be beyond
challenge in the Supreme Court. For this reason the
government considers it appropriate to limit the
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court in the way set out in
clause 70 of the bill.
Protection of land from long-term impacts
Provisions are proposed whereby the Crown is better
able to protect itself from any unforeseen long-term
environmental liability that may occur as a consequence
of mining. This will principally be achieved through
powers to maintain rehabilitation bond moneys beyond
the life of a project to ensure that effective rehabilitation
and management is achieved.
Mining often occurs on Crown land and there may be
occasions when the subject land cannot be fully
returned to its former or some commensurate state.
Therefore, provisions are proposed (in line with the
Petroleum Act 1998) whereby the minister may require
that compensation be paid to the Crown (such as by
purchase of the land or by a land exchange) if the land
cannot be fully returned to its former or commensurate
state. This is frequently the situation in the case of
open-cut mining and tailings dam construction. Land
that cannot be fully rehabilitated will still be subject to a
rehabilitation plan and a rehabilitation bond will apply
to the land.
A fundamental objective of this provision is that the
Crown estate will not be diminished as a result of
mining on Crown land. The government recognises that
voluntary land exchanges, whereby a mining company
transfers to the Crown an allotment of freehold land
which is equivalent to the mining land, has been an
effective feature of mining approvals in Victoria. The
government wishes to continue to encourage this
practice as a means of ensuring no net loss to the
Crown and the legislative proposals will support this
option. This proposal will also provide that
compensation may be payable to occupiers of Crown
land (infrequent though that may be) in an equivalent
manner to occupiers of private land.
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It is the government’s intention in the implementation
of this provision that any compensation provided
should, to the maximum extent practical, be to the
benefit of and located close to the community within
which the specific mining operation is occurring.
Further, it is the government’s intention that in
assessing the level of appropriate compensation,
consideration be given to the value of infrastructure or
other facilities that the particular project will provide to
the community. Examples of this might include roads
or electricity supply.
Native title
This submission proposes that the MRDA is amended
to ensure that it is consistent and compatible with the
Commonwealth Native Title Act 1993, thus ensuring
that the amendments constitute a permissible future act
under that act. In a general sense processes that are
required and satisfied via the Native Title Act will not
be duplicated under this act. Therefore there will be no
additional cost burdens on the industry or additional
requirements for native title claimants or holders.
Approvals for exploration and mining
I would now like to present the key provisions that will
improve the processes for approving exploration and
mining approvals. Whilst the MRDA is currently well
regarded in this manner, experience has demonstrated
that further improvements can be made to optimise
processes.
There has also been concern expressed by some
community groups particularly about the processes
under the Environmental Effects Act 1978, commonly
called the EES process. I must remind the house that
the planning approval and EES processes that must be
followed before approval to mine can be given are the
responsibility of other legislation and not the MRDA.
The 100-metre rule
Firstly I would like to discuss the 100-metre rule under
section 45. This currently provides that work may not
be undertaken by a licensee within 100 metres of
nominated structures without the approval of the owner,
occupier, relevant person or agency. The act also allows
the minister to approve such work to be done [s46] after
consulting with the Mining and Environment Advisory
Committee (MEAC).
MEAC is a body comprising departmental officers,
representatives of mining, farming and one person
representing the environment. This process has proven
to be unwieldy and of little value, particularly where a
mining proposal has been through a full public
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consultation process under the Environmental Effects
Act 1978. This EES process will fully consider all the
issues that need to be considered in assessing whether
ministerial agreement to work within 100 metres will
be given. The requirement to consult with MEAC is
therefore an unnecessary duplication of process and it is
proposed that in such a case the minister does not have
to consult with MEAC before considering whether to
give approval for work within 100 metres.
Where a proposal to work within 100 metres of a mine
which has not undergone the EES process, the minister
must consult with MEAC. However, MEAC is not
usually able to provide effective local community
consultation and comment to the minister. Consultation
with the local community is desirable to ensure that all
relevant issues are addressed. Therefore it is proposed
that in such a case the minister will consult with the
relevant local government and affected members of the
local community as an alternative to MEAC before
making any decision. These changes will increase the
opportunity for the community to provide input into
decisions as well as improving the transparency and
effectiveness of this section of the act.
I would stress that where approval for exploration or
mining occurs via either of these processes, the
compensation provisions of the act still apply.
Low-impact exploration
Experience has demonstrated that formal work plan
approval for some forms of low-impact exploration
represents an administrative imposition with no real
value. Therefore it is proposed that low-impact
exploration will be authorised by the grant of an
exploration licence and not require a further work plan
approval as is currently the case. Low-impact
exploration will be limited to exploration work that is
undertaken without using mechanical equipment or
mechanical tools. This is equivalent to the prospecting
work that can currently take place under a miner’s right
without further approval. The definition of low-impact
exploration will also provide for further exploration
activities to be included as low impact where the
Minister for Energy and Resources and the Minister for
Environment and Conservation agree. It is stressed that
current notification provisions and consent provisions
for access to restricted Crown land are not affected.
Also heritage, conservation and environmental values
will not be compromised.
Other administrative and approvals reforms
Finally I would like to talk to some other administrative
reforms that are introduced by this bill.
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The proposed amendments provide for a more
efficient and open approval process that will require
all information in support of the application to be
lodged at the initial stage of making the application.
Combined with the inclusion of moratorium periods
whenever applications and licences cease, this will
provide for a more transparent and competitive
application process. Additionally the tender process
when used will apply so that a successful tenderer
secures the relevant licence rather than a right to
lodge an application with priority.
Provisions are proposed whereby work approvals on
freehold land are not frustrated where, after exercise
of due diligence, relevant landowners cannot be
located and therefore compensation cannot be
settled. This situation is not uncommon in some
goldfield areas where blocks of land may have been
alienated from the Crown several decades ago and
subsequently never developed. Any landowner that
subsequently emerges will be entitled to
compensation in the normal manner.
It is proposed to enhance the current registration
system to provide a more extensive record of
interests in licences granted under the act. This will
simplify searches undertaken by potential investors
A stronger penalty regime is proposed that will
include in some instances a continuing daily penalty
where a breach is ongoing. This is consistent with
the general departmental shift towards increasing
operator responsibility for compliance and is
commensurate with the penalties included in the
Petroleum Act 1998.
Before commending the bill to the house I wish to
advise the house on a further issue of concern to some
sections of the community. The government will
shortly be consulting with farmers, miners and the
community to determine whether the current definition
of peat as a mineral is in the best interests of the overall
community.
Finally I would like to thank all members of the public
and industry who have provided comments and input at
various stages of the development of this bill.
I now commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned for Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland)
on motion of Hon. Bill Forwood.
Debate adjourned until next day.
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PUBLIC LOTTERIES BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 24 October; motion of
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation).

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — The purposes
of the bill are threefold. Firstly, the bill amends the
licensing arrangements relating to the conduct of public
lotteries to accommodate the national competition
policy review findings that will apply from 1 July 2004
when the existing Tattersalls licence expires and,
therefore, exclusivity terminates. Secondly, the bill is
designed in such a way as to acknowledge that the
existing lotteries licence in New South Wales expires
on 30 June 2007, and that the development of a national
market should be pursued from that point in time.
Thirdly, the bill is designed to allow a licence to be
issued to specifically cover the conduct of a footy
tipping competition.
I am pleased to advise the house that the National Party
has resolved not to oppose the bill. I shall spend a
couple of minutes talking about the reasons for that
conclusion and the process by which the party arrived
at that position.
At the outset, the National Party is prepared to
acknowledge that the bill represents a reasoned and
reasonable response to the national competition review
process. In that context I refer to the minister’s
statement in the second-reading speech:
… it is this government’s intention to issue public lottery
licences in force from 1 July 2007 by way of transparent,
contestable competitive tender processes.

I underline the word ‘transparent’ and I will return to
examine the concept of transparency in detail because
there is much about the bill that is not only far less than
transparent but clandestine. I will speak at length about
the way the 10-cent ticket levy has been manoeuvred to
the advantage of the government; it is certainly
anything but transparent. I know the Honourable Carlo
Furletti will take the house through the current tender
process for the footy tipping competition and the extent
to which that would fail the test of transparency.
The National Party supports the concept of national
competition, and on that basis is prepared to support the
bill. The bill also delivers on the footy tipping
competition. National Party members acknowledge that
that was a precise pre-election commitment. Although
we do not necessarily support it simply on the basis of
mandate, we acknowledge that the government made
its intent clear.
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The concept of the footy tipping competition is flawed.
The revenue flow is incredibly optimistic. We would
like to meet the officer who drew up the anticipated
revenue streams because we think he must be living in
another world, much less another jurisdiction, and that
the government’s hypocrisy with the introduction of a
new form of betting is nothing short of breathtaking.
However, we acknowledge that the Bracks government
announced the introduction of a statewide footy tipping
competition as part of its pre-election promise.
There are two main effects of the bill to which I shall
refer individually because they are separate. The first
effect is the updating of the Tattersall Consultations Act
and the second is the accommodation of the footy
tipping competition.
I turn to the update of the Tattersall Consultations Act.
There are three fundamental differences in what is now
to be prescribed by way of rule book comparing the bill
with the current law. I shall also take each of those in
turn because they are also separate.
The first of the fundamental differences is that of
licence conditions, and in particular, the question of
exclusivity. It is a matter of fact that currently
Tattersalls enjoys a licence to conduct a state lottery
and soccer pools. A clause makes that entitlement
exclusive until 30 June 2004. The sales revenue is
shared in the following proportions: with respect to
Tattersalls the rule book says that the prize pool shall
comprise 60 per cent, the government shall be entitled
by way of direct taxation and GST to 36 per cent,
leaving Tattersalls with a margin of 4 per cent to
administer the competition. With soccer pools, if one
refers to the existing rule book, the percentages are
different. The prize pool is 50 per cent, the share to
government from direct revenue stream and the GST is
34 per cent, leaving Tattersalls with a margin of 16 per
cent turnover from which to administer the competition.
The Kennett government commissioned a national
competition policy review of the Tattersall
Consultations Act and acknowledged at the outset that
it was ripe for review because it was obvious to Blind
Freddy that because of its exclusive licence,
competition had been restricted in a basic way.
Only one licence has been issued for both competitions
since they were introduced in the state. The report
delivered in January 1998 was mildly critical, not
scathingly, of the existing arrangements. It was best
described perhaps as being cosy. It recommended that
the existing legislation be replaced with conforming
generic legislation.
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The Productivity Commission report subsequent to that
national competition policy review went a step further.
Not only was it critical of the existing arrangements to
the extent that it reduced competition but it highlighted
the potential benefits that could be derived from the
development of a national market. That was the
circumstance that unfolded under the previous
government.
The review examined three models. I will have to go
from memory because I could not find the report.
However, I know I saw it in some form. The first model
was consideration of open slather — in other words,
licences would be issued to all comers. That would
have been interesting. Secondly, the view canvassed the
prospect of a number of operators, but that number
being specifically limited by legislation. The third
model was to capture a flexible legislative framework
to manage the benefits of contestability. That, to all
intents and purposes, was the option apparently adopted
by the incoming government.
I am not in a position to know exactly the extent to
which that recommendation is captured in the bill.
However, I am prepared to say that so far as I am
concerned it is not a bad outcome. It can be argued that
the legislative change the house is now examining
could hang on the recommendations of that review.
Because the National Party supports both the review
process and the objectives of national competition
policy it believes there is a degree of credibility added
to the bill when it is looked at in the light of a response
to the national competition policy process.
It is a tad ironic for the roles to be reversed in this
chamber when it comes to national competition policy.
I probably remember better than most the extent to
which Labor when in opposition carped about the
Kennett government’s so-called blind support of
contestability. I remember the debates regarding the
Auditor-General extremely well. I also remember the
criticism again and again that the Kennett government
was too heavily reliant upon the gaming dollar, but in
the next breath the same critics come forward and —
guess what? — one of the first things they decide to do
is to introduce another form of gaming in the state.
They were the same people who criticised the Kennett
government for its so-called reliance on the gaming
dollar. The government is seeking credibility on the
basis that the legislation is in response to the national
competition policy review, the very same thing it
criticised not that long ago.
It is clear that the bill is designed to specifically harness
the prospect of a national market. I do not mind that. I
am not pious about these issues. However, it is a tad
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ironic coming from Labor to the extent that the bill is
designed to improve or increase the share of the gaming
dollar in Victoria. That is the conclusion one must draw
if one pursues the concept of a national model.
Therefore I say again that although we will not oppose
the bill, the hypocrisy is breathtaking. We start from the
point, and always have, that the revenue derived from
the state-run lottery and from soccer pools, and from
other forms of gaming as well, is an important reality
for the state’s budget. Again it is a matter of record that
gambling taxes in total in the current year are expected
to be $1.7 billion, which is about 15 per cent of our
total tax take. It is a massive contribution, particularly
to our health sector.
This bill sets the scene for a nationally contested
market. It does so unashamedly. That is one of the
stated intentions expressed both in the purposes of the
bill and in the supporting second-reading speech. It
anticipates the expiry of existing exclusive licences
currently enjoyed in New South Wales, where
exclusivity will terminate in June 2007, and in
Queensland, where exclusivity for the current operator
will terminate in 2009.
And that is why we are told — I don’t have to rely on
any in-depth research; we are told in the second-reading
speech — the renewal of the current licence
contemplated in the bill is to go to 2007. It is
specifically to accommodate the current New South
Wales legislation.
The rationale is that if we were able to harness the
market currently enjoyed by New South Wales and
Victoria, that would be about 55 per cent of the existing
national market, and if we could entice Queensland to
become part of the same process we are talking about
75 per cent of the national market. So let us not be coy
about the intent of the legislation, let us not be lulled
into a false sense of security. This is Labor actually
trying to improve its take from the gaming sector. No
other construction can be put on it. If one reads the
second-reading speech and the objectives of the bill one
sees that that is what it is about.
The interesting thing in that context is that the bill does
not abandon the concept of an exclusive licence being
granted in the state of Victoria. It specifically says that
the law of the state shall provide for licences — plural.
It raises a few questions. The new legislation provides
that the minister is able to determine the number of
public lottery licences that may be issued under
clause 17 and — here is a new power for the
minister — he may impose any conditions thought fit
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under clause 28. Therefore in practical terms, taking all
the huff and puff away, the only thing that may change
is the licence duration. The existing act says that the
licence may not be for a period greater than 10 years
and may be extended from time to time by a period of
not more than 10 years, whereas the bill specifies a
maximum of seven years and a once-only extension for
a maximum of 12 months, and then a new licence must
become contestable.
In reality the only thing that we know will change is the
duration of the licence. All the rest might simply
amount to a continuation of the existing circumstance.
We might simply be reimposing the status quo. It will
depend upon the negotiations and the instructions
issued by the minister. Let us get this on the record: this
is not some major breakthrough, some exciting shift in
direction. At the end of the day the only thing we know
will change is the duration of the licence.
The second issue is the role of the Victorian Casino and
Gaming Authority, because for the first time the
authority gets a formal guernsey in the licensing
process. Under clause 24 any application for a licence
must be referred by the minister to the authority for a
report as to the applicant’s good repute and suitability.
The Secretary of the Department of Treasury and
Finance has a similar reporting role in respect of
applicants having a sound and stable financial
background. We learn that both the authority and the
secretary can recommend disciplinary action including
licence cancellation — a pretty bold move — where the
operator no longer meets the criteria. In other words,
both the authority and the secretary of the department
have an ongoing role in monitoring the performance of
the licensee under clauses 44 and 45.
I want to reinforce my comments about the issue of
cancellation. This is a new power granted to the
minister, and it represents a dramatic departure from the
existing act. Under the existing legislation the licence of
an operator can be revoked only where the minister
proves to the satisfaction of the Supreme Court that the
operator has wilfully contravened a condition of the
licence. That is a pretty tough testing process. But that
has all gone, and now we have a brand-new power that
enables the minister to cancel a licence without
reference to anyone. I will come back to that point
again and again because it will have extraordinary
ramifications and implications for the results of the
negotiations relating to the licence fee.
I have no argument whatsoever with the new role of the
Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority — that makes
sense — but I am very, very nervous about the extent to
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which a formal responsibility has, through this bill,
been laid at the feet of the Secretary of the Department
of Treasury and Finance.
I do not know of any other circumstance where
responsibility of this sort is moved from a minister to a
senior public servant. I think it is a question of shifting
responsibility. I have not seen it occur in this sort of
context before, and I am really concerned about not just
the effect of it in this case but the precedent it
establishes.
The next major difference between the current act and
the bill concerns taxing arrangements. The taxing
arrangements in the Public Lotteries Bill are incredibly
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complex and they have changed on no fewer than three
occasions in recent times. In an attempt to demonstrate
to the chamber the effect of those changes I have
prepared a table that tracks them, and I seek leave to
have the table incorporated in Hansard and to direct my
comments to it during the second-reading debate.
The ACTING PRESIDENT
(Hon. G. B. Ashman) — Order! Has the table been
shown to Hansard and the President?
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — It has been delivered to
the minister, to the President and to Hansard, and I have
copies available for other honourable members.
Leave granted; table as follows:

PUBLIC LOTTERIES BILL
TAXING ARRANGEMENTS:
TATTERSALLS
CONSULTATIONS
STEP 1

STEP 2

STEP 3

STEP 4

Original arrangement:
Player return
State Government
Tattersalls
In anticipation of GST:
Player return
State Govt.
(direct)
GST
Tattersalls
Following ATO ruling
on agency commission:
Player return
State Govt.
(direct)
GST
Tattersalls
New rates under
Public Lotteries Bill:
(Shifting rates to “player loss”)
A.
Where GST NOT payable
Player return
State Govt. (direct)
90% of player loss (40%)
68% of player loss (50%)
Tattersalls
B.

Tattersalls retains

Where GST is payable
Player return
State Govt. (direct)
79.40% of player loss (40%)
57.52% of player loss (50%)
GST
1/11 of player loss & comm’n
(47.7%)
(57.7%)

SOCCERPOOLS

60.00%
36.00
4.00
100.00%

50.00%
34.00
16.00
100.00%

60.00%
32.36
3.64
4.00
100.00%

50.00%
29.46
4.54
16.00
100.00%

60.00%
31.66
4.34
4.00
100.00%

50.00%
28.76
5.24
16.00
100.00%

60.00%

50.00%

36.00
4.00
100.00%

34.00
16.00
100.00%

60.00%

50.00%

31.76
28.76
4.34
96.10
3.90!!
100.00%

5.24
84.00
16.00
100.00%
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Hon. R. M. HALLAM — In the course of the
previous debate on the Tattersall Consultations
(Amendment) Bill I heard a government member say
that part of the thrust of that bill — it was not argued
but was reinforced by a government member — was to
protect Tattersalls, particularly the revenue stream it
enjoys. I made a comment as an aside about that at the
time; while I had no argument with it, I saw it as an
accurate depiction of the effect of the bill.
The bit that bemuses me is why the government would
go to so much trouble to protect the revenue stream of
Tattersalls in one bill and surreptitiously raid it in the
next. The bit that sticks in my craw is that the raid is not
mentioned in the second-reading speech. It is only
when someone is prepared to work out the percentages
that one sees how the funny-money deal is constructed.
That is why I have taken the time to prepare the table.
I shall go through the table step by step to demonstrate
how the chicanery has been played out. It shows that
the original arrangement, which I have described as
step one, was for a player return of 60 per cent, a state
government yield of 36 per cent and a percentage for
Tattersalls of 4 per cent from which to manage the
competition. Because the GST was coming in,
legislation was introduced in the autumn sessional
period to split the state government’s share to
accommodate the GST impact. The GST was to be
3.64 per cent, and in anticipation of the GST the
legislation reduced the tax stream going to the state
government to 32.36 per cent, specifically to maintain
the revenue shares that were previously applicable.
Then there was the complication of the Australian
Taxation office saying, ‘Hang on, the GST should
apply not just to your definition of turnover; you should
apply it to the agents’ commission as well’. So the sums
had to be done again.
The table provides the clearest way to demonstrate that.
The GST was increased from 3.64 per cent to 4.34 per
cent. Therefore a bill needed to be introduced to reduce
the direct state government taxation from 32.36 per cent
to 31.66 per cent. The most important feature of the
table is that it demonstrates that after the Tattersall
Consultations (Amendment) Bill, which was passed a
few moments ago is enacted, Tattersalls gets to retain
4 per cent of turnover.
While there has been some shifting of sand and a flurry
of activity under the surface — a terrible mixture of
metaphors! — Tattersalls will still receive 4 per cent of
turnover. Now this bill is before the house. The
second-reading speech states:
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A licensee will pay taxes levied on the basis of player loss.
This brings lotteries into line with all other gambling forms,
except bookmakers.

That is the logic the house is asked to accept. The tax
regime will now be shifted so that tax levies will be
based on the concept of player loss rather than on
turnover. The speech continues:
These tax rates will apply to Tattersalls consultations upon
repeal of the Tattersall Consultations Act —

that is, the amending bill with which the house has just
dealt —
The tax rates for lotteries other than footy tipping licence —

there seems to be a word missing there —
have been chosen to be comparable with the turnover tax
rates currently levied upon Tattersalls, for the given payout
rate of 60 per cent.

If one took that on face value one could be forgiven for
expecting that the share of the revenue would remain
static. But that is what honourable members are told.
That is why I am so cross with the government about
the extent to which it set out to muddy the water. The
speech then explains, with more of its logic:
… This is to ensure sales in jurisdictions that are not subject
to the GST face the same effective tax rates as sales in those
jurisdictions that are subject to the GST.

Yes, but that does not take you anywhere. It states
further:
This approach is consistent with that proposed for the
turnover tax regime in the current Tattersall Consultations
Act, and meets the state’s obligations under the
intergovernmental agreement.

That is wrong. That is a falsification. If honourable
members follow through the table I will demonstrate
the extent to which that is wrong. The speech says
further — here is the out and here are the weasel words:
Slight adjustments have also been made to take account of the
recently identified need to make GST-related adjustments
relating to the treatment of commission —

I have no argument with that —
and for the removal of the 10-cent ticket levy on certain
Tattersalls games.

Minister, I want you to get ready, because when the
house goes into committee I will ask you to explain
why the author of the second-reading speech saw the
need for the words ‘certain Tattersalls games’. I will
ask you a lot of other questions about the 10-cent levy,
but I want to know precisely why that terminology was
used.

PUBLIC LOTTERIES BILL
1014

COUNCIL

When one follows through the percentages which now
apply in the new bill and which appear in clause 54 — I
expect honourable members will see that I have taken
the figures in my table directly from the bill — one sees
the figure of 79.4 per cent for player loss in
clause 54(2)(c)(1).
Take one eleventh of player loss and commission,
which is 4.34 — use the table, Minister. I have assumed
the same commission that was given in the context of
the previous bill. Honourable members were told that
an agreement had been reached with Tattersalls
whereby the commission was assumed to be 7.7 per
cent. One eleventh would therefore be 0.7 per cent.
Using exactly the same figures — hey-presto! — at the
bottom of the table I discover that Tattersalls does not
get 4 per cent of turnover but 3.9 per cent of turnover.
A number of questions will be asked relating to that,
Minister. The first is: why was that not disclosed in the
second-reading speech? Why was that allowed to go
through to the keeper?
I note that if I use the percentages supplied by the bill in
respect of soccer pools, the yield to all the stakeholders
is maintained. So this is a deliberate ploy to claw back
the 10-cent levy.
I do not mind that. I would be happy to debate that
issue, but the government did not announce it, and that
is what makes me hot under the collar. The National
Party had to scrounge it this way by doing the
percentages.
I also note that a letter dated 29 September was sent to
the accredited agents under the hand of the Minister for
Gaming in the other place. I refer to the letter in the
context of several aspects of the bill. The letter reads in
part:
The new act will retain many of the main features of the
current environment, with minimal impact upon agents.

I remind honourable members that the letter is
addressed to the agents and should be seen in that light.
However, the government has taken the opportunity in this
legislation to abolish the 10-cent ticket levy …

It does not say that the legislation will abolish the
10-cent ticket levy on certain Tattersalls games. At least
the government was prepared to tell the agents that the
10-cent levy was to be abolished. It let Parliament find
out for itself! That would be bad enough, but guess
what, the 10-cent ticket levy has not been abolished.
The government is lying through its teeth. What it has
done is remove the 10-cent ticket levy with a blaze of
publicity directed at the agents and then, through the
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backdoor, claw it back from the percentage enjoyed by
Tattersalls.
Was Tattersalls told about this shift in the percentage?
If it was not told a number of questions emerge. If
Tattersalls was told even more questions arise. Because
that implies that the existing licence enjoyed by
Tattersalls is to be changed by the bill. If that is the case
I want to know about the pay-off for the loss of
exclusivity, the pay-off for the introduction of a new
supervision fee and the pay-off for imposing the cost of
the audit provisions on the licensee. A range of
questions flow. I want to know whether the 3.9 per cent
now to flow to Tattersalls will flow immediately upon
the passage of the bill. If it does the government is in
real trouble because these provisions smell to high
heaven.
I come back again to the letter sent to the agents, those
who fall into the category of ‘Dear accredited
representative’ according to the Minister for Gaming.
During the committee stage I will ask when the bill will
apply from. Does it mean the government has
negotiated a new licence agreement with Tattersalls?
Does it mean Tattersalls has agreed to a cut of 2.5 per
cent in its share of the cake? Understand that that is
what it is. This is not 10 cents in $100; this is a shift, as
the table demonstrates, from a commission of 4 per cent
of turnover to 3.9 per cent of turnover for ever and a
day under the existing licence, if we are to believe what
we have been told. That is 10 cents in $4, which is
2.5 per cent.
I do not know what Tattersalls profit margin is, but it
may be that we are talking about half its profits. This is
not a cosy deal on the side but a substantive change in
the terms of the existing licence. What has wound me
up is that the National Party had to find this out by
working through the percentages. The government put
us off the scent by using words that were ambiguous.
Hon. C. A. Furletti — Rubbery.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — Yes, weasel words to put
us off the scent. If that is the case, look out! I am hostile
about this. I welcome the debate about negotiating a
new licence, but I get wound up when I find out I have
been sold a pup. That is what the government is doing. I
put the minister on notice that a range of questions will
be asked during the committee debate. I indicate that
the implications of the bill are absolutely pivotal to my
attitude on how the bill should be treated and whether it
will be passed. For instance, if the new commission is
to apply immediately a range of other conditions of the
licence should be questioned.
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I refer to the football tipping competition and the
licence the bill now provides to the Bracks government.
The first question to the minister is whether the football
tipping competition constitutes another public lottery
under clause 52 and whether therefore the minimum
player return is 60 per cent. The answer to that question
will affect my thinking about the way the bill should be
handled in this chamber. If it is another public lottery
the minimum player return will be 60 per cent.
Clause 54 sets out the public lottery tax. The prescribed
percentage player loss in relation to the Australian
Football League (AFL) footy tipping competition is
58.41 per cent, and 67.50 per cent where the GST is not
payable. Why is there a fundamental difference
between the percentages cited for the footy tipping
licence compared to either the soccer pool or the public
lottery? The percentage of player loss for the soccer
pool is 57.52 per cent where GST is payable and 68 per
cent where GST is not payable, and for the public
lottery it is 79.40 per cent where GST is payable and
90 per cent where GST is not payable.
There is a fundamental difference in percentages. It
would have been appropriate for the second-reading
speech to explain the difference, but it is silent on that
issue. I have presumed the difference in percentages is
to accommodate a share to the AFL. I would like to
know the answer to that. If it does provide a share to the
AFL, what is that share? If a cosy deal has been done
with the AFL how is that percentage to be used?
I have an interest in country football, and I heard the
government talk about the way the new footy tipping
competition would help country football.
Hon. R. A. Best — Or women’s sport?
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — I have not come to that
yet. I would like to know what the deal is. If the
opposition is to give its blessing to the bill, what is the
kickback to the AFL?
Hon. Andrew Brideson — It is not mentioned in
the bill.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — It is not mentioned
anywhere. A range of questions arise as a direct result
of the differences in the percentages and the fact that
the second-reading speech is silent on the issue.
What does the government expect us to do? Blithely
agree to a piece of legislation that leaves all those
questions up in the air? Or worse still, agree to a piece
of legislation accompanied by a second-reading speech
that is structured in such a way as to throw us off the
scent? These are the questions we want answers to.
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They will be specific and there will be plenty of them. I
am determined that we will find out what has been done
behind closed doors.
Apart from the hypocrisy of the government bringing in
this legislation after its constant criticism of the Kennett
government being too heavily reliant on gaming
revenue, I am not assuaged by the commitment to direct
the revenue from this footy tipping competition to
sports and health. I note that an amendment was moved
in the other house and I acknowledge the extent to
which the government accommodated my concern
about this. The bill was amended to include a subclause
that states:
It is the intention of the Parliament that amounts paid into the
consolidated fund in respect of AFL tipping competitions be
applied for the purposes of grassroots sports and for any one
or more of the following purposes: health, women’s sport and
sports medicine.

I am prepared to put on the record that that is a step in
the right direction because when the bill first arrived it
was silent on that matter. Notwithstanding all the
commitments made by the Labor Party in opposition,
when the bill arrived in its first cut there was no
commitment about the application of the revenue
stream.
I am also interested to discover why all the amendments
provided to me in advance of the debate in the other
place were not included in the bill. The Minister for
Sport and Recreation’s adviser was kind enough to give
me the fourth draft of those amendments, but not all of
them survived. I would be interested to learn why the
last one in the draft fell off the agenda.
In passing I make the point that the existing revenue is
totally hypothecated to the hospitals and charities fund.
I am a bit bemused by the extent to which the
government is sensitive about including the same sorts
of conditions to the revenue stream coming from the
footy tipping competition. I will be chasing that issue
during the committee stage.
We say that the concept itself is totally flawed, that
already out in the marketplace there are two formal
avenues for those who are interested in the product
being promoted by the government. We make the point
that to the extent the new one — the one being
proffered in this bill — is successful, it must pull some
of the revenue from the two existing avenues. We think
for a start that it is likely to capture the office
competition, and the government is prepared to
acknowledge that, although I might add not in the
second-reading speech.
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I went back to some documentation produced by Labor
prior to the election. It is another election commitment
entitled ‘Building Victoria’s sporting life’. Concerning
the extent to which the new footy tipping competition
will impact on existing schemes — the competitions
conducted on a casual basis across nearly every office
and workplace in the state — the Labor Party document
says:
Labor will mainstream what already occurs in many
workplaces. This will not represent additional gambling.

See the sensitivity: ‘This will not represent additional
gambling’. Even if it does not, the alternative is even
more delicious. If it does not increase gambling, the
only effect will be that the government will gets its
grubby hands on a percentage. The competition will be
shifted from the office and the workplace into an
institutionalised scheme and the government will get at
least 40 per cent of the turnover. We are yet to hear
from the government as to whether it will be 40 per
cent or 50 per cent, but it will be at least 40 per cent.
What sort of scheme is that?
If we look at the other alternative in the marketplace,
called Footy Tip 8, there is an even better indication of
how grandiose the anticipated revenue stream from the
government’s new scheme is. If we are to believe what
Labor said in opposition, this will be an Aladdin’s
Cave. In the same document I quoted a moment ago
under the heading ‘A national footy tipping
competition’ we learn that the first 70 per cent of the
projected revenue will be allocated to health portfolio
expenditure and that this is expected to be
$14.58 million over three years from 2000–01 to
2002–03. The other 30 per cent is to be shared between
sports medicine, with 22 per cent, and women in sport,
with 8 per cent.
I did the quick calculations. It means that on average
over the first three years the government is expecting
net revenue of $20.8 million. I do not know where
those figures came from but I have had a quick look at
the alternative product in the marketplace and, based on
what I can glean from the competitors, I reckon what
the government has anticipated represents 20 or 30
times more turnover than is currently being attracted by
a scheme already out there in the marketplace. I might
be wrong, and I would love to have the minister correct
me. I think it is maybe 20 times the turnover.
This is fairies at the bottom of the garden stuff, but the
government has told individual organisations that they
should get ready to rely on the revenue flow. Sporting
groups are presuming that they will survive on the
revenue flow referred to in this document. On my
reckoning they have Buckley’s of getting anywhere
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near that. I would love to hear the government’s
synopsis of the scheme.
I want to know where the AFL’s share is going,
whether there is anything in this for country football
and whether there is any deal on what the AFL will
enjoy. I will ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation
specific questions about the reporting process because I
want to know whether the government intends to report
on this scheme at the end of the season. I want to know
whether at the end of the football season we can get an
idea of how the scheme went.
One might also say that I am worried about the
competition in another context because when I look at
the application form for the competitive scheme
promoted by Tabcorp, guess what? I see the AFL
insignia all over it. I think I am entitled to presume that
there is some sort of contractual arrangement between
the Australian Football League and Tabcorp. Nothing is
mentioned in the second-reading speech. Are we to
believe that Tabcorp has simply been run over? Will it
get a chance at the licence?
In any event Tabcorp already has a scheme, and I have
not heard anybody complain that the scheme is ultra
vires. I have not heard anybody say that the scheme is
not consistent with Tabcorp’s licence. I believe
Tabcorp paid about $600 million for its licence —
$597 million to cover both a wagering and gaming
licence. How much of that could be attributed to sports
betting? There has to be something there because
no-one has raised a question mark about the existing
footy tipping competition. It has been legal and has
been deemed to be intra vires. So what is Tabcorp’s
role in all this? Are we to believe a new licence is to be
issued and the devil take the hindmost?
If that is the case two fundamental questions remain.
How will the new product survive with a 60 per cent
player return when the one out in the marketplace,
which is producing very little by way of comparative
income, has under the term of the licence an 80 per cent
player return? What poor dopey football follower
would decide to take part in a competition where the
player return was 20 per cent less than one that is
already out there? What dopey minister would have the
house believe that there will be $20 million for the
plucking by simply putting a new product out into the
marketplace? I cannot believe the incredible
assumptions the government is making about revenue.
The National Party sees the whole thing to be totally
flawed. We have concluded that there is nothing much
more going for it than that it was a good idea at the
time. Labor, with the luxury of opposition, made all
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those grandiose promises and then got stuck with them.
It did not expect to land in government. This is a
glaring example of how that has come back to haunt the
government.
I want to know about the deals done behind doors. I am
not persuaded that we should support the bill in its
current form unless we are given the information that
anyone else in the marketplace would require before
making a commercial decision. Honourable members
are responsible for the administration of the public
purse.
Among the questions I will pose in the committee stage
are the following: when will the new tax rates be
applied; does Tattersalls have the right of recovery
regarding the reduction in commission that was slipped
in via the back door; is the footy tipping competition to
be another public lottery and therefore have a 60 per
cent guaranteed minimum player return; why are the
taxing percentages lower for the football tipping
competition; what share has gone to the AFL; what
strings are attached to that share with the AFL; and will
the outcome be reported at the end of the season for all
to see? I also want to know why the amendments that
were provided to me in advance of the debate in the
upper house were changed.
In conclusion, I indicate that subject to my getting some
reasonable answers about those questions and many
more that I will be posing in the committee stage, the
National Party will not oppose the bill.
Hon. G. D. ROMANES (Melbourne) — I am
pleased to hear that the National Party will not oppose
the Public Lotteries Bill. The bill reflects the
government’s response to an independent national
competition policy review of the Tattersall
Consultations Act. It gives effect to the main findings
of that national competition policy review, which found
that the Tattersall Consultations Act does not conform
to national competition policy principles of removing
restrictions on competition. All honourable members
know that the current operator of lotteries products in
Victoria, Tattersalls, has enjoyed that monopoly for
about 40 years.
The national competition policy review recommended
the replacement of the current regime with conforming
generic lotteries legislation. Mr Hallam spoke about the
initiation of that review by the former government, and
that review has come up with various
recommendations. I am sure the opposition would be
highly critical of this government if it failed to act on
those recommendations to put legislation into place that
would bring the state into conformity with national
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competition policy in this field and thereby attract
sanctions.
The bill is designed to replace the Tattersall
Consultations Act as the legislation regulating lotteries
such as the existing Tattslotto-type products. Unlike the
Tattersall act, the proposed legislation allows the
government to issue a licence to an operator other than
Tattersalls, which has enjoyed a monopoly for four
decades or more.
However, as mentioned previously, while the bill gives
the government flexibility in the number of licences it
wants to grant, the government has the option if it
decides to exercise it of continuing the practice of
issuing a single licence. The bill provides for a
transition period by honouring the current entitlement
of Tattersalls to a monopoly until 30 June 2004.
Tattersalls is also granted a three-year extension of its
current licence subject to a suitable outcome of a
negotiated fee for the extra three years. The three-year
extension would bring the Victorian and New South
Wales lotteries licences into sync because the licences
would then expire simultaneously in 2007. Exclusivity
arrangements in place in both states would cease to
exist from that date, enabling New South Wales and
Victoria to cooperate in facilitating a national market in
the lotteries area.
One of the main aspects of the bill is that it provides the
mechanism by which the government will meet its
election commitment to introduce an AFL footy tipping
competition. As Mr Hallam remarked, that was a very
public commitment in the election campaign of August
to September 1999 and was greeted positively by the
community.
In some ways I see myself as not the most appropriate
person to be talking about footy tipping competitions,
having had a passing and not very long involvement in
tipping competitions at my previous place of
employment. About three years ago I decided that I
would join the office footy tipping competition but
found that at the end of every week when 5 o’clock
came and I had not got my tips in I had to scramble
around, find out who was playing and make a stab in
the dark as to which teams I might support for the
coming matches.
My poor knowledge of football left me towards the
bottom of the ladder in the office competition at the end
of that year. The next year I thought I would be a bit
smarter and enlist the support of my youngest son who
is a fervent follower of football games each week, so I
asked him to help me in the competition. At the end of
each week I would contact him by phone before I got
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our footy tips in, but there was one hitch to it. Along
with all other males in our household he supported
Collingwood and we had to tip Collingwood every
week, so once again I ended up at the bottom of the
ladder in the office footy tipping competition.
So my involvement with footy tipping competitions has
not been very serious. However, I recognise how
important footy tipping competitions are to thousands
of others who participate each week during the
Australian Football League season in speculative
activity about who will or will not win in the coming
week, given that nowadays footy is no longer played
exclusively on weekends.
The AFL footy competition to be set in place will fulfil
a need for many people in Victoria and possibly in
other parts of Australia as well. Many people who do
not have access to office footy tipping competitions will
be able to participate in the spirit of a broader state-run
national footy tipping competition. On the point made
by Mr Hallam about the possibility of capturing many
of those office footy tipping competitions, I suspect
many employers would be quite pleased for that to
happen, given the time and energy that goes into those
competitions during office hours each week in various
parts of the state.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — I agree, except that they
might not be too pleased when they see the
percentages!
Hon. G. D. ROMANES — That is another issue.
Part 2 of the bill addresses the conduct of the new
regime and part 3 the licensing. The bill sets the life of
a licence at no more than seven years, with the
possibility of a once-only 12-month extension under
certain circumstances. It provides that licences cannot
be renewed although holders can bid for a new licence.
The minister can issue a licence after he or she is
satisfied that both the Victorian Casino and Gaming
Authority and the Department of Treasury and Finance
have conducted proper probity and commercial checks
on an applicant. The issue of licences will follow clear
and transparent processes, as with the competitive
tender for the footy tipping licence. I am sure many
members are aware of the process already under way
that involves an expression of interest from those who
wish to tender for operation of the footy tipping
competition. That will be followed by probity checks
and subsequent invitations to bid, which is the standard
tender process.
For the first time the regulation of lotteries will come
under the supervision of the Victorian Casino and
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Gaming Authority. That will increase the regulation in
that area. The bill provides for inspection, regulation
enforcement and prosecution of offences powers to be
vested with that authority.
The bill bans the sale of lottery tickets to children under
18 years of age, which extends the current ban on
scratch tickets and therefore ensures consistency in
gambling legislation. The bill removes the 10-cent
ticket tax and merges that into the overall tax rates set
out in clause 54. It converts the current turnover tax
regime to a player loss tax, which is consistent with all
major forms of gambling. The merger of the 10-cent
ticket tax was one of the recommendations from the
national competition policy review. The minimum
return to players of 60 per cent for lotteries and 50 per
cent for soccer pools is retained. The question
Mr Hallam has raised about revenues from the footy
tipping pools and other matters will be addressed
during the committee stage.
Honourable members have before us a framework for
issuing lottery licences that reforms and modernises the
regulation of lotteries in Victoria. The new framework
will position Victoria for participation in future
competition in the lotteries and footy pools areas at a
national level. I commend the bill to the house.
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) —
Excessive gambling may cause financial, personal, or
family problems and it can become addictive. Is it not
ironic that today the government released a new system
of warning people about the downside of gambling on
the very day honourable members are debating a bill
that will put another gambling product on the market?
How hypocritical of the government!
Honourable members have just heard a short speech
from the Honourable Glenyys Romanes, who failed to
address any of the real issues espoused by the
Honourable Roger Hallam in his remarkable,
professional and very astute contribution tonight. She
also showed a lack of in-depth knowledge of what will
really happen with the passage of the bill. I also suspect
members of the cabinet — let alone those on the
government back bench — did not have the full details
put before them.
I am sure they have been hoodwinked by the Minister
for Gaming — perhaps we should rename him the
Minister for Hypocrisy — or maybe it is the
bureaucrats who have hoodwinked the government. I
hope we get some answers during the committee stage.
The Liberal Party does not oppose the bill, but like the
National Party it has serious concerns about many
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elements of the bill. In committee opposition members
will be seeking answers.
It is important to put on the record that the debate on
the bill in the Assembly was extremely brief. There
were only three speakers — the shadow opposition
spokesman on gaming, the honourable member for
Hawthorn; the Leader of the National Party; and a
member of the government who spoke for a very short
time. That reinforces the important role that is played
by the upper house. It is critical that it reviews proposed
legislation. It is incumbent upon this chamber to probe,
to question, to seek the truth and to keep the
government to its pre-election promise of being open,
honest, transparent and accountable. The Honourable
Roger Hallam has certainly put the government on
notice of that.
A letter sent by the Minister for Gaming on
29 September to all accredited Tattersalls
representatives shows the absolute hypocrisy of the
minister and the government. In that letter the minister
says the government has taken the opportunity to
abolish the 10-cent levy in this bill and that the effect of
that would be ‘to ease the cost of the most popular
lottery for the general community’. He went on to say:
The government expects agents to benefit from higher
community demand for lottery tickets in response to the
removal of the ticket levy.

So there is absolute proof that the government is trying
to increase lottery ticket sales and, following on from
that, is attempting to increase the government take.
The Honourable Roger Hallam referred to the
1999–2000 financial report for the state of Victoria,
which shows that taxation revenue in the past
12 months has increased by $920 million, or
10.5 per cent. So much for the anti-gambling
regulations of this government!
In response to that letter to the accredited
representatives, the Licensed Agents Association of
Victoria states in its recent newsletter:
Members will have received a letter from the Minister for
Gaming … which refers to the removal of the ticket tax and
which suggests that the reduction in transaction value for the
customer means they will spend more.
That’s not a proposition that any agent would agree with and
it is a proposition that we rejected in discussions with
Treasury and even in final discussions with the minister’s
advisers when they were drafting the letter.

I think that speaks for itself.
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The Honourable Roger Hallam has outlined in great
detail the issues he wants to raise in committee. I put
the government on notice that if the opposition parties
are not satisfied that they are getting honest responses
they will invoke standing order no. 178, which provides
for progress to be reported. We do not want to delay the
passing of the bill, but we do expect the government to
play the game honestly and fairly and to give honest
and truthful answers.
One of the issues raised by the Honourable Roger
Hallam was that the bill says nothing about the
Australian Football League receiving any sort of
revenue. In his media release of Thursday, 3 August,
entitled ‘National footy tipping competition gets green
light’ the Minister for Gaming states:
The competition will provide additional funding for sports
programs and will also provide a revenue stream to the AFL.

We want to know what that revenue stream will consist
of, how much it will be and how it will be applied. We
will also be seeking answers to other issues related to
that.
When the minister appeared before the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee on 8 August he was asked a
number of questions about the national football tipping
competition. He said in response to a question from the
Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips that the income from
the national footy tipping competition would be a
benefit, would go to sports development and health and
would guarantee an income share for the Australian
Football League. Nowhere is that provided for in the
bill; nowhere is it stated in the second-reading speech.
That is something on which we definitely want an
answer.
The opposition parties also want to know what the link
is between the introduction of the football tipping
competition and the extension of Tattersalls licence.
Why is this generic bill being introduced in its current
form and at this time? We want to know whether
premiums will be applied to football tipping. We want
to know what the supervision charge will be. We want
to know why there is a proposal for the extension of
time for the promoter — that is in clause 90, part 8 —
when the licence is valid till 2004. That will effectively
see Tattersalls given a three-year extension.
The opposition wants to know why the government is
not guaranteeing exclusivity for the Tattersalls licence.
That has important implications for the value of the
anticipated premium. The opposition contends the
government is devaluing the licence.
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What are the details of the agreement regarding the
premium between the promoter, Tattersalls, and the
minister? To cut to the quick, what is the deal?
Many other questions will be raised during the
committee stage. The Liberal Party will not oppose the
bill, although it should reserve judgment on that until it
gets some accurate responses from the government.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN (Melbourne West) — The
Public Lotteries Bill will repeal the Tattersall
Consultations Act. Prior to the election last year the
then shadow minister proposed the establishment of a
footy tipping competition. Many Victorians follow the
football keenly and from time to time that enthusiasm
can be seen in the workplace and elsewhere. People
who like football enjoy entering a footy tipping
competition. It is good that the government will control
tipping competitions.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — How will you control it?
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN — People want to play footy
tipping.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — You are just trying to get a
percentage out of it.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN — No, even if people do not
go to the footy they want to be involved in a tipping
competition — they may not follow a footy team but
want to play a game or be in a competition.
I come from a non-English-speaking background and
many of my friends follow the footy but they do not bet
on matches. They like to follow the game every week.
A tipping competition is an opportunity for them.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — You are actually promoting
it.
Hon. S. M. NGUYEN — We are not promoting it.
People can place small bets for fun. They will say to
each other, ‘How is the footy going?’.
I will speak briefly about the bill because it is important
to allow both sides of the house to put their cases. The
bill creates a new act. Unlike the Tattersall
Consultations (Amendment) Bill debated earlier today,
the bill will allow the government to issue a licence to
an operator other than Tattersalls. Tattersalls has
enjoyed a monopoly for 40 years. The bill will remove
the 10-cent ticket tax and will convert the current
turnover tax regime to that of a player loss tax.
The bill also requires for the first time that the amount
of commission a player pays in the price of a ticket be
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included on the ticket. The bill will give the
government the mechanism to grant the licence to run a
footy tipping competition from 2001. The revenue will
be directed to health and grassroots sporting
organisations.
The licence will be issued for not longer than seven
years and cannot be renewed, although existing
licence-holders can bid for new licences. The
government wishes to make tipping competitions more
competitive. The minister can issue a licence after
satisfying himself or herself that the Victorian Casino
and Gaming Authority and the Department of Treasury
and Finance have carried out proper checks on the
applicant.
The bill will provide funding to sports organisations. It
is important that they receive money from competition
revenue. The community needs sports funding so that
participants can be attracted to different sports.
The bill will ban the sale of lottery tickets to children
aged under 18 years. Young people should not be able
to access gaming venues or places that house gambling
machines. I have talked to many people about
educating elderly people and parents. Sometimes the
older people ask young people — perhaps their children
or young relatives — to buy lottery tickets on their
behalf. In the future those parents and older relatives or
friends will need to understand it is illegal for young
people to buy tickets for them.
Tattersalls is important to Victoria but it must become
more competitive. I commend the bill to the house.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — It is
with some concern that I make a brief contribution to
the debate on the Public Lotteries Bill. I share the
concerns of the Honourable Roger Hallam who has
drawn and quartered and analysed the legislation in an
appropriate way.
Hon. G. D. Romanes — Hung.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — No, not hung. I hope
during the committee stage answers will be
forthcoming when one goes beyond the veneer and
behind the smoke-and-mirrors aspect of the bill.
The bill purports to be a rewrite of the Tattersall
Consultations Act and involves the repeal of that act
and the establishment of a new public lotteries regime
to take effect at the end of the current licence to
Tattersalls, the existing promoter. It involves an
expansion of gaming in Victoria. That is a complete
reversal of the philosophy of the government, which
attacked the previous government for its
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implementation — almost to a T — of Labor Party
legislation as drafted and proposed by the Cain and
Kirner governments. Nevertheless the government now
proposes to expand gaming by introducing a third level
of lottery and a third piece of legislation to provide for
that new lottery.
The legislation is introduced ostensibly as part of the
national competition policy review, which must be
addressed by the end of this calendar year. When one
analyses the current scenario with Tattersalls, one sees
that in real terms its position is as secure as it can be
until 30 June 2004. There is also provision for an
extension of its licence until 2007.
In the briefing I asked whether it was the minister or
somebody else who was to delegate and I was informed
that it was specifically the minister who would
negotiate a premium to be paid by Tattersalls for the
extension of the term.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — A very dangerous precedent.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — Yes, it is interesting.
The question that comes to mind is: why does it have to
be done now? The act sets out that the negotiated
premium should be arrived at by agreement before
30 June 2002. If one takes that first, we have at least
almost two years in which to conduct those negotiations
on a normal commercial basis. Why does it have to be
in legislation?
The other aspect is, given that the licence does not
expire until 2004, what is there to prevent continued
negotiations in that time? Why the urgency? Why is it
so imperative that this particular part of the negotiation
of a licence, which has been held since 1954, has to
suddenly be included in a bill that introduces what
some people have described as a dog of a competition,
a footy tipping competition that pays less than any other
current competition? I shall not pursue those areas of
investigation, but I put the minister on notice that
during the committee stage I will ask a number of
questions about certain aspects of the bill.
I turn to section 6AAA of the Tattersall Consultations
Act, which is to be amended by the Tattersall
Consultations (Amendment) Bill that was passed by
this house a few hours ago. When I was briefed on this
matter I was informed that the 10-cent levy for tickets
raises some $10.4 million in revenue. It was married
with the change of source of government revenue from
turnover to the player loss amount, and that change was
to be broadly revenue neutral.
I was amazed that when the Honourable Roger Hallam
tabled his calculation sheet it was clear that the
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government is misleading not only the ordinary
Victorian in the street, the accredited agent and the
punter who buys these things, but also the house. It all
starts to make sense when one analyses what is to
transpire. The shift in revenue source will be broadly
revenue neutral. It is an incidental shift. The
government has shifted from the punter but has not
abolished the tax. Where has it been taken from? It has
been taken from Tatts. Why is that taking place at this
time?
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Does Tatts get a chance to
claw it back again?
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — That is right. Will it?
The role of the minister in the bill is extraordinary. It is
the politicising of a system to an extent that has not
occurred before. I have always prided myself in having
been part of the previous government when it was
essential that there be an intermediary between the
government and the gaming operators. The Victorian
Casino and Gaming Authority was set up as such and
was always regarded as being the independent body
that controlled gaming in this state. What do we now
have? We now have a minister who has a number of
roles. Firstly, he has the role to determine the number of
public lotteries licences that will be in place — I stress
the plurality in the word ‘licences’; to determine the
nature and type of public lotteries that will be
authorised, which means there could be more than one
type of lottery at any time; and to determine all
applications for licences and the conditions to apply as
well as the right to amend those conditions.
The minister alone will have the power to determine
objections to applications and the right to accept
surrender of licences, whether it is in the public interest
and consistent with the tenor of the original licence. We
then come to the interesting parts, such as the amount
of premium payment to be paid. The amount of
premium is to be negotiated by the minister. The
minister controls what disciplinary action will be taken
on the recommendation of a public servant. It is
extraordinary!
What concerns me is that there is no supervision, no
independent intermediary and no control whatsoever
over the minister. He has absolute discretion — very
wide parameters — and we will be watching, as we
hope will the Auditor-General.
There is no provision such as that controlling bingo for
the ultimate right of appeal to the Supreme Court; no
reviews of the minister’s determinations; no right of
appeal against the minister’s sentences; in fact, no right
of appeal against anything the minister does. He or she
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is judge, jury and executioner, and that is something
about which the public of this state should be
concerned.
We need to address an issue that I do not believe has
been touched on by previous speakers; it relates more to
a philosophical argument. I refer to the government’s
response to the 35th report of the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee entitled Commercial in
Confidence Material and the Public Interest, in
particular to recommendation 5.3, in which the
committee said that commercial in confidence
provisions reduce the scrutiny available to Parliament
and the community over government decision making
and use of public funds, and that their use as a tool in
managing the government’s relationship should be
avoided.
The government agreed to that and issued new
guidelines which indicated that, consistent with key
principles, a government open to scrutiny is more
accountable.
Recommendation 5.11 states that all government
contracts are subject to legal requirements concerning
disclosure and are prima facie public. The government
also agreed to that. Recommendation 6.1 is along
similar lines.
Given the government’s philosophy for openness,
transparency and a commitment to making public
documents available, I refer the house to a document
issued in August of this year entitled ‘Licence to
conduct an Australian Football League footy tipping
competition — expressions of interest. The government
provided that document to those who had an interest in
bidding for the footy tipping competition. It can be seen
that the purpose of the expression-of-interest process is
to register parties to whom the invitation to bid for a
licence may be sent. In other words, there is a culling or
preselection process. Firstly, the government decides
who may get the documents; secondly, it sends the
documents off to them; and thirdly, it determines
whether it will consider their expression of interest
appropriate. Paragraph 7 of that document states:
Potential bidders must not contact any officers, employees,
agents or advisers of the state, members of Parliament and
their staff or political parties to discuss any aspect of the bid
process. This is crucial to preserve the integrity of the bid
process.

It is a gag, because issuing this document when the bill
was before Parliament certainly restricted me and other
members of Parliament who were interested in
communicating with anybody who had an interest in
the bidding process from consulting, from receiving
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information about the bidding process, and even from
speaking to them on the telephone, because they were
scared that they would be disqualified from
participating if they spoke to us.
This open and accountable government has submitted
to the people who might be interested in a bidding
process one of the tightest confidentiality deeds I have
seen in my 30 years of legal practice. It is a deed that
would petrify anybody. Had I been in the position of
advising somebody on this issue I would have said,
‘I’m not sure that you should sign it’. This is the open,
transparent and accountable government that is running
the state of Victoria! I endorse the comments of
previous speakers and, subject to the answers being
forthcoming during the committee stage, the opposition
will not oppose the bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.

Committee
Clause 1 agreed to.
Clause 2

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I take the opportunity to address some
of the concerns raised in the debate, particularly quite a
number raised by the Honourable Roger Hallam.
Mr Hallam raised concerns about the omission from the
second-reading speech of additional detail relating to
the changes to the tax regime applying to Tattersalls
under the new act. It is not the government’s intention
to keep Parliament uninformed about the tax changes.
For the record I will now outline the government’s
approach to tax under the bill.
The government decided to remove the 10-cent ticket
levy on Tattslotto tickets sold in Victoria. On removing
this tax on lottery tickets the government determined
that it should continue to raise broadly the same
revenues from lotteries as it does now. The 10-cent
ticket levy currently applies only to certain Tattersalls
products. The levy is being removed from all products
to which it applies. The Department of Treasury and
Finance calculated the appropriate adjustment to the tax
rate to be an increase from 79.15 per cent to 79.40 per
cent. This will not — —
An Honourable Member — Is that 79?
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Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Yes, 79. This will not
entail a variation to the licence conditions, but rather a
variation of the tax rates. The tax rates and the tax mix
applying to Tattersalls products have varied from time
to time under the current licence.
The taxation regime outlined in the bill will apply to
Tattersalls upon proclamation of the relevant provisions
of the bill. Proclamation will occur once both the
government and Tattersalls are satisfied that Tattersalls
has put in place a range of measures to ensure its
compliance with the bill. Those requirements include
satisfying the Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority
that its financial systems can accurately deal with the
change to apply a loss tax regime, that the licence
adequately reflects the framework of the new bill, and
that the VCGA is satisfied that the written rules of
Tattersalls lotteries conform to the requirements of the
bill. This must be no later than 1 July 2001.
In relation to football tipping, the government has not
made a secret deal of the fact that the footy tipping
policy will provide, among other things, a revenue
stream to the AFL. The footy tipping competition is a
public lottery within the meaning of the bill. It means
that the return to player is a minimum of 60 per
cent. The breakdown of the remaining player loss is as
follows: the government tax of 67.5 per cent, including
indirect GST revenue; 7.5 per cent to the AFL; and
25 per cent to the operator. The figure relating to the
AFL share does not appear in the bill, and therefore
also not in the second-reading speech, as the bill deals
with the return to player and the tax rates.
The minimum return to the AFL is set out in
information provided to potential bidders, and it will be
a licence condition. The bill requires that the minister
must table in the Parliament ordered financial
statements for the activities of the holder of the footy
tipping licence. In this way the public will be fully
informed of the activities conducted under the licence.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — That does not answer my
question, you realise.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — You will have your
chance to ask those questions if you require after this.
I am not prepared to discuss issues around estimates of
turnover, revenue and taxation at this time as the
bidding process is under way, and to do so may
prejudice its outcome.
The Department of Treasury and Finance is managing
the bid process at arm’s length from government. The
role of the minister to date has been limited to giving
his approval of the expression of interest and invitation
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to bid documents. The minister has referred all inquiries
directed to him following the announcement of the bid
process to the Department of Treasury and Finance.
The bid process is under way and will be completed
following the passage of the bill. The department
advises me that the process is competitive — that is,
that a number of parties are interested in obtaining
licences. However, the department has not provided
any information to ministers on the identity or the
number of bidders, nor has it provided any financial or
commercial information relating to any bidder.
Following the bid process the department will provide a
written report to the minister detailing the outcome of
the bidding process and recommending the successful
bidder. Following that recommendation the minister
will issue a licence.
The minister will also have the report of the probity
auditor confirming that the approved process has been
complied with and that all parties have received fair and
equitable treatment.
In closing, I make it perfectly clear that the government
has made no deals with Tattersalls or any other
potential licensee. To imply that Tattersalls and the
government have somehow conspired to strike a deal
that is against the interests of ordinary Victorians is
without foundation and is offensive.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I thank the
minister for his response, because it goes to several of
the issues I intend to canvass in the course of the
committee debate. What the minister has just put on the
record raises as many questions as it offers by way of
elucidation.
I go to the thrust of clause 2. In respect of the
commencement of the act the clause states that unless
the government determines otherwise, the provisions in
the bill shall come into effect on 1 July next year. I
want to know what that means. Does that mean that by
1 July next year the new rate of commission shall apply
to Tattersalls — namely, 3.9 per cent?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — By ‘commission’ I take it that
Mr Hallam means the statutory margin. If that is the
case, the answer is yes.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — Yes to what?
That the percentage derived by Tattersalls shall be
reduced from 4 per cent to 3.9 per cent by 1 July of next
year?
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Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised the answer is yes.

slaved over it — and I seek to know whether the
government accepts it.

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — At least one
thing is established. The bill is changing the conditions
of the existing licence. Is the minister prepared to
confirm that is in fact the case?

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that for the purposes of the
debate we accept the figures in good faith.

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised the tax rates are in the
original legislation, not this bill.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am bemused
by the response because the table prepared for the
chamber indicates the percentage change to the
commission earned by Tattersalls is a product of the
bill. I again refer the minister to the table I carefully
walked honourable members through earlier. If the
committee uses the percentages set out in the bill, those
percentages produce a reduced margin for Tattersalls. I
want the minister to say clearly what the effect of the
bill is. I ask the minister whether he is prepared to
acknowledge that the computations contained in the
table produced for the house are accurate.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I ask Mr Hallam to refine his question
so I am clear on what he is asking the committee.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am happy to
do that because the issue goes to the nub of the concern
I have with the legislation. My concern is that a change
in the commission to be enjoyed by the operator has
been affected by the percentages included in the bill.
The second-reading speech makes no mention that
Tattersalls will accept a lower percentage. The figures
in the table produced for the chamber are based on the
percentages set out in the bill. The computation of those
figures indicates that the commission to Tattersalls has
been reduced.
I ask the minister to confirm whether the computations
in the table are accepted by the government.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised the table appears to be
accurate.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I note that the
minister said ‘appears’. I am not being pedantic, but this
is the issue I am canvassing with the minister. Is the
minister saying the government offers no challenge to
the computations in the table or is he reserving
judgment? It is important that the committee understand
what it is dealing with. I have tried to find a way
through the issues and have produced the table —

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I thank the
minister for that, because it takes the committee a giant
step forward. The government now recognises that the
percentages included in the bill have the indirect effect
of changing the commission payable to the operator of
the Tattersall Sweep Consultation. Is that accepted by
the government?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I can only repeat what I said before: I
am advised that we are prepared to accept that on face
value and in good faith.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — My next
question is: if in fact the effect of reducing the
commission to Tattersalls was implicit in the
percentages included in the bill, why did the
second-reading speech not identify that effect?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that during the drafting of
the second-reading speech it was not considered
material, and that there was no intention of hiding it
from the Parliament in any way.
Hon. W. R. Baxter — A fundamental change?
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — It was not
material! Here we have a fundamental change to the
commission earned by the operator — a 2.5 per cent
reduction and maybe a halving of the profit margin of
the operator — and the government thought that was
not worthy of a mention in the second-reading speech.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I can only repeat that I am advised that
at the time of the drafting of the second-reading speech
it was not considered sufficiently material to be
included in the speech.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am delighted
to have that on the record because that indicates more
than anything I could say just where this government is
coming from.
Hon. Jenny Mikakos — Look at your track record.
Look at the former Government Whip’s site and the
licences on there.
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Hon. R. M. HALLAM — I am enjoying this, do
you want to put a bit more on the record? You are well
behind scratch.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! Mr Hallam will speak
through the Chair.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — Thank you,
Mr Chairman. If the bill is to have effect in respect of
the commission earned by Tattersalls at the point of
proclamation, can the minister confirm that the other
conditions that relate to and have an impact on that
licence will also have effect at the point at which the
bill comes into effect? I speak in particular of the power
of cancellation under clause 45, of the supervision
charge under clause 53, of the premium payment under
clause 30, the request by the licensee for amendment of
licence under clause 38, and the additional cost of the
audit under clause 62.
My question is: if the new rates of commission are to
apply to the existing licence as a result of the passage of
the bill, do all the other changes of conditions of licence
apply likewise?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — It was a fairly lengthy question and a
number of issues were raised. The question was
understood but I wonder if Mr Hallam could repeat the
details he gave in the first part of it.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am happy to
do that because it is absolutely crucial to the point I am
trying to make. The minister has said on behalf of the
government that the application of the percentages in
respect of the revenue stream in this bill, which have
the side effect of changing the earnings of the
operator — —
Hon. C. A. Furletti — Dramatically.

1025

clarified. I have been advised that it is preferable to go
through them one at a time.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am happy to
do that because it is of fundamental importance to the
point that concerns the National Party. The minister has
said that as a direct result of the bill we are debating
tonight there will be a reduction in the commission
earned by the operator. I want to know whether the
same time line will apply to the other changes in respect
of licence conditions. I am trying to educe from the
minister whether the changes in this bill, which are very
dramatic indeed, apply automatically to the existing
licence enjoyed by Tattersalls.
I am happy to take the changes before the committee
one at a time. The first one on my list is clause 45,
which goes to the new-found power of the minister to
cancel the licence. As I explained in the currency of the
second-reading debate, previously the minister had to
establish to the satisfaction of the Supreme Court that
the existing licensee had breached a fundamental
condition of the licence. That is all gone and we now
have a clause that says the minister shall have the
power of cancellation without reference to anyone. I
need to know whether that will also have an impact on
the terms and conditions of the existing licence.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! Minister, your time is
expiring, do you have a response?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that in relation to clause 45
the answer is no. The entitlement to the licence for
Tattersalls under clause 90 of the new bill spells out
that the minister may impose conditions under the
TCA.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — TCA? I am sorry, what is
that?

Hon. R. M. HALLAM — We will leave that to one
side. The percentages will have effect as soon the bill is
proclaimed. We are told that the latest point of
proclamation will be 1 July next year. I understand
what the minister is saying and the import of that. I ask
the minister to clarify for the benefit of the committee
whether the other changes that relate to the terms of the
existing licence will also have effect at the point of
proclamation. I gave the minister a list of examples of
the changes I allude to. I am happy to take the
committee through them one at a time and very slowly
if that will help, but they are of immense importance.

Hon. J. M. MADDEN — The Tattersall
Consultations Act and the regulations.

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — There are some relatively complex
issues here and I would like to ensure that they are

Hon. J. M. Madden — I ask Mr Hallam to reframe
the question.

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am trying to
get to the practical effect of the bill that is currently
before the house. What the minister is saying, as I
understand it — and I will seek confirmation — is that
upon the passage of the bill the commission to be
enjoyed by Tattersalls will be changed but there is
agreement that some other mechanism will ensure that
the power of cancellation by the minister would not
apply to the current licence.
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Hon. R. M. HALLAM — I will do it one step at a
time because it is crucial. What I am trying to establish
is the effect of this bill specifically upon the licence in
place tonight. The minister has said that upon
proclamation of the bill the commission will change as
a result of the percentage set out in the bill, so we have
actually got to that point. I want to know what it is that
the government has agreed to in the background that
would see the power of cancellation not applying when
the bill is proclaimed.
Hon. J. M. Madden — Mr Hallam, I do not want to
drag this out, but there was a fairly lengthy preamble. I
ask you to repeat the last line of your question.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — I understand, Minister. It
is crucial, and I applaud you for taking care, because it
is absolutely central to the concerns of the opposition
about the bill. Let me go back one step. You bring into
the chamber a bill that will change dramatically the
terms and conditions under which a licence is issued for
public sector lotteries, but there is actually a licence in
situ. We have an operator who enjoys a licence already
issued by the Victorian government. I am trying to
establish the effect of the bill on the licence already in
place.
What you have given us, and I acknowledge it, is that
the commission will be reduced. I am trying to establish
what other conditions will impact upon the current
licence as a result of the passage of the bill. The issue I
used as an example was the power of cancellation; there
are many others. I am trying to establish how the bill
will impact upon a licence already in place.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that there is a difference
for a number of specific items.
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and we will go on to the next issue. All I am trying to
do is establish what the government intends the changes
to the bill to do to the current licence.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! Minister, we are again
awaiting your response.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that clause 30 — the
premium payment — does not apply to the current
licence. If Mr Hallam would like me to go through each
of the others I can do so, but it will take some time and
it may be best if we go through it clause by clause.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I have a
solution to that, Minister. I am happy to have another
go. Let’s cut to the kill. Are you able to report to the
committee those provisions of the current licence, apart
from the commission, which will be directly affected by
the passage of the bill?
The CHAIRMAN — Order! Minister, we are now
awaiting a response.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that clause 45 would apply
to the current entitlement.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — Let us take this carefully,
please. Did you say clause 45?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Yes. I am advised that
clause 45 would apply to the current entitlement if
disciplinary action was warranted.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — What you are
saying, Minister, is that the power of cancellation — —
The CHAIRMAN — Order! Mr Hallam!

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — Okay, I
understand that. I am trying to establish precisely what
the difference is. It is not clear to me from my reading
of the bill how the changes it brings into operation
actually impact upon the existing licence.

Hon. R. M. HALLAM — Sorry, Mr Deputy
Chairman. I am trying to assist the committee. I am not
trying to paraphrase, but the minister is effectively
saying that the power of cancellation could in certain
circumstances be applied to the current licence.

I acknowledge that if we pass the bill the minister gets
the power to impose whatever conditions he thinks are
appropriate. I knowledge that, but I am trying to get to
the impact of the bill upon the existing licence. On
behalf of the committee I want to know what the
government thinks that impact will be, because it is
crucial to the way we address issues further down the
track.

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the answer is yes.

If you say to me, ‘We have no intention of imposing
these conditions on the existing licensee’, I would ask
you, Minister, to demonstrate some sort of proof of that

Hon. R. M. Hallam — That is good. Thank you.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — Further to my response
prior to that remark, clause 53, the supervision
charge — —
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — Hang on. I am
sorry, Chairman. Minister, does that mean the
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supervision charge is changed by the current bill in
respect of the existing licence?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the answer is yes.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — Thank you.
Let’s go on to the next one. It applies.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Clause 54, tax — I have already
addressed that.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — We knew
about that, thank you.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Clauses 61 and 62 — again I am
advised they mirror existing provisions 8C and 8D of
the Tattersall Consultations Act.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — On a point of
clarification, Minister, are you saying that clauses 61
and 62 are replications of existing sections and
therefore there is no change to the conditions of the
existing licence?
Hon. J. M. Madden — Would Mr Hallam repeat
the question?
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — The minister said that
clauses 61 and 62 are replications of existing sections of
the law of the land. I am looking for a sign that the
minister is indicating to the committee that there will
effectively be no change by the implementation of
clauses 61 and 62.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the clauses are
essentially the same.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — Does that
mean that the documentation relating to the impact of
the cost of audit which, according to the bill, shall now
fall upon the licensee will be exactly the same as it is
under the current legislation?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the clauses are
identical to the sections except for the words ‘licensee’
and ‘promoter’, so essentially there is no difference
between the clauses and the sections.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — For the
clarification of the committee, let me go to the precise
issue that arose from the minister’s earlier comment
when he indicated that clauses 61 and 62 are
replications of existing law. Can I have confirmation
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that today, prior to the passage of the bill, the cost of
any audit on the operator is borne by the operator as a
matter of course?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that I would need to take
that question on notice.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am happy for
the minister to do so because that is but one of the suite
of changes that are of interest to me. It is now on the
public record that the government acknowledges that
the bill proposes changing the conditions of the existing
licence, particularly for tax rates and the power of
cancellation, notwithstanding that it is at the discretion
of the minister. What is the position concerning the
existing licence — not the future licence — for the
supervision charge provided for by clause 53 of the
bill?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the supervision charge
will come into place once the act has been proclaimed.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — That is not
quite clear enough, I am sorry. I need to know whether
the supervision charge will come into place in respect
of the existing licence at the point of proclamation.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that it will, in relation to
the current licence.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — We have from
the minister tonight an acknowledgment that the bill
will change quite dramatically the terms and conditions
of a licence already in existence. So we have a licensed
operator, enjoying a licence, and the introduction of a
bill that will change the terms and conditions of that
licence. I ask: what has been offered to the licensee by
way of incentive or inducement to accept those
changes?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the answer is quite
clear: nothing.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — So the
government is asking the committee to believe that here
is a licensed operator running a commercial enterprise
and along comes the government and changes the
ground rules in the currency of the licence, and the
government then on challenge is asking the committee
to believe that the licensee just rolls over — that there
was no discussion about a dramatic change in the
reward attached to that licence? I cannot believe the
minister is asking the committee to believe the licensee

PUBLIC LOTTERIES BILL
1028

COUNCIL

was offered nothing by way of incentive or reward or
compensation for a shift in an existing licence. The
minister has just taken 2.5 per cent off the top of the
commission. By his own admission the minister has
exposed the licensee to supervision charges that are
open-ended and which he is asking us to believe the
licensee is happy to accept.
I will go back one step. Is the minister asking the
committee to believe the current licensee is happy to
accept the changed conditions of the licence?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Again, Mr Hallam, I am advised that
nothing was offered and nothing was sought, and
Tattersalls was prepared to accept those changes.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am happy to
have that on the record. Let the record also show that in
respect of the new tax rates and the backdoor effect —
the effect that the government was not prepared to
announce to Parliament in relation to the changed
commissions — according to the figures provided by
the Honourable Carlo Furletti we understand that the
levy that has been surreptitiously pulled out of the
equation is worth about $10 million a year. Leaving
aside all of the other retrospective changes to the terms
and conditions of the licence, is the minister saying that
Tattersalls actually agreed to a $10 million reduction in
its annual commission without any comment?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that it was prepared to
accept the increased tax rate on the Treasury’s
modelling.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — So what the
government is asking us to believe is that Tattersalls,
for some reason unknown to the committee, actually
accepted a $10 million cut in its annual commission?
That is what the minister is asking us to believe. Leave
aside the cost associated with the new open-ended
supervision charge — this is just in respect of the
surreptitious changes to the percentages. The minister
has just done Tattersalls for $10 million a year and he is
asking the committee to accept that it rolled over.
I give the minister one last chance. Is he prepared to
advise the committee of any other component to the
agreement with Tattersalls that has not been disclosed
in compensation for at least a $10 million cut in the
commission in respect of Tattersall consultations per
annum?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Mr Hallam, I am happy to continue
answering questions and to go through the bill.
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Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIRMAN — Order!
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I am happy to do that. In
relation to the questioning, I accept that the committee
is trying to deliver the bill through the chamber in a
conciliatory way. I can continue to answer questions in
this fashion, or it may suit the committee to go through
the bill clause by clause. It may be easier to answer
elements of the bill that way.
I can repeat answers or Mr Hallam can ask the
questions again and I can answer them. However, if the
committee stays on clause 2 and generally questions
aspects of the bill, I ask Mr Hallam to be more succinct
with his questioning. I accept the argument he is trying
to apply with the preamble to each question, but I
cannot answer the preamble because that would be
debate. I can only answer succinct questions if they are
delivered through the Chair.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I thank the
minister for his advice. We are in fact debating clause
2, which goes to the question of commencement. This
debate is all about the date from which the bill will
apply. What we have deduced from the debate, not
from the second-reading speech, is that the government
wants us to believe that it has actually reduced the
commission earned by Tattersalls by $10 million per
annum and introduced a supervision charge —
goodness knows what that will cost — and Tattersalls
has blithely agreed.
Mr Chairman, I think that that is apparently accepted as
the state of play, and I am happy to move on to the next
clause. I make the point to the committee that I am
absolutely amazed that the government would want us
to believe the line that has been fed to the committee
this evening.
Hon. ANDREW BRIDESON (Waverley) — Some
time ago I think the minister said that the bill would be
proclaimed only if agreement was reached between the
party and the government. What happens if no
agreement can be reached, either by the action of one
party or the other?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the bill will be
proclaimed no later than 1 July 2001.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — At latest?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — At latest, and that any
agreement would relate to the technical application of
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elements. It is not considered there will be any
difficulties with it.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — To
follow up that answer, Minister, I put the hypothetical:
what if there are difficulties and agreement is not
reached?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the act is clear, that it
will be proclaimed.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — How
can it be proclaimed, with due respect, Minister, if you
do not have agreement on the rates and conditions on
which the agreement is based?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the issues you raise
are not subject to the issue of proclamation.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — Perhaps
I misunderstood your answer to the earlier question
because some time has elapsed. I remember thinking at
the time that to accredit the proclamation of an act of
Parliament on an agreement with a third party from
outside — —
Hon. Andrew Brideson — On a commercial
agreement.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — Yes, on a commercial
agreement — it was somewhat unusual. I think you,
Minister, then went on to indicate that it was subject to
the government and Tattersalls being satisfied that
compliance with the bill was in place and subject to
Tattersalls satisfying the rules that the minister was to
put in place. That seemed to be a fairly complex,
convoluted and extraordinary way of arriving at the
proclamation of an act of Parliament.
I know you have not been here for long, Minister, but
proclamation is about royal assent. The simple question
is: what is to transpire if agreement is not reached? Will
it be a matter of ministerial decree in compelling the
licensee to accept the minister’s declaration.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the finer issues that
need to be resolved do not relate to commercial
arrangements but to technical arrangements made prior
to the proclamation.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — Will the
minister explain the difference between ‘commercial’
and ‘technical’? We can be here all night, Minister, but
I am trying to get a response.
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Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I believe I gave the opposition some of
those examples earlier when I spoke in my opening
remarks about clause 2. The technical issues relate to,
for example, ensuring that the financial systems of the
Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority can accurately
deal with the change to a player loss tax regime. They
are those sorts of technical issues.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I will rephrase
the question, given that we have some confusion
between what constitutes a commercial and a technical
issue. If the issues the minister has described have not
been resolved prior to the point of proclamation, what
happens?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the VCGA has
consulted with Tattersalls and that Tattersalls expects it
can deliver those technical arrangements. Tattersalls
does not believe that that time line cannot be reached.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am not
challenging any of that, but like the Honourable Carlo
Furletti I find it an amazing turn of events. The
committee has before it a piece of legislation that the
government is now telling us will be proclaimed based
on the outcome of some commercial negotiation
involving a third party. I have every respect for
Tattersalls and I know the authority perhaps better than
the minister, but that does not change the fact that we
may not have agreement come the date of
proclamation.
My question is as simple as that posed by the
Honourable Carlo Furletti: what happens if worse
comes to worst and agreement is not reached? What
happens to the bill? Does the minister then have his
way, irrespective of the views of the authority or the
operator?
The committee can go on dealing with this issue all
night, Minister. There is no point in your saying it will
depend on some sort of commercial negotiation in the
marketplace. I want something better than that. I want
to know what will happen as a direct result of the
legislation now before the committee.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I believe I separated the issues between
technical and commercial. I repeat that I have been
advised that consultation is taking place with Tattersalls
and it has indicated that those technical arrangements
can be set in place prior to the date of proclamation.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — Then, for the
benefit of the committee, is the minister prepared to
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table correspondence to the effect that the third party
that is now involved in the process of proclamation is
prepared to give the commitment that the process of the
legislation will not be impeded?
The CHAIRMAN — Order! It would simply be
made available; it cannot be tabled.
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Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I repeat that the date for the
proclamation is no later than 1 July 2001. I have
already given a number of replies. If opposition
members want to put up the worst case scenario about
every element of the legislation, they can, but I repeat
that Tattersalls has indicated that it expects to have
those technical systems in place by the date of
proclamation.

Hon. R. M. HALLAM — With respect,
Mr Chairman, I am not sure just having it made
available is satisfactory. The minister is saying that the
passage of the bill will depend on an agreement that
involves a third party. I want to know that the minister
has something other than a warm inner glow in respect
of the third party — that is, the operator.

Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) —
Minister, you have made a written agreement with
Tattersalls in that regard, have you?

The situation is rather ironic because I am unable to talk
to the operator as he has been banned from talking
because of a contract in which he has an interest. The
minister may smile, but he put a condition on the
contract that has forbidden the party from talking to me.
I want something better than a nod and a wink. I want
to know whether the passage of the bill is dependent on
the view of a third party and whether what the
committee is being asked to assess is the opinion of that
third party. This is not a cowyard, Minister, it is a
legislature!

Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — We are
not getting anywhere, but let the record show that the
answer has not been provided by the minister.

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — Mr Chairman, I seek a ruling on that
matter.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! There is no
mechanism in this place for tabling the document
except under business of the house. It cannot be done
during the committee stage.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN — I am advised that the
proclamation does not require explicit agreement of the
third party.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — I am
pleased to hear that that is the case. I would have been
concerned had proclamations of acts of Parliament been
dependent upon the consent of a third party — apart
from the Governor, of course.
What will happen, Minister, if the agreement that you
say you have not made with Tattersalls falls over and
Tattersalls does not reach the conditions the minister
will stipulate between now and then? The minister
knows these things can happen. A player can run out
onto the football ground and break a leg. What will
happen in that case? It is a simple question and
narrowly defined: what happens if all the preconditions
are not met and 1 July 2001 arrives?

Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the department has
consulted with Tattersalls and believes it will have the
technical arrangements in place so that the act can be
proclaimed no later than 1 July 2001.

Hon. Jenny Mikakos — He has provided the
answer.
The CHAIRMAN — Order!
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. Jenny Mikakos — On a point of order,
Mr Chairman, it is becoming apparent that opposition
members are treating the committee with complete
disrespect. They are being extremely repetitive. The
same question has been asked in a slightly different
guise on each occasion, and the minister has adequately
answered it on numerous occasions. If the opposition
does not accept the answer we are wasting the time of
the committee. Opposition members would do well to
accept the fact that the minister has answered the
question more than adequately on numerous occasions.
Hon. K. M. Smith — On the point of order,
Mr Chairman, the matter of whether a question is
repetitive depends upon the answer that is given. The
committee stage is a time when members of Parliament
have an opportunity to seek clarification on difficulties
with a bill so they can be satisfied at the end of that
stage that they have the answers and can support the
bill. I believe there is no point of order.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! On the point of order,
the custom and history of this place is that during the
committee stage honourable members are able to go
through bills in intimate detail, and that has been done
for many years. There is no point of order.
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Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — The point I was making
to the minister is that unfortunately the unexpected does
occur, as it did last September when the government
was elected. If we are looking for disasters to occur,
that was one for the people of Victoria.
Hon. J. M. Madden — On a point of order, I am
happy to sit here all night. My children are in bed at this
time of night and I will not see them until tomorrow
morning, so I am happy to stay here until tomorrow
morning. I would expect members asking questions on
the bill to relate them to the bill and not debate issues
about other legislation or other matters of government. I
believe the Honourable Carlo Furletti, who likes to
speak at length prior to asking questions — normally
we allow him that licence — in this instance is not
speaking to the bill.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — The point I was making,
which I made on at least five previous occasions, was
that I am seeking a simple answer. The Honourable
Jenny Mikakos suggests I received an answer. The fact
is that I have not received an answer to the question of
what would happen if what is expected to occur does
not occur. I was simply relating that to an event of last
September.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! On the point of order,
the answer is the same as for the last point of order.
This committee session is free-ranging and it goes
through each provision of the bill as committee
members require. There is no point of order.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — I appreciate the
Chairman’s experience in these matters and thank him
for expressing it in that way.
Given that the government has expected there will be a
$10 million loss to Tattersalls on one particular change
of condition — —
Hon. Jenny Mikakos — On your estimate.
The CHAIRMAN — Order!
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — There has been no
dispute on that quantification. Will the minister indicate
to the committee the cost to Tattersalls of all the
changes to the conditions? With a simple answer the
committee can move on to the next matter?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the answer is not
quantifiable; therefore I cannot provide the answer.
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Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — Does
the minister acknowledge that it is an amount of
somewhat more than $10 million?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I believe I have given that answer. I
cannot make assumptions on the likely earnings in
relation to what Tattersalls may take. That would
require me to see into the future. I cannot do that. I can
only indicate to you that the answer remains.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — I admit,
Minister, that you cannot even see into the present, but
you have acknowledged — —
Hon. J. M. Madden — On a point of order,
Mr Chairman, again I ask that Mr Furletti speak to the
bill. He is directing abuse at me, and I ask him to
withdraw that remark.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — On the point of order,
Mr Chairman, I did not intend any offence, but it
appears to me that anybody who hypothesises about
seeing into the future has obviously got a problem. I am
not asking the minister to see into the future. I have
asked him to respond to what I regard as a sensible
question.
Given that the minister has accepted that there is a
minimum of $10.4 million, which is a figure that has
been provided by the department, I asked: given that
there are substantial conditions, which the minister
admits have varied, will that amount be considerably
more? That was the question. I am not asking you to
quantify it. I accept that it is unquantifiable. I ask for a
simple — —
The CHAIRMAN — Order! The minister has
raised a point of order and indicated that he was
offended by whatever remark was made — I must
admit it was unclear to us at this end of the table — and
I request that Mr Furletti withdraw.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — I did not hear the
minister. If it offended him, I withdraw. I am not sure
whether the minister’s capacity to comprehend has
allowed him to retain the question I put to him. Do you
want me to repeat the question?
The CHAIRMAN — Order! Repeat the question.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI — Thank you,
Mr Chairman. The question I put was a relatively
simple one. I did not ask the minister to look into the
future as to the amounts that may be lost, and nor did I
ask for a specific amount. I asked the minister: given
that there is an acknowledged loss of $10.4 million to
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Tattersalls, does the government concede that the
further changes to the conditions to the licence that
Tattersalls holds will cost Tattersalls considerably more
than the $10 million conceded by the government?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — The other cost to Tattersalls would be in
relation to the supervision charge, and that charge will
be calculated to recover reasonable costs and expenses
in VCGA monitoring, but it is not expected to be large.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am sorry, I
cannot let that go as simply as that. We need to get
some idea of the dimension of the impost the bill will
have on the conditions of the existing licence. Can I
take it from what the minister just said that the
government concedes that the impact in terms of direct
commission is in the vicinity of $10.5 million per
annum?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that I cannot lock into any
potential figure, because again that would be
speculative.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — Then is the
minister prepared to take my question on notice and
report to the committee when he is able to provide a
figure that is not speculative?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I can undertake to provide the Treasury
modelling.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I genuinely
thank the minister for that commitment. Can I also ask
whether in the same spirit of cooperation he is prepared
to offer evidence of agreement by the existing licensee
that goes not only to the issue of commission but also
the other changes contained in the bill?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised there is no agreement, so
in that sense I cannot undertake to provide Mr Hallam
with an agreement.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am at a loss.
I thought the minister said that the existing licensee was
relaxed about the changes in the bill. Now the minister
is telling us that he has no evidence of any agreement
by the licensee. Let us clear the air. Does the minister
want us to believe there is no indication of agreement
by the existing licensee in respect of the changes to the
existing licence introduced by the bill?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that discussions and
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briefing took place with Tattersalls through the
department, and that Tattersalls was prepared to accept
the decisions of the government.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — Having told
the committee that the licensee was prepared to accept
the modelling, which we say on the evidence that we
are able to deduce at arm’s length — and we do not
have access to the intricate details of the agreement —
will cost at least $10 million a year, is the minister
saying that there was no correspondence, that the
agreement between the current licensee and the officers
of the Department of Treasury and Finance was a nod
and a wink? Is the minister actually asking the
committee to believe that there was no record at all of
the licensee’s reaction to the fact that they asked it to
drop $10 million a year?
Hon. C. A. Furletti — And is this the way the
Labor Party does business?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that because the legislation
is generic legislation Tattersalls was briefed and
discussions took place, and again it was prepared to
accept the decision of the government.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I beg the
indulgence of the committee, but I cannot believe what
the committee has just been told by a minister of the
Crown. I will go back one step and ask: does the
current licensee know that the reduction in commission
as a result of this bill represents a $10 million reduction
in income each year?
Hon. Jenny Mikakos — On a point of order,
Mr Chairman, I fail to see what this line of questioning
has to do with clause 2.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! There is no point of
order. The questions are well within the bounds of the
committee. Before the minister answers, I point out that
the committee is discussing clause 2, which deals with
the commencement of the act. All the questions that
have been asked up to this time are relevant to the
commencement and the conditions that apply under
clause 2.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that Tattersalls has not
seen the modelling, but it was aware of the tax rate and
it accepted the implications.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am very
confused. The minister is now telling us that Tattersalls
has not seen the Department of Treasury and Finance
modelling, if my understanding is accurate. I thought
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that but a few moments ago he said the current licensee
accepted the Department of Treasury and Finance
model. What is it to be — that it saw the modelling and
agreed to a $10 million drop in its cut or that the
department has not shown it the modelling? There is a
fundamental difference in what the minister is asking
the committee to believe.
Let us get this very clear. I want to know whether the
ramifications of the bill have been conveyed to the
licensee and whether the licensee knows more than the
opposition parties do and understands what the
implications of the bill will be.
Hon. D. McL. Davis — On its business.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — Mr Davis, I am
becoming very frustrated. The bill came to the chamber
without any explanation of the implications of the
changes in the percentages of commission. The minister
did not offer anything by way of explanation. I am
trying to establish whether the licensee was offered any
explanation. Did the department sneak up on it as well?
Does Tattersalls know that there will be a $10-million
drop in its commission as a result of the bill?
My question is as plain as I can make it: is Tattersalls
accepting of the Department of Treasury and Finance
(DTF) modelling or did it not see it?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the department has not
provided the modelling but that Tattersalls was briefed
on the new tax rate, as was the opposition. I cannot
speak for Tattersalls, but I assume it has conducted its
own analysis of the new rate. I repeat that it has
accepted the implications.
Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! Mr Hallam will
address the Chair.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am being
assisted in the background. I am trying to find out what
that assistance is.
The CHAIRMAN — Order! That is not
appropriate.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — Mr Chairman, the
committee is being invited to believe that the
government pursued a change in the commission rate,
that it brought to Parliament a bill incorporating that
change, that it did not see it as necessary to advise
Parliament of the effect of the change, that the operator
of the current licence was not given the benefit of the
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modelling undertaken by DTF but that the operator
nonetheless agreed to the change in the commission
rate.
If that is what the minister is asking the committee to
believe — and that is a fair summation of where we
have got to — I seek his endorsement to that effect and
we will move on to clause 3.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the short answer is
yes.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 3

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — This will be
very brief, I hope. Clause 3 includes a definition. One
of my earlier questions was whether the Australian
Football League tipping competition was a public
lottery. I am pleased to put on the record that the
minister quickly cleared up that issue: the footy tipping
competition constitutes a public lottery and therefore
the player return is 60 per cent under clause 52.
My question is relatively simple: all that being the case,
why was that not clarified in the second-reading
debate?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that it was clearly defined
in the act and was not considered necessary for the
second-reading speech.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — Perhaps the
minister will advise the committee where it is clearly
defined in the act.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I draw Mr Hallam’s attention to page 2
of the bill, clause 3(1), which states:
“AFL footy tipping competition” means a public lottery in
which the prizes are distributed on the basis of results of
matches played in the Australian Football League.

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I thank the
minister for his explanation. I presumed that was the
clause upon which he was relying. I am delighted to
have it confirmed.
Clause agreed to; clauses 4 to 12 agreed to.
Clause 13

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — My query
about clause 13 goes to the interpretation of the word
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‘knowingly’. I will read the clause for the sake of the
committee. It states:
A person must not knowingly accept an entry in a public
lottery from a person under the age of 18 years.

I know there is some case law and some precedents in
that matter, but I want to know where the onus of proof
will fall under the bill. Will it be the responsibility of
the accredited representative to satisfy himself or
herself as to the age of the prospective client?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that this is consistent with
other laws in relation to age and identification.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I thank the
minister for his explanation. I will not pursue the matter
other than to ask whether the minister can give the
committee an indication of whether an accredited
representative not knowing the age of a prospective
client would be a defence to any subsequent action.
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that if the proprietor took
reasonable steps to ascertain the age of a person, and
that person indicated by one means or another that he or
she was 18 years of age or older when that was not the
case, that that would not be the fault of the proprietor in
that instance.
Clause agreed to; clauses 14 to 16 agreed to.
Clause 17

Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — Can the
minister indicate to the committee the criteria that the
minister will use to determine the number of public
lottery licences that may be issued in the foreseeable
future?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the minister would
take into consideration a range of issues that relate to
the best interests of the public.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — Can we go
one step beyond the printed word? Clause 17 provides
the minister with extraordinarily broad powers. It is the
minister who on the basis of this clause is able to
determine however many public lottery licences he
decrees shall apply in Victoria. Will the minister
provide some idea of what process the minister would
use to come to that conclusion? Will the minister
provide the committee with an idea of whom he might
consult and to what extent he might rely on assistance
provided by, for example, the Victorian Casino and
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Gaming Authority? Is this to be a directly political
pronouncement?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that he may well take
advice from the Department of Treasury and Finance
and the Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority as well
as seeking a consideration of the broader community
interests, and may even consult with the sector.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I thank the
minister for clarification of the issue, and I am relaxed
about the prospect of the minister seeking advice from a
broad sector of the community, but I am bemused to
hear the minister say that a minister of the Crown, in
determining the number and type of public lottery
licences, should rely upon advice from the Department
of Treasury and Finance. Does the minister want to
have a second go on that point?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I ask Mr Hallam in what context he
would like me to have a second go.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I am relaxed
about the Department of Treasury and Finance
providing advice in respect of probity issues, but what
the minister is now putting to the committee is that the
Department of Treasury and Finance should have an
influence with regard to the number and type of public
lottery licences issued. In what connection would
advice from the Department of Treasury and Finance
be apposite to a question of how many and what types
of public lottery licences would be issued?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that the Department of
Treasury and Finance might well provide advice on the
optimum number of licences. There would be an
optimum number, because anything over and above a
certain limit could possibly undermine existing
licences.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I will not
press the point, but I am relieved to capture the thrust of
what the minister is saying by reflecting that what he is
talking about is the question of viability of individual
licences rather than the notion of some public good that
would be determined by advice coming from the
Department of Treasury and Finance. I thank the
minister; that is a relief.
Clause agreed to; clause 18 agreed to.
Clause 19
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Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — With
respect to clause 19 and generally with respect to
applications for licences, given that Tabcorp paid
almost $600 million for its gaming rights, which I
understand included exclusivity to operate sports
betting under the Gaming and Betting Act, will the
grant of licences under this section result in any claims
for compensation by Tabcorp under the provisions of
its current licence?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised there has been no
indication that at this point of time that is likely.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — For the
record, I will move on: does the government have any
concerns about that possibility?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that that could potentially
be a very sensitive issue. I am also advised not to give
any further answer on that.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — I was
not aware that we were dealing with the right to silence
in committee. Minister, given the provisions that exist,
has the government also considered the possibility of
the establishment of footy tipping on the Web — that
is, Internet footy tipping, which of course would affect
licences afforded under the bill and also under the
Gaming and Betting Act?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — As there were a number of interruptions
I ask the honourable member to repeat the question
succinctly.
Hon. C. A. FURLETTI (Templestowe) — I will
rephrase the question. Has the government considered
the possibility of the establishment of footy tipping
competitions on the Web — that is, Internet footy
tipping — and its impact on the licences that will be
granted under the bill and those that have already been
granted under the Gaming and Betting Act?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that there is nothing in the
bill that would prohibit the licensee from using the
Internet for footy tipping.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — I raise two
issues, and I pick up the sensitivity of the issue under
clause 19, given the minister’s response to the question
from Mr Furletti. I ask for one point of clarification in
respect of that: does that mean the government is not
confident that the passage of the bill will not create a
cause of action by an existing licensee?
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Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I really could not speak on behalf of an
existing licensee in relation to an issue like that.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — That is not
much comfort because the legislation sets out the terms
and conditions under which a new application for
licence may be made. It is very specific and it is
extensive. I am asking whether the passage of the
legislation might impinge on the conditions of any
existing licence. Can the minister at least give us a
commitment that existing licences will be remote from
the passage of clause 19?
Hon. J. M. Madden — I ask the honourable
member to repeat the last part of the question.
Hon. R. M. HALLAM — I am trying to establish
the implications for existing licences that will flow
from the passage of the legislation. I understand the
sensitivities, and all those sorts of things. Does the
government see any ramifications on existing licences
from the passage of the bill?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised we do not believe there
would be any material impact on any other licensee.
Hon. A. P. OLEXANDER (Silvan) — Has the
government sought or received any legal advice related
specifically to the possibility that he just mentioned?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — The answer is yes.
Clause agreed to; clauses 20 to 23 agreed to.
Clause 24

Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western) — Clause 24
relates to a report to the minister by the Victorian
Casino and Gaming Authority and goes further to the
issue of a licence application. It refers to the way in
which the authority shall attest in respect of each
applicant or each associate as to their good repute,
character and integrity. I understand all that and have
no argument with it.
I note under clause 24(1)(c) that that report and those
issues in respect of each applicant shall relate to:
each executive officer of the applicant and any other person
determined by the Authority to be concerned in or associated
with the ownership, management or operation of the
applicant’s business …

That is an extraordinarily broad broom. Minister, how
far down the management structure will that operation
apply? I hope we are not talking about anybody who
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happens to obtain employment with the operator on
perhaps a casual basis. I am looking for an indication of
how onerous that process will be. How far down the
management chain does it go?
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I am advised that would be a matter for
the authority, but it would be generally consistent with
other areas of gaming.
Clause agreed to.
Progress reported.

FISHERIES (AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for
Energy and Resources) on motion of Hon. J. M. Madden.

AGRICULTURAL INDUSTRY
DEVELOPMENT (AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for
Energy and Resources) on motion of Hon. J. M. Madden.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday,
14 November.

Motion agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. J. M. MADDEN (Minister for Sport and
Recreation) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Electricity: Yallourn dispute
Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra) — I raise a
matter with the Minister for Industrial Relations. Over
the past 2 hours Victoria has been thrust into an
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emergency that has endangered the lives of individuals
and the livelihoods of many people throughout the
state.
As a result of the illegal and thug-like behaviour of a
number of members of the labour movement, electricity
has been turned off in virtually all parts of this state
with no notice. As a consequence, streetlights have
been out, endangering the lives of people trying to go
about their normal business. People using medical
equipment have found that their equipment has been
turned off mid-operation; businesses, of course, have
been completely inconvenienced; and ordinary citizens
have found that their lives have, once again under a
Labor government, been totally disrupted.
I call on the Minister for Industrial Relations to start
taking responsibility for this type of crisis and stop
blaming others for the government’s lack of leadership
and incompetence.
In question time today the Liberal Party asked the
government to take a stand and to be involved in the
Yallourn dispute, only to find the Minister for Industrial
Relations say she would not do anything for a couple of
days. We call on the government to stop standing by its
Labor mates who caused this disruption and to stand up
to them. It should stop putting off the hard decisions
required to get these people to do their work and supply
electricity for ordinary human beings who have been
disrupted. This union has shown it will not accept the
decision of the independent umpire, the Australian
Industrial Relations Commission. Worse, it has shown
it is prepared to take the law into its own hands. That is
a dangerous act that has harmed individuals and the
reputation of the state.
At the heart of this behaviour is the fact that the Labor
government has let the industrial climate degrade so
much in Victoria that this type of thuggery can occur.
These strikes deserve something more than arrogant
indifference and a callous lack of action by the Minister
for Industrial Relations and the Minister for Energy and
Resources. I call on the ministers to do something
rather than failing to act.

Electricity: Yallourn dispute
Hon. PHILIP DAVIS (Gippsland) — I remind the
Minister for Energy and Resources that earlier this year,
despite warnings that electricity blackouts would occur
and despite warnings of blackouts in November last
year, the government procrastinated and took no action
and the lights went out in February. Under the guise of
a ministerial task force, the minister reviewed the
situation and handed down a report in September
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entitled ‘Security of electricity supply task force’. The
opposition pointed out that the government had failed
to address the principal cause of the blackouts of
February, which was the industrial relations dispute at
Yallourn. The opposition predicted then that the
Victorian community would face significant difficulties
this coming summer. It has not even got to summer and
the lights have gone out. I call on the minister to now
invoke the emergency provisions of the Electricity
Industry Act.

Electricity: Yallourn dispute
Hon. BILL FORWOOD (Templestowe) — I raise
for the attention of the Minister for Small Business an
issue that goes to the strike that has crippled Victoria in
the last 2 hours causing blackouts around the state,
chaos on the roads and chaos in people’s lives.
Minister, your job as Minister for Small Business is to
advocate on behalf of small business, to represent the
interests of small business, to ensure they get a fair
hearing and a fair go in the state of Victoria. They were
crippled earlier this year when, through a total lack of
responsibility and action, the Labor government failed
to act when the power went off and again they are being
crippled by the unbelievable action of people in the
Latrobe Valley, action condoned by the government.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order!
Hon. M. A. Birrell — They are your people and
you did nothing to stop them.
Hon. C. C. Broad interjected.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — Tonight the minister
has the opportunity to stand up for small business in
Victoria. She has the opportunity in this chamber to get
on her feet and condemn this strike and, with her
ministerial colleagues, take some action.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Hansard cannot
possibly have heard that.
Hon. R. M. Hallam — I think they heard that but
did not understand it.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I think that is right.
Hon. BILL FORWOOD — The minister has the
opportunity to stand in this place tonight and condemn
the unions for their actions.
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Opposition Members — Hear, hear!

Electricity: Yallourn dispute
Hon. R. A. BEST (North Western) — The issue I
would like to raise is also with the Minister for Small
Business and concerns the issue of the power cuts that
have occurred throughout Victoria tonight. Like most
people I enjoy the opportunity of a beer on a Friday
night and my local publican contacted me tonight. He
said that over the past month he has invested $300 000
renovating his hotel, the Reservoir Hotel in Bendigo.
He has been trying to attract a new clientele and new
business to his hotel, which is a family hotel run by
himself and his family, and tonight he has had to turn
people away, refund money paid for meals and close
his bottle shop. He has not had one customer through
the bottle shop in the past 21⁄2 hours.
Most honourable members would be aware that most
pubs in Bendigo sponsor cricket clubs. The Holmes
family and the Reservoir Hotel sponsor a number of
cricket clubs and there were more than 40 people in the
bar tonight, not to mention the people they were serving
meals to in the lounge. The 40 people walked out when
the system the pub uses for pouring beer collapsed
because of the electricity shutdown. The publican
began serving beer out of bottles but the fridges got hot
and he ended up with no-one in his bar, bistro or bottle
shop. This is a small business that has invested
$300 000 in upgrading the premises to attract more
trade and business.
It is one of those cases where ordinary Victorians say
enough is enough. My question for the minister is:
given the circumstances of tonight, what compensation
is she prepared to provide to that hotel operator for the
loss of trade he has suffered?

Electricity: Yallourn dispute
Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern) — I address
a matter to the attention of the Minister for Industrial
Relations. Since Monday much of the electorate I
represent has received extraordinary and unseasonably
heavy rain. Some areas have received up to 6 inches
and other parts 3 inches today. That has caused a good
deal of distress because of the damage being done to
crops that were ripening and were nearly ready for
harvest. Pumps were operating in many places to get
the water off the crops. I have just been telephoned by a
very distressed farmer in Nathalia telling me that the
power is off and he understands that it is not because of
any act of God but simply as a result of man-made
decisions. I expect also that because the hydro-electric
power stations at Dartmouth and in the Snowy River
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area have been commissioned to provide some power
to the state — —
Hon. E. G. Stoney — And Eildon.
Hon. W. R. BAXTER — And Eildon. That is likely
to exacerbate the flooding now occurring in
north-eastern Victoria because of the high rivers and the
exceptional rainfall this week.
An extraordinary situation is developing, and it is being
grossly exacerbated by the action of rogue unionists. I
call on the Minister for Industrial Relations to use that
special relationship she claims the Labor Party has with
unions and to work through the night until the lights are
switched back on.

Responses
Hon. M. M. GOULD (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — I have to say that some of the Honourable
Mark Birrell’s comments about my answer to a
question earlier this afternoon were misleading.
I put on the record clearly that members of the Bracks
government — including me — do not support the
wildcat strike action that has been taken by members of
the Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union
(CFMEU) in the Latrobe Valley. We condone — —
Hon. M. A. Birrell — That was Freudian!
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Settle down.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — We condemn the actions
of these wildcat workers. A Supreme Court injunction
has been placed on those workers tonight.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — That Supreme Court
action has been placed on those workers tonight.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house wants to
hear the minister’s response and the Hansard reporter
wants to hear the minister’s response so it can be
recorded. I ask the house to settle down.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — We assisted in getting the
companies together and arranged for them to meet
Justice Beach tonight. We condemn the wildcat strike,
the unauthorised strike, by workers down in the valley.
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A hearing is scheduled for later this evening in the
commission to fulfil the decision of the commission
handed down early this afternoon, which did not have
any orders attached to it. That is what I advised the
Leader of the Opposition this afternoon. I advised the
house this afternoon that there were no orders attached
to the decision of Commissioner Lewin, and that he had
instructed the parties to agree on an order. They were to
report back to him on 10 November, when the period of
protected action under the agreement would be
terminated. It is proposed before the night is out that
that decision will be invoked forthwith, but it is
Mr Reith’s Workplace Relations Act — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — It allows — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask the house to
settle down. The house cannot proceed unless the
proceedings can be recorded, and if the Hansard staff
cannot hear, they cannot record them. I ask honourable
members to settle down, contain themselves, and let the
minister finish her answer.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — The actions of the
CFMEU in holding a wildcat strike in the valley are
totally unacceptable. It is not appropriate for it to put
working people’s jobs in jeopardy as a result of the
unlawful action it has taken tonight. The Bracks
government condemns the actions of the union. I
condemn them, and the trade union movement
condemns the action of those wildcat strikers. The
government is working with the — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — This was unlawful — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. J. M. Madden — It’s what you want, isn’t it?
You are confrontational.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The Minister for Sport
and Recreation is not helping. He should keep out of it.
Hon. M. M. GOULD — In conclusion, as I said,
the government believes the action is totally
unacceptable. It is unlawful action by the union. The
government condemns the action of those workers and
urges them to go back to work. However, the
opposition knows full well that it was done — the
commission hearing was all done — in line with
Mr Reith’s Workplace Relations Act.
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The Honourable Bill Baxter raised a matter along the
same lines as that raised by Mr Birrell. I stand by the
comments I made on that matter. The government will
be working very hard to get the workers back to work
because the unlawful action they have taken tonight has
affected Victorian workers. The government condemns
that action.
Hon. C. C. BROAD (Minister for Energy and
Resources) — The Honourable Philip Davis referred to
the events in February and suggested that the
government took no action at that time.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — He knows that that is not
correct. He knows that in February the government
invoked emergency powers under the Electricity
Industry Act.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister has just
started her response. I suggest the house let her
complete it.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — Thank you, Mr President.
Some members on the other side know only how to
shout.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — The interjections of the
Leader of the Opposition tonight underline his real
purpose. It is not concern about the people of the state.
It is abuse.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If this goes on I will
shut down the house and we can come back in a
fortnight’s time.
Hon. M. A. Birrell interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Matters have been put
to ministers. The ministers are now being given a
chance to make their responses. I suggest that the
minister be heard in relative silence.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — Thank you, Mr President. I
welcome your intervention in calling on the opposition
to cease their abuse.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Hon. C. C. BROAD — I am trying to answer the
question, and will if the Leader of the Opposition shuts
up! We all know there are twice as many on the other
side — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house is being
unfair to the minister by not allowing her to articulate
her response. I suggest the members on my left take a
deep breath and allow the minister to answer the
question.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — Thank you, Mr President, I
am very willing to answer the question. As I was
saying, in February the government invoked powers
under the Electricity Industry Act. The invoking of
those powers was a great deal more than the previous
government ever did in relation to the dispute.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — From April 1999 the
previous government did precisely nothing to resolve
that dispute. In contrast, the new government took
action in February and required the restoration of
power, which occurred immediately.
Honourable members interjecting.
Hon. C. C. BROAD — The honourable member
has also asserted that the government took no action
following those events. He knows that to be untrue also,
because he knows that the government set up a task
force which I chaired, which has reported publicly and
which recommended a large number of actions which
we have debated in the house and which the
government is implementing.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order!
Hon. C. C. BROAD — In relation to the events that
occurred tonight — which I am happy to outline to the
house if members of the opposition will only be quiet
for one moment — I have recommended to the
Governor to proclaim part 3A of the Electricity
Industry Act 1993. I am pleased to say that, on my
recommendation, the Governor has signed those orders
and that in accordance with those orders the
government now has wide-ranging powers to ensure the
effective supply of electricity to the state. The
government has acted in accordance with those orders
to place the maximum level of restrictions and to advise
the state that all non-essential use of power by
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households and industry is to be curtailed in order to
ensure the effective supply of electricity for the state.
The answer to the question, which the opposition
clearly does not want to hear because it is not the
answer it was expecting, is that the government has
acted.
An Opposition Member — Now you’re a
mind-reader as well!
Hon. C. C. BROAD — It is not very hard to read
the minds of those opposite!
The government has taken the maximum appropriate
action available to ensure the supply of electricity to the
state, even though that clearly disappoints members of
the opposition.
Hon. M. R. THOMSON (Minister for Small
Business) — The Honourable Bill Forwood asked me
to condemn the strike, and I certainly do so.
The Honourable Ron Best raised the question of the
hotelier in Bendigo. The government is concerned
about the discomfort and loss to businesses in the area.
It does not condone this strike; it condemns the strike,
and is acting as quickly as it can to fix the situation.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 10.24 p.m. until Tuesday, 14 November.

Thursday, 2 November 2000
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Tuesday , 31 October 2000
Health: Human Services — Workcover premiums
869. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Department of Human Services
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Department and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Department for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Department provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Department budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 1999/00 was $15,511,883 (as at 15 July 2000). The 1999/00 Confirmed
Premium has not yet been determined by WorkCover.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999/00 Initial Premium was calculated was
$450,509,540.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for the 1999/2000 as specified in the 2000/2001 initial premium notice was
$1,936,936.
(d) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 2000-2001 is $15,567,527 (as at 15 July 2000, including 10% GST)
(e) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 2000/01 Initial Premium was calculated was
$454,089,896.
(f) The WorkCover industry classifications and their rateable remuneration for the Department for 2000-2001 in
respect of each industry classification are:
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Industry Classification
J7112W
F4754V
I6324F
I6336R
I6341J
I6366C
K8146L
K8176X
K8177A
K8311F
K8312J
K8316T
K8493F

State Government Administration
Farm Produce Wholesale Nec
Residential Property Operators Non-Private
Technical Services Nec
Legal Services
Protection & Private Enquiry Services
Psychiatric Hospitals
Community Health Centres (Medical)
Community Health Centres (Paramedical)
Welfare & Charitable Homes Nec Private
Welfare & Charitable Homes Nec Non-Private
Community Support Services Nec
Prisons & Reformatories

Tuesday , 31 October 2000

Amount
$120,462,250
$166,026
$15,369,633
$1,756,363
$676,687
$65,400
$297,244
$2,258,061
$610,172
$734,419
$162,735,576
$135,215,455
$13,832,177

(g) The Department provided an estimate of rateable remuneration of $454,089,896 to its WorkCover agent in
respect of 2000-2001 rateable remuneration of 3 July 2000.
(h) The Department calculated a budget prior to 30 June 2000 for WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001 of
$11,400,200.

Planning: Infrastructure — Workcover premiums
870. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Planning): In respect of the Department of Infrastructure:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Department on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Department and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Department for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Department provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Department budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
(a) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 1999/00 was $224,384 (as at 15 July 2000). The 1999/00 Confirmed
Premium has not yet been determined by WorkCover.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999/00 Initial Premium was calculated was $39,714,055.
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(c) The WorkCover claims costs for the 1999/2000 as specified in the 2000/2001 initial premium notice was
$6,343.
(d) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 2000-2001 is $273,731 (as at 15 July 2000, including 10% GST)
(e) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 2000/01 Initial Premium was calculated was $43,854,000.
(f) The WorkCover industry classifications and their rateable remuneration for the Department for 2000-2001 in
respect of each industry classification are:
Industry Classification
J7112W
I6336R

State Government Administration
Technical Services Nec

Amount
$40,910,000
$2,944,000

(g) The Department provided an estimate of rateable remuneration of $43,854,000 to its WorkCover agent in
respect of 2000-2001 rateable remuneration on 3 May 2000.
(h) The Department calculated a budget prior to 30 June 2000 for WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001 of
$381,000.

Energy and Resources: Natural Resources and Environment — Workcover premiums
872. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources: In
respect of the Department of Natural Resources and Environment:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Department on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Department and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Department for 2000-01 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Department provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Department budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In respect of the Department of Natural Resources and Environment
(a) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 1999/2000 was $3,717,645 (as at 15 July 2000). The 1999/2000
Confirmed Premium has not yet been determined by WorkCover.
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(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999/00 Initial Premium was calculated was
$235,843,144.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for 1999/2000 as specified in the 2000/2001 initial premium notice was
$454,606.
(d) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 2000/2001 is $4,152,658 (as at 15 July 2000, including 10% GST).
(e) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 2000/2001 Initial Premium was calculated was
$235,631,599.
(f) The WorkCover industry classifications and their rateable remuneration for the Department for 2000/2001 in
respect of each industry classification are:
Industry Classification
J7112W
A0206J
A0304L
C3370R
F4861A
I6335L
K8461L
K8494J

State Government Administration
Services to Agriculture Nec
Forestry & Service to Forestry
General Engineering
New Motor Vehicle Dealers
Surveying Services
Research & Scientific Institutions
Fire Brigades & Associated Services

Amount
$130,674,479
$1,756,769
$19,785,994
$245,220
$109,087
$5,290,168
$70,693,560
$7,053,963

Note: The industry classification for F4861A, New Motor Vehicle Dealers is a WorkCover classification
relating to plant maintenance activities for forestry operations in the Gippsland Region.
(g) The Department provided an estimate of rateable remuneration of $233,416,599 to its WorkCover agent in
respect of 2000/2001 rateable remuneration on 13 April 2000. This amount was subsequently adjusted to
$235,631,599 to include Aboriginal Affairs Victoria.
(h) The Department calculated a budget prior to 30 June 2000 for WorkCover premiums for 2000/2001 of
$5,005,700.

Premier: Premier and Cabinet — Workcover premiums
873. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Premier): In respect of the Department of Premier and Cabinet:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Department on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Department and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Department for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
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(g) Did the Department provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Department budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The WorkCover initial premium for 1999-2000 was $58,418.16 (inclusive of a 5% discount). As a result of the
centralisation of responsibility for employment of Ministerial staff and the establishment of the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service Royal Commission, the Department received an additional premium in 1999-2000 for
$20,846.59. The Department has not been advised of the confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium was calculated was $32,849,560.
The addition of 6 new workplaces in May 2000 resulted in total estimate of remuneration of $38,120,817. The
confirmed annual remuneration for 1999/2000 was $33,649,580.
(c) The claim costs for 1999-2000 were $10,246. It should be noted that a claim initiated in 1998-1999 continues
to incur significant claim costs which are impacting on the Department’s premium.
(d) The 2000-2001 initial premium is $145,463.77 (inclusive of 5% discount and GST).
(e) The estimate of rateable remuneration for the 1999-2000 initial premium was $44,895,910.
(f) The industry classifications within the Department are as follows:
Industry Classification
State Government Administration
Newsagents, Stationers & Booksellers

Rateable Remuneration
$43,103,726
$1,792,184

(g) The Department provided an estimate of 2000-2001 rateable remuneration ($44,895,910) to its WorkCover
agent in May 2000.
(h) The budget estimate for the WorkCover premium for 2000-2001 was $118,058.
Please note that the above information does not include information from Government House or the Arts
institutions which have separate arrangements for WorkCover.

State and Regional Development: Workcover premiums
874. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for State and Regional Development): In respect of the Department of State and
Regional Development:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
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(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Department on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Department and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Department for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Department provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Department budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
(a) The WorkCover Initial Premium 1999/00 was $91,318 (as at 15 July 2000). The 1999/00 Confirmed Premium
has not yet been determined by WorkCover.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999/00 Initial Premium was calculated was $34,687,361.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for 1999/2000 as specified in the 2000/2001 initial premium notice was $40,303.
(d) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 2000-2001 is $186,167 (as at 15 July 2000, including 10% GST)
(e) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 2000/01 Initial Premium was calculated was $44,399,113.
(f) The WorkCover industry classifications and their rateable remuneration for the Department for 2000-2001 in
respect of each industry classification are:
Industry Classification
J7112W
I6362V
L9149R

State Government Administration
Market & Business Consultancy Services
Sport and Recreation

Amount
$5,517,443
$33,991,133
$4,890,537

(g) The Department provided an estimate of rateable remuneration of $44,399,113 to its WorkCover agent in
respect of 2000-2001 rateable remuneration on 13 June 2000.
(h) The Department calculated a budget prior to 30 June 2000 for WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001 of
$307,000.

Health: Advanced Dental Technicians Qualifications Board — Workcover premiums
883. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Advanced Dental Technicians Qualifications Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
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(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Board no longer exists as it was succeeded by the Dental Practice Board as from 1 July 2000. The time and
resources required to extract the relevant information requested cannot be justified on grounds of limited public
interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Health: Anti-Cancer Council of Victoria — Workcover premiums
884. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Anti-Cancer Council of Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Anti-Cancer Council of Victoria is a separately reporting entity and details of its financial operations are not
held within my Department. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested cannot
be justified on grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Health: Chiropractors Registration Board of Victoria — Workcover premiums
885. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Chiropractors Registration Board of Victoria:
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(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000/2001.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Chiropractors Registration Board of Victoria is a separately reporting entity and details of its financial
operations are not held within my Department. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information
requested cannot be justified on grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental
resources.

Health: Consultative Council on Obstetric and Paediatric Mortality and Morbidity — Workcover
premiums
886. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Consultative Council on Obstetric and Paediatric
Mortality and Morbidity:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Consultative Council on the basis of which the initial premium
for 2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Consultative Council and if there
is more than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Consultative Council
for 2000-2001 in respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Consultative Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in
respect of 2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the
estimate of rateable remuneration so provided.
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(h) What amount did the Consultative Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be
required to pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Consultative Council on Obstetric and Paediatric Mortality and Morbidity is not a separate reporting entity and
its figures are included in those of the Department of Human Services. The Consultative Council is not a separate
location for WorkCover purposes and therefore specific details of the calculation of the WorkCover premium are
not available. It is included in the industry classification “State Government Administration”.

Health: Consultative Council of Anaesthetic Mortality and Morbidity — Workcover premiums
887. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Consultative Council of Anaesthetic Mortality and
Morbidity:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Consultative Council on the basis of which the initial premium
for 2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Consultative Council and if there
is more than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Consultative Council
for 2000-2001 in respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Consultative Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in
respect of 2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the
estimate of rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Consultative Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be
required to pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Consultative Council of Anaesthetic Mortality and Morbidity is not a separate reporting entity and its figures
are included in those of the Department of Human Services. The Consultative Council is not a separate location for
WorkCover purposes and therefore specific details of the calculation of the WorkCover premium are not available.
It is included in the industry classification “State Government Administration”.

Health: Dental Board of Victoria — Workcover premiums
888. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Dental Board of Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
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(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Board no longer exists as it was succeeded by the Dental Practice Board as from 1 July 2000. The time and
resources required to extract the relevant information requested cannot be justified on grounds of limited public
interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Health: Dental Technicians Licensing Committee — Workcover premiums
889. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Dental Technicians Licensing Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000/2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
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ANSWER:
The Committee no longer exists as it was succeeded by the Dental Practice Board as from 1 July 2000. The time
and resources required to extract the relevant information requested cannot be justified on grounds of limited public
interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Health: Food Safety Council — Workcover premiums
890. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Food Safety Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Food Safety Council is not a separate reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the Department of
Human Services. The Council is not a separate location for WorkCover purposes and therefore specific details of
the calculation of the WorkCover premium are not available. It is included in the industry classification “State
Government Administration”.

Health: Health Services Commissioner — Workcover premiums
891. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Health Services Commissioner:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
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(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Commissioner on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Commissioner and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Commissioner for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Commissioner provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Commissioner budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required
to pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Health Services Commissioner is not a separate reporting entity and the figures are included in those of the
Department of Human Services. There is not a separate location for WorkCover purposes and therefore specific
details of the calculation of the WorkCover premium are not available. It is included in the industry classification
“State Government Administration”.

Health: Infertility Treatment Authority — Workcover premiums
892. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Infertility Treatment Authority:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Authority on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Authority and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Authority for 2000-2001 in respect
of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Authority provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Authority budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Infertility Treatment Authority is not a separate reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the
Department of Human Services. The Authority is not a separate location for WorkCover purposes and therefore
specific details of the calculation of the WorkCover premium are not available. It is included in the industry
classification “State Government Administration”.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday , 31 October 2000

COUNCIL

1053

Community Services: Intellectual Disability Review Panel — Workcover premiums
893. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Community Services): In respect of the Intellectual Disability Review Panel:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Panel on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Panel and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Panel for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Panel provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided
(h) What amount did the Panel budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001
ANSWER:
The Intellectual Disability Review Panel is not a separate reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the
Department of Human Services. The Panel is not a separate location for WorkCover purposes and therefore
specific details of the calculation of the WorkCover premium are not available. It is included in the industry
classification “State Government Administration”.

Health: Intern Training and Accreditation Committee — Workcover premiums
894. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Intern Training and Accreditation Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
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(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Committee was abolished upon the proclamation of the Health Practitioners Acts Amendment Act 2000 on the
20 July 2000. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested cannot be justified on
grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Health: Medical Radiation Technologists Board of Victoria — Workcover premiums
896. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Medical Radiation Technologists Board of Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Medical Radiation Technologists Board of Victoria is not a separate reporting entity and its figures are
included in those of the Department of Human Services. The Board is not a separate location for WorkCover
purposes and therefore specific details of the calculation of the WorkCover premium are not available. It is
included in the industry classification “State Government Administration”.

Health: Mental Health Review Board of Victoria — Workcover premiums
897. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister Community Services): In respect of the Mental Health Review Board of Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday , 31 October 2000

COUNCIL

1055

(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The above matter was incorrectly addressed as it belongs to the Health portfolio. In responding for the Honourable
the Minister for Health I am advised that The Mental Health Review Board of Victoria’s WorkCover figures are
included in those of the Department of Human Services. The Board is not a separate location for WorkCover
purposes and therefore specific details of the calculation of the WorkCover premium are not available. It is
included in the industry classification “State Government Administration”.

Health: Metropolitan Ambulance Service — Workcover premiums
898. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Metropolitan Ambulance Service:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Service on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Service and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Service for 2000-01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Service provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Service budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 1999/00 was $1,167,473 (as at 15 July 2000). The 1999/00 Confirmed
Premium has not yet been determined by WorkCover.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999/00 Initial Premium was calculated was $66,674,161.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for the 1999/2000 as specified in the 2000/2001 initial premium notice was
$15,355.
(d) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 2000-2001 is $1,968,787 (as at 15 July 2000, including 10% GST)
(e) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 2000/01 Initial Premium was calculated was $70,282,630.
(f) The WorkCover industry classifications and their rateable remuneration for MAS for 2000-2001 in respect of
each industry classification are:
Industry Classification
K8175W

Ambulance Services

Amount
$70,282,630

(g) MAS provided an estimate of rateable remuneration of $70,282,630 to its WorkCover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration on 30 June 2000.
(h) MAS calculated a budget prior to 30 June 2000 for WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001 of $1,695,850

Health: Nurses Board of Victoria — Workcover premiums
899. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Nurses Board of Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
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ANSWER:
The Nurses Board of Victoria is a separately reporting entity and details of its financial operations are not held
within my Department. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested cannot be
justified on grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Health: Optometrists Registration Board of Victoria — Workcover premiums
900. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Optometrists Registration Board of Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Optometrists Registration Board of Victoria is a separately reporting entity and details of its financial
operations are not held within my Department. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information
requested cannot be justified on grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental
resources.

Health: Osteopaths Registration Board of Victoria — Workcover premiums
901. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Osteopaths Registration Board of Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
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(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Osteopaths Registration Board of Victoria is a separately reporting entity and details of its financial operations
are not held within my Department. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested
cannot be justified on grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Health: Pathology Services Accreditation Board — Workcover premiums
902. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Pathology Services Accreditation Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Pathology Services Accreditation Board is not a separate reporting entity and its figures are included in those
of the Department of Human Services. The Board is not a separate location for WorkCover purposes and therefore
specific details of the calculation of the WorkCover premium are not available. It is included in the industry
classification “State Government Administration”.
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Health: Pharmacy Board of Victoria — Workcover premiums
903. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Pharmacy Board of Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Pharmacy Board of Victoria is a separately reporting entity and details of its financial operations are not held
within my Department. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested cannot be
justified on grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Health: Physiotherapists Registration Board — Workcover premiums
904. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Physiotherapists Registration Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
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(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Physiotherapists Registration Board is a separately reporting entity and details of its financial operations are
not held within my Department. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested
cannot be justified on grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Health: Podiatrists Registration Board of Victoria — Workcover premiums
905. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Podiatrists Registration Board of Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Podiatrists Registration Board of Victoria is a separately reporting entity and details of its financial operations
are not held within my Department. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested
cannot be justified on grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Health: Poisons Advisory Council — Workcover premiums
906. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Poisons Advisory Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday , 31 October 2000

COUNCIL

1061

(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Poisons Advisory Council is not a separate reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the
Department of Human Services. The Council is not a separate location for WorkCover purposes and therefore
specific details of the calculation of the WorkCover premium are not available. It is included in the industry
classification “State Government Administration”.

Health: Psychologists Registration Board of Victoria — Workcover premiums
907. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Psychologists Registration Board of Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
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ANSWER:
The Psychologists Registration Board of Victoria is a separately reporting entity and details of its financial
operations are not held within my Department. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information
requested cannot be justified on grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental
resources.

Health: Psychosurgery Review Board of Victoria — Workcover premiums
908. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Psychosurgery Review Board of Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Psychosurgery Review Board of Victoria’s WorkCover figures are included in those of the Department of
Human Services. The Board is not a separate location for WorkCover purposes and therefore specific details of the
calculation of the WorkCover premium are not available. It is included in the industry classification “State
Government Administration”.

Health: Radiation Advisory Committee — Workcover premiums
909. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Radiation Advisory Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
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(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Radiation Advisory Committee is not a separate reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the
Department of Human Services. The Committee is not a separate location for WorkCover purposes and therefore
specific details of the calculation of the WorkCover premium are not available. It is included in the industry
classification “State Government Administration”.

Health: Rural Ambulance Service Victoria — Workcover premiums
910. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Rural Ambulance Service Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Service on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Service and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Service for 2000-01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Service provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Service budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Rural Ambulance Service Victoria is a separately reporting entity and details of its financial operations are not
held within my Department. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested cannot
be justified on grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.
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Health: Specialists Practitioners Qualification Committee — Workcover premiums
911. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Specialists Practitioners Qualification Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Committee was abolished upon the proclamation of the Dental Practice Act 1999 on I July 2000. The time and
resources required to extract the relevant information requested cannot be justified on grounds of limited public
interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Health: Victorian Health Promotion Foundation — Workcover premiums
912. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health): In respect of the Victorian Health Promotion Foundation:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Foundation on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Foundation and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Foundation for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday , 31 October 2000

COUNCIL

1065

(g) Did the Foundation provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Foundation budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Victorian Health Promotion Foundation is a separately reporting entity and details of its financial operations
are not held within my Department. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested
cannot be justified on grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Community Services: Youth Parole Board — Workcover premiums
913. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Community Services): In respect of the Youth Parole Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Youth Parole Board is not a separate reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the Department of
Human Services. The board is not a separate location for WorkCover purposes and therefore specific details of the
calculation of the WorkCover premium are not available. It is included in the industry classification “State
Government Administration”.

Community Services: Youth Residential Board — Workcover premiums
914. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Community Services): In respect of the Youth Residential Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
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(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Youth Residential Board is not a separate reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the
Department of Human Services. The board is not a separate location for WorkCover purposes and therefore
specific details of the calculation of the WorkCover premium are not available. It is included in the industry
classification “State Government Administration”.

Premier: Community Support Fund grants
949. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Premier): What are the details of all grant applications assessed as not meeting the guidelines
of the Community Support Fund since 1 June 2000.
ANSWER:
Since 1 June 2000 a total of 93 applications have been assessed as not meeting the funding guidelines of the
Community Support Fund.

Premier: Community Support Fund grants
950. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Premier): What is the date that each grant assessed as not meeting the guidelines of the
Community Support Fund since 1 June 2000 was received by the Community Support Fund.
ANSWER:
Since 1 June 2000 a total of 93 applications have been assessed as not meeting the funding guidelines of the
Community Support Fund.

Transport: public transport user surveys — concessions
951. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Transport):
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(a) How many surveys were conducted in 1999-2000 to determine the proportion of Melbourne
metropolitan public transport users who are travelling on concession tickets and how many are planned
to be conducted in 2000-2001.
(b) On what date(s) did or will each survey cover.
(c) To whom was any such contract for a concessions survey awarded and what was the total cost to the
Department of Infrastructure, the Public Transport Corporation or any other Victorian Government
Department or Agency in 1999-2000, and what is the expected cost to each agency for any 2000-2001
concessions survey.
(d) What proportion of concession survey costs do the — (i) rail; (ii) tram; and (iii) bus franchisees or
operators in Melbourne pay.
(e) How many persons were surveyed on each occasion a concessions survey was undertaken in 1999-2000.
(f) What percentage of passengers on Melbourne metropolitan trains, trams and buses, respectively, were
found by each survey in 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 to date to be travelling on concession tickets and is
any breakdown available for the percentage of passengers on each mode travelling on — (i) children’s
concession fares – 2 hour tickets; (ii) children’s concession fares – all day tickets; and (iii) Seniors Card
concession fares – 2 hour tickets; (iv) Seniors Card concession fares – all day tickets; (v) pensioner
concession fares – 2 hour tickets; and (vi) pensioner concession fares – all day tickets.
(g) Does the percentage of passengers in (f) above in each category vary between zones 1, 2 and 3; if so,
how.
(j) What percentage of concession passengers on Melbourne metropolitan trains, trams and buses,
respectively, pay a full adult fare that is purchased as a 2 hour, all day, monthly or yearly ticket.
ANSWER:
The confidentiality agreements under which the Revenue Clearing House was established currently constrain the
release of information relevant to this question.

Planning: Architects Registration Board of Victoria — Workcover premiums
961. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for
the Honourable the Minister for Planning): In respect of the Architects Registration Board of Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
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(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Architects Registration Board of Victoria reports to Parliament each year as part of its own external reporting
requirements. However, the time and resources required to extract the relevant information cannot be justified on
the grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Planning: Building Advisory Council — Workcover premiums
962. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for
the Honourable the Minister for Planning): In respect of the Building Advisory Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Building Advisory Council is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the
Building Control Commission. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested
cannot be justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Planning: Building Appeals Board — Workcover premiums
963. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for
the Honourable the Minister for Planning): In respect of the Building Appeals Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
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(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Building Appeals Board is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the Building
Control Commission. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested cannot be
justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Planning: Building Practitioners Board — Workcover premiums
965. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for
the Honourable the Minister for Planning): In respect of the Building Practitioners Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
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ANSWER:
The Building Practitioners Board is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the
Building Control Commission. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested
cannot be justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Planning: Building Regulations Advisory Committee — Workcover premiums
966. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for
the Honourable the Minister for Planning): In respect of the Building Regulations Advisory Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Building Regulations Advisory Committee is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in
those of the Building Control Commission. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information
requested cannot be justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental
resources.

Planning: Heritage Council — Workcover premiums
967. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for
the Honourable the Minister for Planning): In respect of the Heritage Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
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(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Heritage Council reports to Parliament each year as part of its own external reporting requirements. However,
the Workcover details are included in the Department of Infrastructure’s invoice. The time and resources required
to extract the relevant information requested cannot be justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and
inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Ports: Marine Board of Victoria — Workcover premiums
968. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In respect of the
Marine Board of Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Marine Board of Victoria reports to Parliament each year as part of its own external reporting requirements.
However, the WorkCover details are included in the Department of Infrastructure’s invoice. The time and resources
required to extract the relevant information requested cannot be justified on the grounds of limited public interest
value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.
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Planning: Plumbing Industry Advisory Council — Workcover premiums
971. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for
the Honourable the Minister for Planning): In respect of the Plumbing Industry Advisory Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Plumbing Industry Advisory Council is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of
the Plumbing Industry Commission. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested
cannot be justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Transport: V/Line Passenger Corporation — Workcover premiums
977. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Transport): In respect of the V/Line Passenger Corporation:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Corporation on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Corporation and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Corporation for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
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(g) Did the Corporation provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Corporation budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The V/Line Passenger Corporation reports to Parliament each year as part of its own external reporting
requirements. However, the time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested cannot be
justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Transport: City Circle Tram Promotion Committee — Workcover premiums
978. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Transport): In respect of the City Circle Tram Promotion Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The City Circle Tram Promotion Committee is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those
of the Department of Infrastructure. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested
cannot be justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Transport: Public Transport Access Committee — Workcover premiums
980. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Transport): In respect of the Public Transport Access Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1074

COUNCIL

Tuesday , 31 October 2000

(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Public Transport Access Committee is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of
the Department of Infrastructure. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested
cannot be justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Transport: Public Transport customer Charter Committee — Workcover premiums
981. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Transport): In respect of the Public Transport Customer Charter Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Public Transport Customer Charter Committee is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included
in those of the Department of Infrastructure. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information
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requested cannot be justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental
resources.

Ports: State Boating Council — Workcover premiums
982. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Ports: In respect of the
State Boating Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The State Boating Council is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the
Department of Infrastructure. The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested cannot
be justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Transport: Victorian Bicycle Advisory Council — Workcover premiums
983. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Transport): In respect of the Victorian Bicycle Advisory Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
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(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Victorian Bicycle Advisory Council is not a separately reporting entity. The time and resources required to
extract the relevant information requested cannot be justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and
inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Transport: Victorian Motorcycle Advisory Council — Workcover premiums
984. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Transport): In respect of the Victorian Motorcycle Advisory Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Victorian Motorcycle Advisory Council is not a separately reporting entity. The time and resources required to
extract the relevant information requested cannot be justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and
inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Transport: Victorian Road Freight Advisory Council — Workcover premiums
985. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Transport): In respect of the Victorian Road Freight Advisory Council:
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(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Victorian Road Freight Advisory Council is not a separately reporting entity. The time and resources required
to extract the relevant information requested cannot be justified on the grounds of limited public interest value and
inappropriate use of departmental resources.

Consumer Affairs: Business Licensing Authority — Workcover premiums
994. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In
respect of the Business Licensing Authority:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Authority on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Authority and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Authority for 2000-2001 in respect
of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Authority provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Authority budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
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ANSWER:
For WorkCover purposes the Business Licensing Authority is not a separately - reporting entity and its figures are
included in those of Department of Justice. The figures for the Department of Justice appear in the response to
Question on Notice No. 871, a copy of which is attached. To provide the information requested would require an
inordinate amount of time and resources that are not available.
ATTACHMENT
Attorney-General: Justice — Workcover premiums
871. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the Honourable the
Attorney-General): In respect of the Department of Justice:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the confirmed premium for
1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Department on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001 is calculated.
(f)

What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Department and if there is more than one industry
classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Department for 2000-2001 in respect of which each industry classification
is applicable.

(g) Did the Department provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of 2000-2001 rateable
remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Department budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in Workcover
premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 1999/00 was $4,347,409 (as at 15 June 2000). WorkCover has not yet determined the
1999/00 Confirmed Premium.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999/00 Initial Premium was calculated was $206,152,000.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for the 1999/2000 as specified in the 2000/2001 initial premium notice was $521,171.
(d) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 2000-2001 is $5,010,705 (as at 17 July 2000, including 10% GST)
(e) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 2000/01 Initial Premium was calculated was $215,466,000.
(f)

The WorkCover industry classifications and their rateable remuneration for the Department for 2000-2001 in respect of each
industry classification are:

Industry Classification

Amount

J7112W

State Government Administration

$60,049,000

J7120W

Justice

$102,308,000

K8316T

Community Support Services Nec

$12,152,000

K8493F

Prisons & Reformatories

$40,957,000
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(g) The Department provided an estimate of rateable remuneration of $215,466,000 to its WorkCover agent in respect of 2000-2001
rateable remuneration on 29 May 2000.
(h) The Department calculated a budget prior to 30 June 2000 for WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001 of $4,215,000.

Consumer Affairs: Defence Reserves Re-Employment Board — Workcover premiums
995. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In
respect of the Defence Reserves Re-Employment Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
For WorkCover purposes the Defense Reserves Re-Employment Board is not a separately - reporting entity and its
figures are included in those of Department of Justice. The figures for the Department of Justice appear in the
response to Question on Notice No. 871, a copy of which is attached. To provide the information requested would
require an inordinate amount of time and resources that are not available.
[Hansard reference: For attachment — Answer to question on notice 871 — see page 1078.]

Consumer Affairs: Estate Agents Council — Workcover premiums
996. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In
respect of the Estate Agents Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1080

COUNCIL

Tuesday , 31 October 2000

(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
For WorkCover purposes the Estate Agents Council is not a separately - reporting entity and its figures are included
in those of Department of Justice. The figures for the Department of Justice appear in the response to Question on
Notice No. 871, a copy of which is attached. To provide the information requested would require an inordinate
amount of time and resources that are not available.
[Hansard reference: For attachment — Answer to question on notice 871 — see page 1078.]

Consumer Affairs: Motor Car Traders Guarantee Fund Claims Committee — Workcover
premiums
997. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In
respect of the Motor Car Traders Guarantee Fund Claims Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
For WorkCover purposes the Motor Car Traders Guarantee Fund Claims Committee is not a separately - reporting
entity and its figures are included in those of Department of Justice. The figures for the Department of Justice
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appear in the response to Question on Notice No. 871, a copy of which is attached. To provide the information
requested would require an inordinate amount of time and resources that are not available.
[Hansard reference: For attachment — Answer to question on notice 871 — see page 1078.]

Consumer Affairs: Patriotic Funds Council — Workcover premiums
998. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In
respect of the Patriotic Funds Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
For WorkCover purposes the Patriotic Funds Council is not a separately - reporting entity and its figures are
included in those of Department of Justice. The figures for the Department of Justice appear in the response to
Question on Notice No. 871, a copy of which is attached. To provide the information requested would require an
inordinate amount of time and resources that are not available.
[Hansard reference: For attachment — Answer to question on notice 871 — see page 1078.]

Consumer Affairs: Prostitution Control Act Advisory Committee — Workcover premiums
999. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In
respect of the Prostitution Control Act Advisory Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
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(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
For WorkCover purposes the Prostitution Control Act Advisory Committee is not a separately - reporting entity
and its figures are included in those of Department of Justice. The figures for the Department of Justice appear in
the response to Question on Notice No. 871, a copy of which is attached. To provide the information requested
would require an inordinate amount of time and resources that are not available.
[Hansard reference: For attachment — Answer to question on notice 871 — see page 1078.]

Consumer Affairs: Residential Tenancies Bond Authority — Workcover premiums
1000. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs: In
respect of the Residential Tenancies Bond Authority:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Authority on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Authority and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Authority for 2000-2001 in respect
of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Authority provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Authority budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
For WorkCover purposes the Residential Tenancies Bond Authority is not a separately - reporting entity and its
figures are included in those of Department of Justice. The figures for the Department of Justice appear in the
response to Question on Notice No. 871, a copy of which is attached. To provide the information requested would
require an inordinate amount of time and resources that are not available.
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[Hansard reference: For attachment — Answer to question on notice 871 — see page 1078.]

Environment and Conservation: Ecorecycle Victoria — Workcover premiums
1030. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of EcoRecycle Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for EcoRecycle Victoria on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of EcoRecycle Victoria and if there is
more than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of EcoRecycle Victoria for
2000-2001 in respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did EcoRecycle Victoria provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect
of 2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate
of rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did EcoRecycle Victoria budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be
required to pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In respect of EcoRecycle Victoria:
(a) The WorkCover initial premium for 1999/00 was $8,634.44 and the confirmed premium (verbal advice only
received) is $8,788.89.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999-2000 initial premium was calculated was
$1,343,467.00. The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999-2000 confirmed premium was
calculated was $1,374,124.00.
(c) There were no WorkCover claim costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-01 initial premium notice.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-01 is $13,069.16.
(e) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 2000-01 initial premium was calculated was
$1,612,160.00.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification is State Government Administration.
(g) EcoRecycle Victoria did not provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its WorkCover agent in respect of
2000-01
(h) EcoRecycle calculated a budget prior to 30 June 2000 for WorkCover premiums for 2000-01 of $8,280.00.
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Environment and Conservation: Environment Conservation Council — Workcover premiums
1031. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Environment
Conservation Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Environment Conservation Council is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of
the Department of Natural Resources and Environment. To provide the information requested would require an
inordinate amount of time and resources which are not available.

Environment and Conservation: Environment Protection Authority — Workcover premiums
1032. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Environment Protection
Authority:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Authority on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
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(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Authority and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Authority for 2000-2001 in respect
of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Authority provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Authority budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In respect of the Environment Protection Authority:
(a) The WorkCover initial premium for 1999/00 was $131,376.05. The 1999/00 confirmed premium has not yet
been determined by WorkCover.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999/00 initial premium was calculated was
$16,177,325.00. . The rateable remuneration on the basis of the 1999/00 confirmed premium was calculated
was $16,680,748.08.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for the 1999/2000 as specified in the 2000/2001 initial premium notice were
$5,801.00.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001 is $199,926.69.
(e) The rateable remuneration for the Authority on the basis of which the 2000/01 initial premium was calculated
was $19,412,079.00.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification for the Authority for 2000-2001 is I6366R, Technical Services N.E.C.
(g) The Authority did provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its WorkCover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration. A verbal estimate was provided in May 2000 and the estimate of rateable
remuneration so provided was $19,412,079.00.
(h) The Authority calculated a budget prior to 30 June 2000 for WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001 of
$160,000.00.

Environment and Conservation: Environment Protection Board — Workcover premiums
1033. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Environment Protection
Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
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(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Environment Protection Board is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the
Environment Protection Authority. To provide the information requested would require an inordinate amount of
time and resources which are not available.

Environment and Conservation: National Parks Advisory Council — Workcover premiums
1034. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the National Parks Advisory
Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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The National Parks Advisory Council is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment. To provide the information requested would require an
inordinate amount of time and resources which are not available.

Environment and Conservation: Parks Victoria — Workcover premiums
1035. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Parks Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for Parks Victoria on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of Parks Victoria and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of Parks Victoria for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did Parks Victoria provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Parks Victoria budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In respect of Parks Victoria:
(a) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 1999/00 was $412,596 (as at 15 July 2000). The 1999/00 Confirmed
Premium has not yet been determined by WorkCover.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999/00 Initial Premium was calculated was $40,457,587.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for the 1999/2000 as specified in the 2000/2001 initial premium notice were
$104,950.
(d) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 2000-2001 is $730,231 (as at 15 July 2000).
(e) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 2000/01 Initial Premium was calculated was $44,483,756.
(f) The WorkCover industry classifications and their rateable remuneration for Parks Victoria for 2000-2001 in
respect of each industry classification are:
Industry Classification
J7112W
G5724X
I6186V

State Government Administration
Services to Water Transport Nec
Corporate Head Office Administration, Non Private

Amount
$26,907,243
$54,760
$11,012,553
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Amount
$1,751,873
$3,485,219
$1,272,108

(g) Parks Victoria provided an estimate of rateable remuneration of $44,483,756 to its WorkCover agent in respect
of 2000-2001 rateable remuneration on 28 May 2000.
(h) Parks Victoria calculated a budget prior to 30 June 2000 for WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001 of $600,000.

Environment and Conservation: Reference Areas Advisory Committee — Workcover premiums
1036. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Reference Areas Advisory
Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Reference Areas Advisory Committee is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those
of the Department of Natural Resources and Environment. To provide the information requested would require an
inordinate amount of time and resources which are not available.

Environment and Conservation: Royal Botanic Gardens Board — Workcover premiums
1037. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Royal Botanic Gardens
Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
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(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In respect of the Royal Botanic Gardens Board:
(a) The WorkCover initial premium for 1999-2000 was $43,029.17, and the confirmed premium for 1999-2000
was $36,185.09.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium for 1999-2000 was calculated was
$5,436,682.00, and the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the confirmed premium for 1999-2000 was
calculated was $5,703,177.13.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice were
$27,346.00.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001 was $58,034.44.
(e) The rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001 is calculated
was $6,712,388.00.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification of the Board is L9138f.
(g) The Board did provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its WorkCover agent in respect of 2000-2001
rateable remuneration. The estimate was provided on 20 April 2000 and the estimate of rateable remuneration
so provided was $6,899,243.00.
(h) The Board estimated prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in WorkCover premiums for
2000-2001 an amount of $62,370.00.

Environment and Conservation: Scientific Advisory Committee — Workcover premiums
1038. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Scientific Advisory
Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
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(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Scientific Advisory Committee is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment. To provide the information requested would require an
inordinate amount of time and resources which are not available.

Environment and Conservation: Surveyors Board — Workcover premiums
1039. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Surveyors Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Surveyors Board is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the Department of
Natural Resources and Environment. To provide the information requested would require an inordinate amount of
time and resources which are not available.

Environment and Conservation: Trust for Nature — Workcover premiums
1041. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Trust for Nature:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Trust on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Trust and if there is more than one
industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Trust for 2000-2001 in respect of which
each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Trust provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Trust budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In respect of the Trust for Nature:
(a) The WorkCover initial premium for 1999-2000 was $6,632.91. The confirmed premium for 1999-2000 is not
yet available.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999-2000 initial premium was calculated was
$591,663.00. The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999-2000 confirmed premium was
calculated was $694,381.00.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice were
$15,131.00.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-01 is $5,581.80.
(e) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 2000-01 initial premium was calculated was $681,000.00.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification is J7112W.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1092

COUNCIL

Tuesday , 31 October 2000

(g) The Trust for Nature did provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its WorkCover agent in respect of
2000-01. The estimate was provided on 28 April 2000 and the estimate of rateable remuneration so provided
was $681,000.
(h) The Trust for Nature calculated a budget prior to 30 June 2000 for WorkCover premiums for 2000-01 of
$7,031.00.

Environment and Conservation: Victorian Coastal Council — Workcover premiums
1044. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Victorian Coastal
Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Victorian Coastal Council is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment. To provide the information requested would require an
inordinate amount of time and resources which are not available.

Environment and Conservation: Victorian Regional Coastal Boards — Workcover premiums
1045. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Victorian Regional
Coastal Boards:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
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(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Boards on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Boards and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Boards for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Boards provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Boards budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Victorian Regional Coastal Boards are not separately reporting entities and their figures are included in those
of the Department of Natural Resources and Environment. To provide the information requested would require an
inordinate amount of time and resources which are not available.

Environment and Conservation: Zoological Parks and Gardens Board Victoria — Workcover
premiums
1047. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Zoological Parks and
Gardens Board Victoria:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In respect of the Zoological Parks and Gardens Board:
(a) The WorkCover initial premium for 1999-2000 was $270,504.29 and the confirmed premium was
$338,726.25. The increase was primarily due to Zoo Board Claims experience.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium for 1999-2000 was calculated was
$14,962,035.00. The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the confirmed premium will be calculated is
$14,357,260.00.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice were
$152,890.00.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001 is $459,701.43.
(e) The rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001 is calculated
is $15,537,263.00.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification of the Board is L9141V - Parks and Gardens.
(g) The Board did provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its WorkCover agent in respect of 2000-2001.
The estimate was provided on 27 April 2000 and the estimate of rateable remuneration so provided was
$15,537,263.00.
(h) The Board estimated prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay an amount of $480,000.00 in
WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001.

Environment and Conservation: Alpine Advisory Committee — Workcover premiums
1056. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Alpine Advisory
Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
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(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Alpine Advisory Committee is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment. To provide the information requested would require an
inordinate amount of time and resources which are not available.

Environment and Conservation: Historic Buildings Management Committee — Workcover
premiums
1057. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Historic Buildings
Management Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Historic Buildings Management Committee is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in
those of Parks Victoria. To provide the information requested would require an inordinate amount of time and
resources which are not available.

Environment and Conservation: Victorian Mineral Water Committee — Workcover premiums
1058. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Victorian Mineral Water
Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1096

COUNCIL

Tuesday , 31 October 2000

(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Victorian Mineral Water Committee is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in those of
the Department of Natural Resources and Environment. To provide the information requested would require an
inordinate amount of time and resources which are not available.

Women’s Affairs: Queen Victoria Women’s Centre Trust — Workcover premiums
1077. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Minister for Women’s Affairs): In respect of the Queen Victoria Women’s Centre Trust:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Trust on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Trust and if there is more than one
industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Trust for 2000–01 in respect of which
each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Trust provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of 2000–01
rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of rateable
remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Trust budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Tuesday , 31 October 2000

COUNCIL

1097

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In respect of the Queen Victoria Women’s Centre Trust:
(a) The WorkCover initial premium for 1999-2000 was $6,948.32 and the WorkCover confirmed premium for
1999-2000 was $7,233.58.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium for 1999-2000 was calculated was
$286,760.00 and the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the confirmed premium for 1999-2000 was
calculated was $305,586.00.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice were
$542.00.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001 is $4,814.67.
(e) The rateable remuneration for the Trust on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001 is calculated
was $139,100.00.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification of the Trust is Community support service NEC.
(g) The Trust did provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its WorkCover agent in respect of 2000-2001
rateable remuneration. The estimate was provided by on 10 May 2000 and the estimate of rateable
remuneration so provided was $139,100.00.
(h) The Trust estimated prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay an amount of $4,000.00 in
WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001.

Treasurer: Electrical Appeals Board — Workcover premiums
1090. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Electrical Appeals Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This is not a portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer. The question should be asked of the Minister for Energy and
Resources.

Treasurer: Emergency Services Superannuation Board — Workcover premiums
1091. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Emergency Services Superannuation Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This is not a portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer. The question should be asked of the Minister for Finance.

Treasurer: Gas Appeals Board — Workcover premiums
1092. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Gas Appeals Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
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(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This is not a portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer. The question should be asked of the Minister for Energy and
Resources.

Treasurer: Government Superannuation Office — Workcover premiums
1093. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Government Superannuation Office:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Office on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Office and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Office for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Office provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Office budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This is not a portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer. The question should be asked of the Minister for Finance.
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Treasurer: Office of Gas Safety — Workcover premiums
1095. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Office of Gas Safety:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Office on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Office and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Office for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Office provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Office budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This is not a portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer. The question should be asked of the Minister for Energy and
Resources.

Treasurer: Office of the Administrator — Workcover premiums
1096. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Office of the Administrator:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Office on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Office and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Office for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
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(g) Did the Office provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Office budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As the question does not specify a particular office, to obtain the information requested Mr Katsambanis may wish
to submit a question with the name of a particular office.

Treasurer: Office of the Chief Electrical Inspector — Workcover premiums
1097. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Office of the Chief Electrical Inspector:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Office on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Office and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Office for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Office provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Office budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This is not a portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer. The question should be asked of the Minister for Energy and
Resources.

Treasurer: Office of the Regulator-General — Workcover premiums
1098. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Office of the Regulator-General:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1102

COUNCIL

Tuesday , 31 October 2000

(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Office on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Office and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Office for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Office provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Office budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This is not a portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer. The question should be asked of the Minister for Finance.

Treasurer: Parliamentary Trustee — Workcover premiums
1099. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Parliamentary Trustee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Trustee on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Trustee and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Trustee for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Trustee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Trustee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This is not a portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer. The question should be asked of the Minister for Finance.

Treasurer: Transport Accident Commission — Workcover premiums
1101. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Transport Accident Commission:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Commission on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000–01 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Commission and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Commission for 2000–01 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Commission provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Commission budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This is not a portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer. The question should be asked of the Minister for WorkCover.

Treasurer: Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority — Workcover premiums
1103. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Authority on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000–01 is calculated.
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(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Authority and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Authority for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Authority provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Authority budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This is not a portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer. The question should be asked of the Minister for Gaming.

Treasurer: Victorian Government Purchasing Board — Workcover premiums
1105. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Victorian Government Purchasing Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This is not a portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer. The question should be asked of the Minister for Finance.

Treasurer: Victorian Managed Insurance Authority — Workcover premiums
1106. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Victorian Managed Insurance Authority:
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(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Authority on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000–01 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Authority and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Authority for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Authority provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Authority budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This is not a portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer. The question should be asked of the Minister for Finance.

Treasurer: Victorian Rail Track — Workcover premiums
1107. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of Victorian Rail Track:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Victorian Rail Track on the basis of which the initial premium
for 2000–01 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Victorian Rail Track and if there
is more than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Victorian Rail Track for
2000–01 in respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Victorian Rail Track provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in
respect of 2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the
estimate of rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Victorian Rail Track budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be
required to pay in Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
This is not a portfolio responsibility of the Treasurer. The question should be asked of the Minister for Transport.
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Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Wednesday , 1 November 2000
State and Regional Development: trade fairs and missions program
855. THE HON. M. A. BIRRELL — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for State and Regional Development): Further to the answer to question no. 631
given in this house on 29 August 2000:
(a) What events are on the minister’s approved “schedule of proposed events for 2000–01.”
(b) What events were actually funded in July 2000 (citing the recipient of funds and the purpose of the
grants in each case).
ANSWER:
A schedule of proposed events is attached showing those events I have approved for the year 2000. Events for 2001
are subject to further discussions with industry bodies.
As none of the listed events occurred in July 2000, no funds were paid for these events in that month.
Month
August 2000
September 2000
October 2000
November 2000

Month
October 2000
November 2000

Month
Oct – Dec 2000
November 2000

TRADE FAIRS 2000
Events
Australian Foundry Conference and Trade Show (NZ)
Malaysian International Building Exposition
Automechanika (Germany)
The BIG 5 Show 2000 (UAE)
Indonesian Hospital Association Congress & Exhibition (PERSI)
Philconstruct 2000 (Philippines)
Automotive Aftermarket Industry Week (USA)
Marine Equipment Trade Show (METS) — (Holland)
OUTWARD TRADE MISSIONS – 2000
Events
Rail Component Suppliers Trade Mission to Europe
Trade Mission to Northern Italy
Auto Stop Exhibition (UAE)
Association for Manufacturing Excellence Annual Conference (USA)
INWARDS BUYER MISSIONS – 2000
Events
Toyota-India Tooling Trade Mission
Wine Buyers for Wine Australia
Committee for the Capitals of the Great Wines Region Network
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Thursday, 2 November 2000
Health: winter bed strategy
845. THE HON. M. T. LUCKINS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Health):
(a) Will the minister provide details of the number and location of beds opened under the winter bed
strategy to 29 August 2000.
(b) How many days has each bed funded under the winter bed strategy has been effectively staffed and in
use full-time use to 29 August 2000.
ANSWER:
(a) The Honourable Monica Gould, Minister for Industrial Relations (for the Honourable the Minister for Health)
the answer is that 360 beds were funded under the Winter Emergency Demand Strategy ( WEDS). The beds
were opened progressively from May 2000 as follows:
- 242 beds (67%) were opened as at the end of May 2000
- 310 beds (86%) were opened as at the end of June 2000
- 321 beds (89%) were opened as at the end of July 2000
- 337 beds (94%) were opened as at the end of August 2000
(b) The time and resources required to extract the relevant information requested cannot be justified on the
grounds of limited public interest value and inappropriate use of Department resources.

Education: Vic Parenting primary schools pilot project
846. THE HON. M. T. LUCKINS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for the
Honourable the Minister for Education):
(a) Will the minister provide details of any agreement to fund any part of the Vic Parenting primary schools
pilot project proposed by the Children’s Taskforce in conjunction with the Victorian Parenting Centre.
(b) What are the names the names of all schools identified for this pilot project.
ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
(a)
Under a Service Agreement signed in June 2000, the Department of Education, Employment and Training has
provided the Victorian Parenting Centre (VPC) with the sum of $55,000 to support the employment for one year of
a coordinator during the pilot operation of the VicParenting Primary Schools Program.
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(b)
Schools involved in the VicParenting Pilot Program
Government Schools
Altona Primary School
Ascot Vale Primary School
Crib Point Primary School
Darley Primary School
Bacchus Marsh Primary School
Elizabeth St Primary School, Moe
Greenbrook Primary School, Epping
Kangaroo Flat Primary School
Kyneton Primary School
Longwarry Primary School
Montmorency South Primary School
Mornington Park Primary School
Mount View Primary School
Pinewood Primary School
Ranfurly Primary School, Mildura
Somerville Primary School
Somerville Rise Primary School
Syndal South Primary School
Non government schools
Eltham College, Eltham
St Bridget’s Primary School, Greythorn
St Columba’s, Ballarat North
St James Parish Primary School, Sebastapol
Arrangements are proceeding for the involvement of two further schools: Benalla Primary School and Newtown
Primary School.

Arts: festival funding
856. THE HON. ANDREA COOTE — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Industrial Relations (for the
Honourable the Minister for Arts): With regard to the festival and events programs (including the Major
Festivals Fund, the Festivals Development Fund and the Local Festivals Fund):
(a) How much money has metropolitan Melbourne’s festivals and events calender received from this fund
since October 1999.
(b) How has regional Victoria’s festivals and events calender benefited from this fund since October 1999.
(c) How many regional festivals have travelled to metropolitan areas.
(d) How many metropolitan festivals have travelled to regional areas.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Details of grants made under Arts Victoria’s Festival and Event Program since October 1999 are as follows:
MAJOR FESTIVALS

Melbourne Festival of the Arts
Melbourne International Comedy Festival

$2,560,000
$1,000,000
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MAJOR FESTIVALS

All other Metropolitan Festivals
Regional Festivals

$ 692,000
$ 51,800

LOCAL FESTIVALS
Metropolitan Festivals
Regional Festivals

$ 79,900
$ 186,950

FESTIVAL DEVELOPMENT FUND
Metropolitan Festivals
Regional Festivals

$ 8,800
$ 5,000

The Government’s “Sharing the Festivals” policy aims to ensure regional and rural audiences have access to
metropolitan events. The Melbourne International Festival, the Melbourne Fringe Festival, the Melbourne Comedy
Festival and the Melbourne International Film Festival are all involved in extending elements of their programs to
regional areas.

Attorney-General: Justice — Workcover premiums
871. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Attorney-General): In respect of the Department of Justice:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Department on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Department and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Department for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Department provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Department budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(a) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 1999/00 was $4,347,409 (as at 15 June 2000). WorkCover has not yet
determined the 1999/00 Confirmed Premium.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999/00 Initial Premium was calculated was
$206,152,000.
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(c) The WorkCover claims costs for the 1999/2000 as specified in the 2000/2001 initial premium notice was
$521,171.
(d) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 2000-2001 is $5,010,705 (as at 17 July 2000, including 10% GST)
(e) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 2000/01 Initial Premium was calculated was
$215,466,000.
(f) The WorkCover industry classifications and their rateable remuneration for the Department for 2000-2001 in
respect of each industry classification are:
Industry Classification
J7112W
J7120W
K8316T
K8493F

State Government Administration
Justice
Community Support Services Nec
Prisons & Reformatories

Amount
$60,049,000
$102,308,000
$12,152,000
$40,957,000

(g) The Department provided an estimate of rateable remuneration of $215,466,000 to its WorkCover agent in
respect of 2000-2001 rateable remuneration on 29 May 2000.
(h) The Department calculated a budget prior to 30 June 2000 for WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001 of
$4,215,000. Due to factors outside the control of the Department, at the time this figure was calculated the
details of premium increases had not been advised.

Treasurer: Treasury and Finance — Workcover premium
875. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Treasurer): In respect of the Department of Treasury and Finance:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Department on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Department and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Department for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Department provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Department budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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(a) The WorkCover Initial Premium 1999/00 was $107,846 (as at 15 July 2000). The 1999/00 Confirmed
Premium has not yet been determined by WorkCover.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999/00 Initial Premium was calculated was $39,188,746.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for the 1999/2000 as specified in the 2000/2001 initial premium notice was
$53,804.
(d) The WorkCover Initial Premium for 2000-2001 is $141,565 (as at 15 July 2000, including 10% GST)
(e) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 2000/01 Initial Premium was calculated was $33,670,840
as at 15 July 2000, excluding the 10% GST.
(f) The WorkCover industry classifications and their rateable remuneration for the Department for 2000-2001 in
respect of each industry classification are:
Industry Classification
J7112W

State Government Administration

Amount
$33,670,840

(g) The Department provided an estimate of rateable remuneration to its WorkCover agent in respect of 2000-2001
rateable remuneration on 2 June 2000.
(h) The Department calculated a budget prior to 30 June 2000 for WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001 of
$339,000.

Attorney-General: Crown Counsel — Workcover premiums
986. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Attorney-General): In respect of the Crown Counsel:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for Crown Counsel on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of Crown Counsel and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of Crown Counsel for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did Crown Counsel provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did Crown Counsel budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
For WorkCover purposes the Office of the Crown Counsel is not a separately - reporting entity and its figures are
included in those of the Department of Justice. The figures for the Department of Justice appear in the response to
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Question No. 871. To provide the information requested would require an inordinate amount of time and resources
that are not available.
[Hansard reference: for answer to question on notice 871 see page 1111.]

Attorney-General: Judicial Remuneration Tribunal — Workcover premiums
987. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Attorney-General): In respect of the Judicial Remuneration Tribunal:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Tribunal on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Tribunal and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Tribunal for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Tribunal provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Tribunal budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
For WorkCover purposes the Judicial Remuneration Tribunal is not a separately - reporting entity and its figures
are included in those of the Department of Justice. The figures for the Department of Justice appear in the response
to Question No. 871. To provide the information requested would require an inordinate amount of time and
resources that are not available.
[Hansard reference: for answer to question on notice 871 see page 1111.]

Attorney-General: Legal Practice Board — Workcover premiums
988. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Attorney-General): In respect of the Legal Practice Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
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(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
(a) The WorkCover initial premium for 1999-2000 was $8463.71, the confirmed premium for 1999-2000 was
$8,112.23.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999-2000 initial annual premium was calculated was
$895,736.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice were $0.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001 was $14,723.86.
(e) The rateable remuneration for Legal Practice Board on the basis of which the 2000-2001 initial premium was
calculated was $1,037,097.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification of Legal Practice Board is J7120W.
(g) The Legal Practise Board did not provide an estimate to it’s WorkCover agent, however WorkCover provided
an estimate to the Board which was within the Board’s salary range for this financial year. The estimate of
rateable remuneration provided was $1,037,097.
(h) The Legal Practice Board estimated prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay $19,500 in
WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001. Due to factors outside the control of the Department, at the time this
figure was calculated, the details of premium increases had not been advised.

Attorney-General: Legal Profession Tribunal — Workcover premiums
989. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Attorney-General): In respect of the Legal Profession Tribunal:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Tribunal on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
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(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Tribunal and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Tribunal for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Tribunal provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Tribunal budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
(a) The WorkCover initial premium for 1999-2000 was $6,977.41, the confirmed premium for 1999-2000 was
$7,817.81.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the 1999-2000 initial annual premium was calculated was
$809,267.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice were $0.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001 was $13,522.62.
(e) The rateable remuneration for Legal Professional Tribunal on the basis of which the 2000-2001 initial premium
was calculated was $960,000.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification of Legal Professional Tribunal is J7120W.
(g) The Legal Professional Tribunal did not provide an estimate to it’s WorkCover agent, however WorkCover
provided an estimate to the Tribunal which was within the Tribunal’s salary range for this financial year. The
estimate of rateable remuneration provided was $960,000.
(h) The Legal Professional Tribunal estimated prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay $13,000 in
WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001. Due to factors outside the control of the Department, at the time this
figure was calculated, the details of premium increases had not been advised.

Attorney-General: Municipal Electoral Tribunal — Workcover premiums
990. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Attorney-General): In respect of the Municipal Electoral Tribunal:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Tribunal on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Tribunal and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Tribunal for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
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(g) Did the Tribunal provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Tribunal budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
For WorkCover purposes the Municipal Electoral Tribunal is not a separately - reporting entity and its figures are
included in those of the Department of Justice. The figures for the Department of Justice appear in the response to
Question No. 871. To provide the information requested would require an inordinate amount of time and resources
that are not available.
[Hansard reference: for answer to question on notice 871 see page 1111.]

Attorney-General: Solicitor-General — Workcover premiums
991. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Attorney-General): In respect of the Solicitor-General:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Solicitor-General on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Solicitor-General and if there is
more than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Solicitor-General for
2000-2001 in respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Solicitor-General provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect
of 2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate
of rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Solicitor-General budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be
required to pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
For WorkCover purposes the Office of the Solicitor-General is not a separately - reporting entity and its figures are
included in those of the Department of Justice. The figures for the Department of Justice appear in the response to
Question No. 871. To provide the information requested would require an inordinate amount of time and resources
that are not available.
[Hansard reference: for answer to question on notice 871 see page 1111.]
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Attorney-General: Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal — Workcover premiums
992. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business (for the
Honourable the Attorney-General): In respect of the Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Tribunal on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Tribunal and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Tribunal for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Tribunal provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Tribunal budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
For WorkCover purposes the Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal is not a separately - reporting entity and its
figures are included in those of the Department of Justice. The figures for the Department of Justice appear in the
response to Question No. 871. To provide the information requested would require an inordinate amount of time
and resources that are not available.
[Hansard reference: for answer to question on notice 871 see page 1111.]

Attorney-General: Victoria Legal Aid — Workcover premiums
993. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Consumer Affairs (for the
Honourable the Attorney-General): In respect of Victoria Legal Aid:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for Victoria Legal Aid on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
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(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of Victoria Legal Aid and if there is
more than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of Victoria Legal Aid for
2000-2001 in respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did Victoria Legal Aid provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect
of 2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate
of rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did Victoria Legal Aid budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required
to pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
(a) The WorkCover initial premium was $181,912.36, the confirmed premium for 1999-2000 was $125,055.95
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium was calculated was $14,560,950,
the confirmed premium for 1999-2000 was $11,752,502.
(c) The WorkCover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice was $0.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001 was $212,489.55 (GST inclusive).
(e) The rateable remuneration for Victoria Legal Aid on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001 is
calculated was $12,168,231.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification of Victoria Legal Aid is Legal Services (I6341J).
(g) Victoria Legal Aid provided an estimate of rateable remuneration to its WorkCover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration on 26 April 2000. The estimate of rateable remuneration provided was
$12,168,231.
(h) Victoria Legal Aid estimated prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay $191,998 in WorkCover
premiums for 2000-2001. Due to factors outside the control of the Department, at the time this figure was
calculated the details of premium increases had not been advised.

Environment and Conservation: Alpine Resorts Coordinating Council — Workcover premiums
1027. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of Alpine Resorts Coordinating
Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
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(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In respect of the Alpine Resorts Coordinating Council:
(a) The WorkCover initial premium for 1999-2000 was $100.00, and the confirmed premium for 1999-2000 was
$100.00.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium for 1999-2000 was calculated was
$22,406.00, and the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the confirmed premium for 1999-2000 was
calculated was $18,572.00.
(c) There were no WorkCover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001 was $149.00.
(e) The rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001 is
calculated was $25,200.00.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification of the Council is J7112W.
(g) The Council did provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its WorkCover agent in respect of 2000-2001
rateable remuneration. The estimate was provided on 28 March 2000 and the estimate of rateable remuneration
so provided was $25,200.00.
(h) Prior to 30 June 2000, no amount was estimated by the Council that it would be required to pay in WorkCover
premiums for 2000-2001.

Environment and Conservation: Alpine Resort Management Boards — Workcover premiums
1028. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Alpine Resort
Management Boards:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Boards on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Boards and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Boards for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
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(g) Did the Boards provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Boards budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In respect of the Alpine Resort Management Boards:
(a) What was the WorkCover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
Answer

Authority

Initial
$41,193.09
$6,974.11
$4,928.44
$23,696.77
$39,530.00
$1,429.00

Falls Creek
Lake Mountain
Mount Baw Baw
Mount Buller
Mount Hotham
Mount Stirling

Confirmed
Not known
$3,618.03
$3,152.65
Not known
Not known
$535.00

(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
Authority

Answer
Initial
$1,081,297.00
$334,522.00
$239,454.00
$1,012,000.00
$1,286,372.00
$80,960.00

Falls Creek
Lake Mountain
Mount Baw Baw
Mount Buller
Mount Hotham
Mount Stirling

Confirmed
Not known
Not known
Not known
$1,509,092.00
Not known
$44,145.00

(c) What were the WorkCover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice.
Authority
Falls Creek
Lake Mountain
Mount Baw Baw
Mount Buller
Mount Hotham
Mount Stirling

Answer
Nil
$77.00
$2,500.00
Nil
$1,797.00
Nil

(d) What is the WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001.
Authority
Falls Creek
Lake Mountain
Mount Baw Baw
Mount Buller
Mount Hotham
Mount Stirling

Answer
$68,554.50
$10,243.19
$8,720.01
$37,173.21
$72,648.68
$2,158.00
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(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Boards on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001 is
calculated.
Authority
Falls Creek
Lake Mountain
Mount Baw Baw
Mount Buller
Mount Hotham
Mount Stirling

Answer
$1,297,557.00
$28,052.00
$12,480.00
$1,422,336.00
$1,543,647.00
$91,000.00

(f) What is the WorkCover industry classification or classifications of the Boards and if there is more than one
industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Boards for 2000-2001 in response of which
each industry classification is applicable.
Authority
Falls Creek
Lake Mountain
Mount Baw Baw
Mount Buller
Mount Hotham
Mount Stirling

Answer
L9149R
L9149R
L9149R
L9149R
L9149R
L9149R

(g) Did the Boards provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its WorkCover agent in respect of 2000-2001
rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of rateable
remuneration so provided.
Authority

Answer
Date Provided
9 August 2000
26 April 2000
5 April 2000
8 May 2000
September 2000
25 May 2000

Falls Creek
Lake Mountain
Mount Baw Baw
Mount Buller
Mount Hotham
Mount Stirling

Estimate
$1,339,676.00
$401,426.00
$287,345.00
$1,308,549.00
$1,543,647.00
$91,000.00

(h) What amount did the Boards budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001.
Authority
Falls Creek
Lake Mountain
Mount Baw Baw
Mount Buller
Mount Hotham
Mount Stirling

Budget/Estimate
$45,000.00
$8,400.00
$5,950.00
$38,000.00
No amount budgeted as budget under
review
$4,004.00

Environment and Conservation: committees of management for Crown land reserves —
Workcover premiums
1029. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Committees of
Management for Crown Land Reserves:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
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(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committees on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committees and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committees for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committees provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committees budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
There are currently about 1,400 locally elected Committees of Management appointed by the Minister for
Environment and Conservation under the Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978. The majority do not employee staff.
To obtain this information from the Committees of Management would require an inordinate amount of time and
resources which are not available.

Environment and Conservation: Timber Promotion Council — Workcover premiums
1040. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Timber Promotion
Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
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(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In respect of the Timber Promotion Council:
(a) The WorkCover initial premium for 1999-2000 was $1,672.21, and the confirmed premium for 1999-2000 was
$1,684.99.
(b) The rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium for 1999-2000 was calculated was
$446,039.00, and the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the confirmed premium for 1999-2000 was
calculated was $448,215.00.
(c) There were no WorkCover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001 was $2,135.84.
(e) The rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001 is
calculated was $535,247.00.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification of the Council is I6362V – Market & Business Consultancy Services.
(g) The Council did not provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its WorkCover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration.
(h) The Council estimated prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in WorkCover premiums an
amount of $2,200.00.

Environment and Conservation: Victorian catchment management authorities — Workcover
premiums
1042. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Victorian Catchment
Management Authorities:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Authorities on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Authorities and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Authorities for 2000-2001 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Authorities provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
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(h) What amount did the Authorities budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
In respect of the Victorian Catchment Management Authorities:
(a) What was the WorkCover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
Answer

Authority
Corangamite CMA
East Gippsland CMA
Glenelg-Hopkins CMA
Goulburn Broken CMA
Mallee CMA
North Central CMA
North East CMA
West Gippsland CMA
Wimmera CMA

Initial
$4,826.95
$46,619.94
$2,676.31
$84,905.49
$4,463.07
$7,884.17
$34,270.27
$33,180.73
$4,720.30

Confirmed
$5,473.79
Not known
Not known
$77,693.00
Not known
Not known
Not known
Not known
Not known

(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
Answer

Authority
Corangamite CMA
East Gippsland CMA
Glenelg-Hopkins CMA
Goulburn Broken CMA
Mallee CMA
North Central CMA
North East CMA
West Gippsland CMA
Wimmera CMA

Initial
$714,470.00
$765,050.00
$404,460.00
$1,454,895.00
$661,000.00
$1,162,000.00
$1,314,401.00
$2,303,486.00
$694,778.00

Confirmed
$807,226.00
$774,860.00
$515,038.00
$1,396,066.00
$625,000.00
Not known
Not known
$2,258,438.00
Not known

(c) What were the WorkCover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice.
Authority
Corangamite CMA
East Gippsland CMA
Glenelg-Hopkins CMA
Goulburn Broken CMA
Mallee CMA
North Central CMA
North East CMA
West Gippsland CMA
Wimmera CMA

Answer
NIL
$22,669.00
NIL
$24,000.00
NIL
$125,457.00
NIL
$2,939.00
NIL

(d) What is the WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001.
Authority
Corangamite CMA
East Gippsland CMA

Answer
$7,592.75
$65,754.83
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Answer
$2,292.54
$137,501.00
$6,923.21
$13,991.80
$48,349.02
$49,565.18
$5,618.22

(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Authorities on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000-2001
is calculated.
Authority
Corangamite CMA
East Gippsland CMA
Glenelg-Hopkins CMA
Goulburn Broken CMA
Mallee CMA
North Central CMA
North East CMA
West Gippsland CMA
Wimmera CMA

Answer
$872,500.00
$1,499,020.00
$869,564.00
$1,648,028.00
$793,200.00
$1,346,500.00
$1,402,934.00
$2,769,233.00
$650,000.00

(f) What is the WorkCover industry classification or classifications of the Authorities and if there is more than one
industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Authorities for 2000-2001 in response of which
each industry classification is applicable.
Authority
Corangamite CMA
East Gippsland CMA
Glenelg-Hopkins CMA
Goulburn Broken CMA
Mallee CMA
North Central CMA
North East CMA
West Gippsland CMA
Wimmera CMA

Answer
J7112W
J7112W
E4136K
J7112W
E4254X
J7112W
J7112W
J7112W
E4136K
E4136K
J7112W
J7112W

$818,500.00
$680,520.00

$848,256.00
$554,678.00
$1,098,994.00
$1,670,239.00

(g) Did the Authorities provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was the estimate provided and what was the estimate of rateable
remuneration so provided.
Answer

Authority
Corangamite CMA
East Gippsland CMA
Glenelg-Hopkins CMA
Goulburn Broken CMA
Mallee CMA
North Central CMA
North East CMA
West Gippsland CMA
Wimmera CMA

Date Provided
27 April 2000
26 April 2000
Yes, date not confirmed
22 June 2000
28 September 2000
9 March 2000
April 2000
27 April 2000
23 March 2000

Estimate
$872,500.00
$1,499,020.00
$485,352.00
$1,648,028.00
$684,359.00
$1,346,500.00
$1,402,934.00
$2,769,233.00
$650,000.00
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(h) What amount did the Authorities budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001.
Authority
Corangamite CMA
East Gippsland CMA
Glenelg-Hopkins CMA
Goulburn Broken CMA
Mallee CMA
North Central CMA
North East CMA
West Gippsland CMA
Wimmera CMA

Answer
$6,000.00
$55,000.00
$8,000.00
$93,000.00
$6,500.00
$26,900.00
$37,000.00
$64,350.00
$5,000.00

Environment and Conservation: Victorian Catchment Management Council — Workcover
premiums
1043. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation): In respect of the Victorian Catchment
Management Council:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999-2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999-2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000-2001.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000-2001 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000-2001 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000-2001 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000-2001.
ANSWER:
The Victorian Catchment Management Council is not a separately reporting entity and its figures are included in
those of the Department of Natural Resources and Environment. To provide the information requested would
require an inordinate amount of time and resources which are not available.

State and Regional Development: Albury-Wodonga Corporation — Workcover premiums
1078. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for
the Honourable the Minister for State and Regional Development): In respect of the Albury-Wodonga
(Victoria) Corporation:
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(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Corporation on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000–01 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Corporation and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Corporation for 2000–01 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Corporation provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Corporation budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
The Albury Wodonga (Victoria) Corporation does not employ staff. The Corporation’s Board members are
covered by the Commonwealth workers’ compensation scheme, as their sitting fees are paid by Corporation’s
Commonwealth counterpart, the Albury-Wodonga Development Corporation.

Small Business: Coordinating Council on Control of Liquor Abuse — Workcover premiums
1079. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business: In respect
of the Coordinating Council on Control of Liquor Abuse:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Council on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Council and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Council for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Council provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Council budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
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ANSWER:
The Coordinating Council on Control of Liquor Abuse is not a separately-reporting entity and its figures were
included in those of the Department of State and Regional Development which were provided in the answer to
Question No. 874. To provide the information would require an inordinate amount of time and resources which are
not available.

Racing: Bookmakers and Bookmakers Clerks Registration Committee — Workcover premiums
1080 THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for
the Honourable the Minister for Racing): In respect of the Bookmakers and Bookmakers’ Clerks
Registration Committee:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Committee on the basis of which the initial premium for
2000–01 is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Committee and if there is more
than one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Committee for 2000–01 in
respect of which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Committee provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Committee budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to
pay in Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
The Bookmakers and Bookmakers’ Clerks Registration Committee is not a separately-reporting entity and its
figures were included in those of the Department of State and Regional Development which were provided in the
answer to Question 874. To provide the information requested would require an inordinate amount of time and
resources which are not available.

Racing: Greyhound Racing Control Board — Workcover premiums
1081. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for
the Honourable the Minister for Racing): In respect of the Greyhound Racing Control Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
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(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
In respect of the Greyhound Racing Control Board –
(a) The initial WorkCover premium for 1999-2000 was $19,524.40. The confirmed premium is yet to be received.
(b) The rateable remuneration on which the initial premium was calculated for 1999-2000 was $1,258,301.00.
(c) The WorkCover claims cost for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 was nil.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001 is $34,230, including GST.
(e) The rateable remuneration on which the initial premium for 2000-2001 is calculated is $1,819,770.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification of the Board in respect of 2000-2001 rateable remuneration is L9149R
– Sport and Recreation NEC (including Promoting, Administration and Teaching).
(g) An estimate of rateable remuneration for 2000-2001 was provided on 10 May 2000, the estimate being
$1,819,770.
(h) Prior to 30 June 2000, the Board’s budget for its 2000-2001 WorkCover premium was $31,531.

Racing: Harness Racing Board — Workcover premiums
1082. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for
the Honourable the Minister for Racing): In respect of the Harness Racing Board:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Board on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Board and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Board for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
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(g) Did the Board provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Board budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
In respect of the Harness Racing Board –
(a) The initial WorkCover premium for 1999-2000 was $28,010. The confirmed premium was $17,751.
(b) The rateable remuneration on which the initial premium was calculated for 1999-2000 was $3,625,005. The
rateable remuneration on which the confirmed premium was calculated was $3,760,534.
(c) The WorkCover claims cost for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 was nil.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001 is $29,044, including GST.
(e) The rateable remuneration on which the initial premium for 2000-2001 is calculated is $3,934,622.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification of the Board in respect of 2000-2001 rateable remuneration is L9145C
– Horse Racing.
(g) An estimate of rateable remuneration for 2000-01 was provided on 29 March 2000, the estimate being
$3,934,622.
(h) Prior to 30 June 2000, the Board’s budget for its 2000-2001 WorkCover premium was $62,161. This figure
was a conservative estimate allowing for the impact on the premium in the event of a WorkCover claim arising
during the year.

Sport and Recreation: Melbourne and Olympic Park Trust — Workcover premiums
1083. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation: In
respect of the Melbourne and Olympic Park Trust:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Trust on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Trust and if there is more than one
industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Trust for 2000–01 in respect of which
each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Trust provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of 2000–01
rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of rateable
remuneration so provided.
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(h) What amount did the Trust budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
In respect of the Melbourne and Olympic Parks Trust –
(a) The initial WorkCover premium for 1999-2000 was $111,478.79, which includes a 5% discount for early
payment. The confirmed premium is not yet known.
(b) The rateable remuneration on which the initial premium was calculated for 1999-2000 was $7,652,306. The
confirmed premium has not yet been received.
(c) The estimated cost of WorkCover claims for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice is
$10,670.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001 is $145,472.69, including GST but has a 5% discount for
payment in advance.
(e) The rateable remuneration on which the initial premium for 2000-2001 is calculated is $9,182,767.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification of the Trust is L 9149 L (Sport and Recreation N.E.C including
Promoting, Administering and Teaching).
(g) The estimate of rateable remuneration, which was provided by the Trust to its WorkCover agent in respect of
2000-2001, was $8,043,395 on 25 August 2000.
(h) The Trust estimated that it would pay $112,409 in WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001 prior to 30 June 2000.

Racing: Racing Appeals Tribunal — Workcover premiums
1084. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation (for
the Honourable the Minister for Racing): In respect of the Racing Appeals Tribunal:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Tribunal on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01
is calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Tribunal and if there is more than
one industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Tribunal for 2000–01 in respect of
which each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Tribunal provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of
2000–01 rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of
rateable remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Tribunal budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay
in Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
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ANSWER:
The Racing Appeals Tribunal is not a separately-reporting entity and its figures were included in those of the
Department of State and Regional Development which were provided in the answer to Question No. 874. To
provide the information requested would require an inordinate amount of time and resources which are not
available.

Sport and Recreation: State Sports Centre Trust — Workcover premiums
1085. THE HON. P. A. KATSAMBANIS — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Sport and Recreation: In
respect of the State Sports Centre Trust:
(a) What was the Workcover initial premium and, if known, confirmed premium for 1999–2000.
(b) What was the rateable remuneration on the basis of which the initial annual premium and, if known, the
confirmed premium for 1999–2000 were calculated.
(c) What were the Workcover claims costs for 1999–2000 as specified in the 2000–01 initial premium
notice.
(d) What is the Workcover initial premium for 2000–01.
(e) What is the rateable remuneration for the Trust on the basis of which the initial premium for 2000–01 is
calculated.
(f) What is the Workcover industry classification or classifications of the Trust and if there is more than one
industry classification, what is the rateable remuneration of the Trust for 2000–01 in respect of which
each industry classification is applicable.
(g) Did the Trust provide an estimate of rateable remuneration to its Workcover agent in respect of 2000–01
rateable remuneration; if so, when was that estimate provided and what was the estimate of rateable
remuneration so provided.
(h) What amount did the Trust budget or estimate prior to 30 June 2000 that it would be required to pay in
Workcover premiums for 2000–01.
ANSWER:
In respect of the State Sport Centres Trust –
(a) The WorkCover initial premium for 1999-2000 was $43,925.02, which includes a 5% discount for early
payment.
(b) The rateable remuneration on which the initial premium was calculated for 1999-2000 was $2,322,729.
(c) The estimated cost of WorkCover claims for 1999-2000 as specified in the 2000-2001 initial premium notice is
$12,000.
(d) The WorkCover initial premium for 2000-2001 is $57,249, excluding GST but has a 5% discount for payment
in advance.
(e) The rateable remuneration on which the initial premium for 2000-2001 is calculated is $2,787,275.
(f) The WorkCover industry classification of the Trust is L 9149 R – (Sport and Recreation N.E.C. including
Promoting, Administering and Teaching).
(g) The estimate of rateable remuneration in respect of 2000-2001, which was provided by the Trust to its
WorkCover agent in May 2000, was $2,787,275.
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(h) The Trust estimated that it would pay $50,000, excluding GST in WorkCover premiums for 2000-2001 prior to
30 June 2000.

Small Business: AIRC hearing — assistance to small retail businesses
1117. THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business: What support,
if any, were small retail businesses given by the government in preparation for the AIRC hearing on the
SDA log of claims.
ANSWER:
The Victorian Government, in accordance with its stated industrial relations policy, considers that it is purely a
matter for the involved parties, including employers and unions and the Commission, to determine access to
industrial awards.
The State Government’s Business Channel, www.business.channel.vic.gov.au offers a number of referral options
to small retail businesses, including employer associations and access to information and possible assistance on
such matters.
Those clients who accessed the Business Channel, the Small Business Victoria website, or rang the Victorian
Business Line were provided with details of employer associations who could be contacted for further advice.

Small Business: Small Business Advisory Council
1118. THE HON. BILL FORWOOD — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Small Business: In respect of
the Small Business Advisory Council:
(a) What terms of reference have been established.
(b) What guidelines have been established for members.
(c) Which member of the Council will represent the Council on the Infrastructure Planning Council.
(d) Which small business or organisation does each of the Council members represent.
(e) How many applicants applied to sit on the Council.
(f) What selection process was used to select the Council members.
(g) What is the tenure of each member on the Council.
ANSWER:
Appropriate terms of reference have been developed for the Small Business Advisory Council which are consistent
with the Government’s policy parameters expressed in its policy Taking Care of Small Business. Council members
have been addressed by both the Premier and myself on the Council’s work.
The intention has been to establish a Council of predominantly small business operators and the vast majority are,
therefore, small business people rather than office holders representing particular organisations.
Approximately 160 applications for Council membership were received. Members have been carefully selected
from a very competitive field, having regard to the Government’s intention that they should overwhelmingly
comprise small business operators, including operators from regional Victoria. Members have been appointed for a
two year term.
The Chair of the Council is also on the Infrastructure Planning Council.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Thursday, 2 November 2000

COUNCIL

1135

Environment and Conservation: tree spraying
1125. THE HON. W. R. BAXTER — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the
Honourable the Minister for Environment and Conservation):
(a) What sums were expended in each of the past three financial years in spraying peppercorn trees on roads
in northern Victoria.
(b) Under which program were these funds allocated.
(c) Is it intended to remove the now unsightly dead trees.
(d) Is it intended to control regrowth that is now occurring.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The information requested in this question is identical to that asked in question on notice no. 867. The Hon.
Mr Baxter is referred to the response to that question tabled on 4 October 2000 (copy attached).
ATTACHMENT
Environment and Conservation: tree spraying
867. THE HON. W. R. BAXTER — To ask the Honourable the Minister for Energy and Resources (for the Honourable the
Minister for Environment and Conservation):
(a) What sums were expended in each of the past three financial years in spraying peppercorn trees on certain roads in Northern
Victoria.
(b) Under which program were these funds allocated
(c) Is it intended to remove the now unsightly dead trees.
(d) Is it intended to control regrowth that is now occurring.
ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As the roads along which spraying of peppercorn trees was conducted have not been specified, the minister is unable to answer the
question.
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